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CHAPTER 1 

THE ORIGIN OF MODERN POLITICS-I 

STRUCTURE  

 Learning objectives 

 The modern state and politics 

 Political transition in Britain: 1780-1850 

 The American revolution 

 Review questions 

 

LEARNING OBJECTIVES  

After studying this chapter you should be able to explain: 

 Explain the nature of the modern state and the role of bureaucracy, 

 Explain the growth of nationalism and the development of the nation 

state,  

 Explain the procedure of democratization, the role of judiciary and the 

political parties in the modern state, 

 Understand the nature of British polity and several political 

institutions, 

 Learn in relation to the concept of liberty and the background for the 

rising demands for reforms, 

 Understand the dynamics of the working class movements and its 

consequences. 

 Understand the pre-revolutionary American society, 

 Explain the circumstances leading to the American revolution, 

 Examine the main thrust of the American constitution, and 

 Lean in relation to the institution of slavery and the development of 

democratic politics in America. 

 

THE MODERN STATE AND POLITICS  



Direct Rule and Bureaucracy  

Chronologically the first and perhaps the mainly significant foundation of 

the modem European state was direct rule. From the fifteenth century onward, 

European monarchs increasingly imposed their direct rule on their subjects 

and concentrated all power in their hands. They did so through depriving their 

feudal lords and estates of power and appointing royal officials or lesser 

nobles directly responsible to or dependent only on the monarch. This was the 

beginning of a is full of such bitter straggles flanked by the state or a monarch 

and feudal or local lords, all culminating in a series of royal absolutisms. The 

mainly extra ordinary state-builders of this type were Ivan IV (the Terrible) 

and Peter I (the Great) of Russia, Frederick William and Frederick II of 

Prussia, Cardinal Richelieu and Louis XIV of France, and Henry VIII and 

Thomas Cromwell of England. Therefore only the king could maintain armies 

and create war, tax the population, adjudicate in disputes, punish offenders, 

and in scrupulous take the life of a subject; and he did so through his new 

royal bureaucracy. 

 

Bureaucracy is an administrative hierarchy of officials with the following 

characteristics as ideals: they are salaried professionals who have no personal 

interest in the decisions they take or enforce; they carry out the orders of their 

superiors and issue orders to their inferiors who implement such orders in the 

same fashion; they act just as to riles laid down through law, not just as to 

personal whim or preference; they are selected for their expertise in the region 

concerned, not for their personal, family, or class connections; they are 

replaceable like parts of a machine, and the newcomer or substitute will act in 

the same manner as the person who has been replaced, such that little depends 

on presently the individual. This is the model of bureaucracy; and this 

scrupulous maimer of acting has been described rational-legal, as described 

authoritatively through Max Weber. Though, practice departs significantly 

from the model, as necessity always happen; but it gives us with the mainly 

significant insights into the functioning of modem administrative structures, 

whether of the state, the political party, a business corporation, a religious 



hierarchy like a Church, or even simple associations like clubs. 

 

As we live with such bureaucracies in our daily lives, and since this is the 

ideal which we expect the government to live up to, we little realize how 

dissimilar it is from other shapes of rule. Indeed, when we encounter other 

shapes, we tend to describe them as arbitrary and corrupt. For instance, if 

officials were to be appointed for their family connections or money they had 

paid, if they were to take decisions because it suits them personally or the 

mood takes them, were they to act without orders, against orders, or outside 

the law, were they to be appointed without the necessary expertise for the job, 

or were everything to depend on one individual as if he or she were 

irreplaceable, we usually dismiss such systems as irrational, corrupt, and 

archaic. Yet that was perfectly normal for all states or shapes of rule before 

modem times, and only now do they appear undesirable. We have absorbed 

this textbook ideal and measure all administration through these standards, 

approximately unaware that these began to be introduced less than two 

hundred years ago in Europe and have been accepted thereafter as standards 

the world in excess of. Anything that is not ―modern‖ in this sense we tend to 

call ―traditional‖ or employ some pejorative expression. 

 

It is bureaucracy in such ―national-legal‖ form that creates the modem 

state so immensely powerful in the sense of being effective. Bureaucracy is an 

instrument that is more reliable and responsive than any other and can 

penetrate any field. Impersonality, expertise, action just as to rules, strict 

hierarchy, and easy replace skill creates it possible to carry out decisions with 

precision and predictable results. Rulers dependent on subordinates who have 

a personal interest, do not obey orders, do not possess expertise etc are unable 

to act effectively. 

 

That is why in pre-modern times rulers‘ actions were immensely 

ostentatious and dramatic but distant less effective than those in modem times. 

Displays of power in pre-modern times used to take the form of personal 

opulence in the costume and life-styles of rulers, elaborate court etiquette, 



enormous generosity through rulers on sure special occasions like coronations, 

arbitrary mercy to criminals, extraordinary violence to political opponents etc. 

But these were displays to impress the public periodically and had to be 

repeated regularly because of their limited effect. The modem bureaucracy has 

dispensed with mainly of such routine displays while reserving them for great 

national occasions with the intention of impressing the public. Though, for 

everyday rule and control, it does not need such ostentation because it can 

expect troubles, solve so several of them before they mature, target a criminal 

or political opponent with extra ordinary accuracy, and ensure compliance. In 

these senses, the modem state is more absolute than any old-fashioned tyranny 

or autocracy although it co-exists with democracy and rests universally on 

democratic principles, which is a phenomenon that needs to be explained. 

 

As a corollary to this vast expression of power, there is no sphere in which 

the modem state does not act. Formerly, states would act on rich and powerful 

persons and tax the rest of the population, and little else. Now the state seeks 

to expect troubles, to hunt for sedition and to assess the mind of the people. It 

deploys systems of surveillance and gathering of intelligence on every aspect 

of the life of citizens in order to foresee a problem or to decide how best to act 

in any number of hypothetical situations. Similarly, these states began to 

mediate in all shapes of disagreement, whether industrial, social, or 

professional, of locality or of family, issuing regulations governing all these 

characteristics of life. They assumed responsibility for education, welfare, 

health, the condition of the poor, the old, children, and even the yet unborn. 

They began to regulate life in these thousands of dissimilar methods in the 

minutest detail which we today accept as perfectly normal and even necessary. 

 

In addition, the modem state‘s capability for violence and repression is 

infinitely greater than that of any of the mainly well-known tyrants in history 

derives not only from its claim to the monopoly of violence but more from the 

organization of military systems and the technological development of modem 

weaponry and weapons systems. In pre-modem times, a feudal magnate could 

maintain an army that could challenge the royal army; but modem armies may 



be afforded only through the state and cannot be dreamt of through even the 

wealthiest plutocrat. The first variation is of sheer numbers. The French 

Revolution demonstrated what a modem army and total war could be through 

calling up all able-bodied citizens to the army. This was the first full-scale 

national recruitment in history and was in itself an extraordinary innovation. 

Feudal nobles could maintain armies of a few thousands; but the modem state 

now would maintain standing or permanent armies of hundreds of thousands; 

and in the twentieth centuries these would become millions. Feudal lords 

would recruit an army for a specific campaign or war and then disband them 

since the soldiers were chiefly peasants who had to return to create their 

living. The modem state innovated through sustaining a permanent army. 

 

These magnitudes were possible only to the state, not to any individual or 

self-governing corporation, though rich. Weapons technology likewise tilted 

the balance in favor of the state. Cavalry and infantry could be outfitted 

through feudal lords, but the cost of artillery could be borne only through the 

state. This was already apparent from the fifteenth century. But numerous 

innovations in the handheld gun, creation it more and more of an instrument of 

precision and therewith more expensive, placed the advantage in the hand of 

the state. The impact of such technologies on naval warfare was seen in the 

approximately total disappearance of piracy through the eighteenth century. 

 

The twentieth century then saw two further terrifying innovations, the 

tank, and mastery of the skies, which, from the outset, remained a monopoly 

of the state. The combined destructive power of tanks and aerial bombing 

overwhelmed any civilian population that dared challenge the state. 

Opposition so could not take the form of direct confrontation, as in heroic 

literature or in pre-modem times, but in a political and social mobilization of 

the populace. 

 

Some of this could assume the form of armed disagreement, but only as 

guerilla warfare or insurgency because the state could not be confronted in a 

straight armed combat. Such revolutionary mobilizations and insurgencies 



have become frequent for this cause in the twentieth century. If there are direct 

armed conflicts within a country, it is only because the state itself has 

fragmented and there are two or more potential states in disagreement in the 

same territory, e.g. throughout the Chinese revolutionary struggles of the 

forties, the Russian civil war of 1918-1921, or the American Civil War of 

1861-1864. The state‘s monopoly on violence is so both real and claimed. 

 

Nationalism and Nation State  

With this awesome accumulation of possessions, the modem European 

state then imposed uniformity on its citizens, thereby creating what we call the 

nation and nationalism. If all citizens were the product of the same culture, the 

capability to act on them, to predict responses, to satisfy preferences, indeed to 

make a set of common choices, was greatly enhanced. On the other hand, a 

divided people suggested a fragmented state or a number of dissimilar centers 

of power. This was the case under feudalism which was overcome through 

royal absolutism imposing the will of a single centre. A single state so implied 

a single people; and the modernizing state set in relation to the creating such a 

single people consciously. This was done through the people, now described 

citizens, being required to submit themselves to the same set of principles that 

governed their society. The mainly well-known and typical of these doctrines 

is that of equality of all before the law; corresponding principles in other 

spheres of life were, for instance, that knowledge be equally accessible to all, 

that one person‘s labour is equal in value to another‘s, that one person‘s vote 

be equal to another‘s, that every adult should have the vote (universal 

suffrage), or that everybody should have equal opportunity to education and 

career. 

 

Perhaps the mainly powerful instrument of homogenization, or creating 

such uniformities, was education. The modem European state, unlike its 

precursors, was singularly active in the field of education. It increasingly made 

primary and then secondary education universal and compulsory; through such 



an educational system it ensured a common set of values and single language 

as taught in schools which could be dissimilar from what was accessible at 

home or in the region. It therefore produced a single people with a single 

culture and even a single language such that each citizen was a replica of any 

other, all common products of the same cultural factory as it were. A single 

culture therefore spread in excess of a territory ruled from a single centre of 

power; and this is what is recognized as the nation-state. This sense of 

belonging to such a common culture in a specific territory is recognized as 

nationalism. Nationalism is a creation of modem times through states which 

created such nations. 

 

How recent is the creation, and how hard it has been, may be seen from the 

examples of the mainly well-known nations states of Europe. Therefore we 

speak routinely of a British people and a British nation little realizing that it 

consists of at least the English, the Welsh, and the Scots. Within these there 

are regions with pronounced identities, e.g. Cornwall in England and the 

Highlands in Scotland. Only in the eighteenth century did the English 

language become universal to all these countries of Great Britain. Similarly 

France, another separate and successful nation-state, consists of several 

identifiable regions with their own languages to this day, of which Brittany in 

the north-west and Gascony in the south are the mainly well-recognized. In 

1789 only 12-13% of the population of France spoke French; so the French 

nation was in effect created throughout the nineteenth century through the 

procedures described above. Similarly, in 1860, at the time of the unification, 

only in relation to the 2.5% of the population of Italy spoke Italian; the rest 

spoke several local languages, some of which survive to this day. Again, the 

new Italian state had to impose the Italian language on the whole population 

and thereby help fashion the Italian nation. Similar procedures went on in all 

the nations and states of Europe; and nationalism and nation-creation became 

a universal phenomenon in the course of the nineteenth century. 

 

There was no modem state which did not sponsor its own nationalism; and 

the fatal problem of the Russian and Austro-Hungarian states was that they 



ruled in excess of multi-national empires in themselves and hence could not 

afford to promote any nationalism lest the empire break up. They could have 

hoped to survive through a Russian or German nationalism respectively and 

thereby destroying the other cultures within their empires as British 

nationalism reduced the culture of the Highland Scots, of Wales, or of 

Cornwall, or as the French state did with the several local cultures through 

creation them all French. But that procedure should have started much earlier, 

before local nationalisms developed, like those of the Ukraine, Lithuania, 

Estonia, Latvia or Tatarstan in the Russian Empire, or of the Czechs, 

Hungarians, Croats, or Serbs in the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Neither empire 

could become single nations given the competing nationalisms developing 

within them; and both were doomed to collapse. To a significant degree it was 

a question of timing. Though, any state that wished to exist as a modem state, 

or a group that aspired to establish a modem self-governing state (e.g. from in 

the middle of the several nationalities of the Russian and Austro-Hungarian 

empires referred to above), establish itself occupied in the politics of 

nationalism and of nation-structure. 

 

Europe therefore came to be composed of a series of nation-states, 

sovereign within their own territories, equal in theory to every other, and 

related to each other in a system which became in itself an self-governing 

specialization described international dealings. Modem politics in Europe so 

implied a peculiar structure of international dealings which has since been 

accepted as a universal model. It was logically constant with the state‘s claim 

to the monopoly of legitimate coercion: presently as it did not accept any other 

source of power within its territory, it could not accept any external source of 

power within that same territory. Hence it led to a system composed of states 

which were sovereign and self-governing with respect to each other in theory 

and law even if unequal in material possession. In conditions of real power 

and possessions, these states shaped a hierarchy; but in theory they were equal 

in status to each other. This led to the swap of permanent ambassadors flanked 

by states and to the elaborate edifice of what is recognized as diplomacy. 

Through such diplomacy, each state was now an actor on the stage of 



international dealings to defend and promote what it described its ―national 

interest,‖ for it now spoke in the name of the nation. Hence politics came to 

contain involvement in international dealings and the defense of the ―national 

interest.‖ Every political party and ideology was obliged to take care of the 

―national interest,‖ and those that did not seem to do so adequately were 

severely weakened in the thrash about for power. Such a system of 

international dealings was in formation since the sixteenth century; it was 

defined as a system of dealings flanked by sovereign and equal states with the 

Peace of Westphalia in 1648; but it became a part of modern politics only in 

the nineteenth century. 

 

Democratic Polity  

Paradoxically, while the modem state concentrated such enormous powers 

in its hands, the politics of the nation became ―democratic.‖ In one sense there 

should be no paradox since the state claimed to represent the ―popular will‖ 

and to rest on the ―sovereignty of the people.‖ Theoretically, the people were 

now sovereign, as reflected in the electoral system. Hence it was a democratic 

or people‘s state that exercised such vast powers. 

 

From the revolutionary growths in America, Britain and France in the late 

eighteenth century there appeared the modern state which rested on the claim 

of representing the people. The question is not whether it did in fact represent 

the popular will and how genuinely it did so. The point is that it had to claim 

to do so and appear to be doing so. All the European states have done so in 

rising measure, though opposed their ideologies. This applies as much to the 

liberal democratic states of north-western Europe, the fascist-type states that 

sheltered so much of Europe, especially central Europe, in the twentieth 

century; and the socialist states of the Soviet Union and East Europe. 

 

Democratic politics meant something other than the people being the 

rulers. The people could never be the real rulers. They could have ruled 



directly only if numbers were so small, a few hundred at best, so that the 

people could meet regularly, take decisions, and inhabit public office. But 

modem nations consist of several millions at the least; hence such notions of 

democracy are fanciful. The solution has been established, since the eighteenth 

century in Europe and America, of the people electing their representatives 

who then choose their rulers. This is the standard form of the modem 

democratic constitution. As such, the people surrendered their powers to 

representatives who acted on their own judgment; and the representatives 

surrendered their powers to a government which also acted at its discretion. 

The only effective control in the hands of the people was that both the 

government and the representatives had to submit themselves periodically to 

elections when they could be replaced through others. These others would 

belong to other parties and ideologies. Hence, multiple ideologies and parties 

were an essential part of the democratic politics of changing rulers 

periodically. This multiplicity is recognized as pluralism. Though, flanked by 

elections, both the act of representation and that of governing were self-

governing of the people. But, because all were well aware that an election was 

due, such democratic rulers and representatives routinely sought to gauge the 

mood of the people, ensure their actions were popular, and justify their 

conduct as reflecting the will of the people. Hence the extraordinary 

importance of elections and all the rights and procedures associated with 

elections, e.g. universal suffrage, the secret ballot, fair procedure etc. and with 

them the assumption that the holding of regular elections through itself 

ensures democratic politics. The pattern described above is the model of 

liberal democratic politics to which socialists on the left and conservatives on 

the right subscribed but which was repudiated through revolutionaries on the 

left (e.g. communists, anarchists) and counter-revolutionaries on the right (e.g. 

fascists, national-socialists). 

 

Revolutionaries and counter-revolutionaries pursued logic of democratic 

politics. As in liberal democratic politics, they derived their power and 

legitimacy from popular support and choice; hence these were demonstrated, 

as usual, through elections and votes. Elections could be organized in several 



dissimilar methods; coercion could be used; voters could be excluded or their 

ballot papers marked through others and mainly of all, multiple candidates 

could be prohibited such that voters could vote for only one candidate. The 

exact degree of popular support for such regimes is a subject of self-governing 

investigation; and it should not be assumed that they did not enjoy 

considerable popular support at sure moments, whether it is Stalin or Hitler. 

But the significant point remnants that they sought to demonstrate such 

popularity through all the procedures of election. 

 

Therefore dictatorships could be imposed through perfectly democratic 

means. The first practitioner of this art of politics was Louis Napoleon in 

France in 1851 when he was elected through a plebiscite; he later proclaimed 

himself emperor and ruled essentially through decree on this democratic 

foundation. Several dictators have used the plebiscite and the referendum, 

which are after all another form of the popular vote, to prove their democratic 

credentials. The mainly notorious case is that of Hitler who won the general 

elections of 1932 to become the chancellor of Germany, and even secured 

dictatorial powers from the Reichstag (the German parliament) through the 

Enabling Act of 1933. The Bolshevik regime in the Soviet Union also 

depended on a hierarchy of democratic institutions described soviets or 

councils elected through the people. Even if only one candidate was permitted 

to stand for election, the regime organized such elections regularly without 

which it did not feel legitimate. Indeed, the worst stage of the Stalinist purges 

of 1936-1938 witnessed a furious round of elections through which ―enemies 

of the people‖ were recognized and denounced. 

 

This procedure in its totality, of proving popularity, is recognized as 

democratic legitimation; and the mainly effective instrument for achieving it 

was establish to be some form of election. Hereditary monarchs were 

increasingly replaced through elected rulers (sometimes as elected monarchs 

like Napoleon III of France) as the real centers of power; but the state 

sustained to concentrate power as discussed above, that is, to rule directly and 

to claim a monopoly on the legitimate exercise of force. Therefore, even while 



the foundations of the state became more democratic, its absolute power grew 

through the procedure of bureaucratization. The support of the people always 

provided more power to a ruler than any other source like tradition (for a 

hereditary monarch), force of personality (for a charismatic leader), or 

physical force (for a military dictator). As the state claimed to exercise power 

through promoting the interests of the people, it could call upon the people 

that are it could rally them, to render such support. Politicians exposed soon 

enough after the French Revolution that they could acquire and exercise more 

power through mobilizing the people than through mobilizing God, custom, an 

individual, or even an army. 

 

Though, not all the instruments of rule even went through the ritual of 

democracy like elections. The bureaucracy mainly obviously did not pretend 

to be democratic any more than did the armed forces, paramilitary forces, and 

the police; yet they were jointly the omnipotent instruments of the modem 

democratic state. In equal measure, the judiciary and the whole legal 

profession was another such major instrument. Ironically, it was and still is 

usually measured essential to democracy although it is entirely appointed and 

is in so sense answerable to the people. The judiciary performed two 

significant functions: it adjudicated in disputes through applying the law, and 

it interpreted the law in the course of applying it, that is, it declared what the 

real law was. So, it not only settled disputes, but in effect it also made law 

through interpreting it, or declaring what the real meaning of a law was. In 

settling disputes, it dealt with not only cases flanked by individuals, but also 

flanked by individuals and the state. Even if the state claimed to represent the 

people, judges could decide in favor of individuals against the state. This is 

one cause why elected leaders have sometimes denounced the judiciary as 

reactionary because it opposed the will of democratically elected leaders. But 

in doing so, it could also be defending individuals against oppression through 

the bureaucracy. This is the first cause why a self-governing judiciary is 

measured necessary to democracy although it is neither elected nor responsible 

to anybody. 

 



The after that cause why such a judiciary is deemed essential to democracy 

is the power of judicial review. This means that the highest court of the land, 

usually described the Supreme Court, could look at legislation to decide 

whether it violated the constitution or not. Therefore, if the people‘s 

representatives enact a law, judges of such supreme courts may reject the law. 

 

The powers of such a self-governing judiciary are enormous; some of the 

powers are approximately equal to those of the legislature; and sure of their 

powers are superior to those of the legislature. Such extraordinary powers are 

accepted on the assumption that the democratic essence of the political system 

is contained in the written constitution and that only legal experts are capable 

of deciding whether new laws are compatible with that constitution. The 

mainly well-known and extensive power of judicial review has been 

recognized in the USA. 

 

Dissimilar European countries have dissimilar practices; but equally 

famously, the British system does not give for judicial review, although judge-

made law through interpretation of previous laws is normal. Nonetheless, a 

self-governing judiciary limiting the power of democracy remnants true in 

relation to the all pluralist liberal democracies; and these limits has been made 

a part of democratic theory through what is recognized as the doctrine of the 

separation of powers, or the separation of the legislature, executive, and 

judiciary. Ultimately then, the judgments of the people‘s representatives are 

measured unreliable; democratic procedure is inadequate to the protection of 

democracy; and a small body of virtually self-appointing persons are seen to 

be one of the best means of protecting democracy. 

 

Therefore modem democratic politics is not democratic in several essential 

compliments even in the countries always proclaimed as model democracies. 

The people do not rule; the administration of justice and judicial review is in 

the hands of a group of persons responsible to nobody but themselves; and the 

state exercises approximately unlimited and continually expanding powers 

through its vast bureaucracy and military establishment. It is hard to see a 



trace of democracy in it all; yet it is this very combination of electoral politics 

and bureaucratic absolutism that has been described a democracy in modem 

politics. One cause has already been noted, that is, these powers are exercised 

in the name of the people even in dictatorial regimes, and the people create a 

periodic choice of their rulers in electoral regimes. But there is another cause, 

perhaps more important; and that is the people‘s involvement or participation 

in politics at higher stages than ever before in history. The people do not rule, 

but they participate through numerous procedures, of which elections are 

merely the mainly obvious. 

 

Such participation occurs through mobilization. In modem politics, a new 

institution described the political party appeared in the course of the 

revolutionary growths at the end of the eighteenth century and the beginning 

of the nineteenth. They were no longer merely factions or groups at Court or 

within the bureaucracy. They were now organizations defined through 

ideology. The ideology could embody the interest of a class, a group, a region, 

a religion, a nation etc; but it was a view of the world of the future. Such 

parties now sought to rally support in the middle of the people for their 

scrupulous ideological location and therewith for the parties themselves. With 

a number of political parties actively seeking support in the middle of the 

people, the mass of the population increasingly came to be involved in 

politics. The public was asked to express an opinion and exercise a choice on 

political options and in several dissimilar methods to indicate their location on 

any subject. It could take the form of asking citizens to vote, to join a union, to 

sign a petition, to march in a demonstration, to subscribe to a newspaper, to 

attend a meeting, and numerous other such behaviors. Today we treat as 

utterly normal that so several dissimilar types of persons should trouble us 

everyday in so several methods, that they should demand that we act the 

method they want; but all these are innovations of the nineteenth century. 

Before then, people were left to themselves with only an occasional demand 

for extra taxes or participation in war. 

 

In these new methods, each interest group drummed up support and shaped 



political parties which represented a major ideological location. It was such 

ceaseless action of demanding from the population that they participate in 

politics and take location, that is, the procedure of mobilizing the people that 

made politics democratic. Now, the claim that rulers were acting in the name 

of the people could have a foundation in fact, that is, the people would be 

demonstrating whether they supported such rulers or not. These political 

parties became the instruments through which such rulers were chosen and 

through which rulers legitimized them. The politics of first Britain, France, 

and America, and then of the rest of Europe in gradual degrees in the course of 

the nineteenth century, followed through the rest of the world, reveals this 

logic. This, more than anything else, is the core of modem politics, namely, a 

mobilized population with a civilian party as the instrument of mobilization. 

The people do not rule but they are involved; and whether they like it or not, 

they are required to be involved. 

 

From the above explanation it would appear that modern populations are 

overwhelmed through bureaucratic absolutism and party mobilization leaving 

little sense or reality of individual or group freedom and choice which should 

after all be central to democracy. Is democratic politics then an elaborate form 

of oppression? Indeed not, even if it is not what it claims to be. 

 

Both the state‘s claim to the legitimacy of its rule and the political parties‘ 

mobilization of popular support are founded on the rights of citizens, as they 

were described throughout the French Revolution, or human rights, as they 

were restated through the United Nations. Rights as understood in modem 

political discourse are what a person is born with and cannot be taken absent; 

they are not privileges granted through rulers as was understood in pre-modem 

times. The assertion of rights may and do take any form; and where states and 

parties have been establish inadequate, citizens have mobilized themselves in 

newer shapes of action and through new organizations. So mobilizations are 

not exclusively through political parties aspiring to the power of the state, as in 

the liberal or pluralist electoral systems of Western Europe, or through the 

state acting through a party, as in the fascist and communist states. 



 

Innumerable citizens‘ action groups form themselves and act for purposes 

other than coming to power; they act in causes that could be more limited, like 

defending a victim of injustice, protecting the environment, upholding 

consumers‘ rights, etc, or presently as pressure groups in the defense of some 

interest, be it business or professional, of which trade unionism is the mainly 

obvious. Action could presently as well be undertaken through individuals 

commenting on matters of public interest; and all such individuals put jointly 

constitute what is recognized as public opinion. So the public is active in the 

exercise of its rights; it is not merely driven through the political establishment 

to demonstrate support in stage-supervised performances, although that 

happens presently as often. Without the active citizen, there is no modem 

politics. Further, it is the continuous tension flanked by bureaucracy and 

mobilization from above and the active citizen below which defines modem 

politics, whether described democratic or authoritarian, but always with claims 

to democratic legitimation and procedure. 

 

Modem politics exhibits one further significant characteristic originating in 

this half century of the late eighteenth-early nineteenth centuries. This is a 

peculiar format which we have come to take for granted but which was again 

mainly novel at that time. It consists of political ideologies ranged as left, 

centre, and right, and political parties taking positions recognizably 

somewhere beside this row from left to right. The left incorporated all those 

ideologies which demanded change, continuous innovation, and moving from 

the past and tradition into the future. For the left, the procedure of change had 

to be innovation or total transformation of the past and tradition. Revolution so 

belongs to ideologies of the left; of these, socialism, and communism are the 

mainly well-known. The centre on the other hand seeks to moderate the rate of 

innovation even while accepting the procedure of change. It is fearful of 

excess and refuses to be revolutionary. Throughout the nineteenth century, 

liberal movements and ideologies, broadly speaking, belonged to the centre of 

the political spectrum because the socialists were on the left. But, in the days 

before socialism, or before the 1830s, liberals could also be revolutionary or of 



the left through the same logic as the socialists were. The French revolutionary 

movements were liberal, ideologically speaking, and not socialist; but they 

were revolutionary nonetheless because they wished to overthrow tradition 

itself. The right represented the ideologies of calling a halt to revolution and of 

consolidating what had already come into subsistence. They sought to use 

tradition, improve it, change it piecemeal, but not to overthrow it as the left 

wanted to do and even much of the centre was ready to do. The right consisted 

of conservatives, best represented through Christian Democracy in Europe and 

the Tories or Conservatism in Britain. But conservatism was not a fixed 

location since it defined itself in relation to the centre and the left; it accepted 

the changes wrought through the French Revolution until 1815 but did not 

want any more; after the revolutions of 1848, it accepted those changes but 

hoped to contain any further revolution. Therefore it related to the latest series 

of innovations and revolutions and sought to preserve the status quo thereafter. 

It was an attitude of mind whose precise political location would shift from 

decade to decade because it was oriented to preserving the best of the past 

when the past was continually vanishing. As one well-known philosopher put 

it, conservatism seeks to develop the past that remnants in the present, 

socialism seeks to develop the future that is implicit in the present, and the 

centre seeks to celebrate the present centre itself. 

Though, the right has often moved to an extreme location described the 

counter-revolution. In its hatred of the thought of the revolution, or of the 

thought of recasting everything anew, one part of the right wished to undo the 

original thought of revolution itself. It did so, not through going back to the 

past, but through attacking everything that the revolutions of modem times 

created. This was counter-revolution, which was so violently hostile to the 

dream of modem revolutions, including conservatism that it tended to destroy 

itself in its negativity. In the twentieth century it was best represented through 

fascism and National Socialism although both had significant antecedents. 

This triple ideological division has been described as the ideological civil war 

of Europe through a well-known philosopher of our times; that European civil 

war of the nineteenth century became a full-scale war in the twentieth flanked 

by communism on the left led through the Soviet Union, liberalism in the 



centre led through the Allies, and the counter-revolution of the right led 

through the Axis powers; after 1945, it was transformed into a Cold War 

flanked by that same left and centre; and with the collapse of the Soviet Union 

and of the communist utopian dream in 1991, the centre remnants in command 

of what is to be the post-modem world. 

 

POLITICAL TRANSITION IN BRITAIN: 1780-1850  

 

Nature of British Polity  

It may be useful to review our understanding of the conditions 'politics' 

and 'state' and the methods in which they have usually changed in modem 

times. Politics refers to the thrash about for power. Those who have power try 

to maintain it while those who are out of power may resist or try to capture it. 

In a sense, this tussle pervades all shapes of social dealings and institutions. At 

the stage of the state, though, its intensity is particularly marked whether in the 

form of factional clashes within the ruling classes or in wider struggles flanked 

by rulers and ruled, or rich and poor, which may erupt overtly from time to 

time. 

 

Secondly, ideological conflicts also play an important role in the politics 

which centers approximately the state. The rulers may seek to justify the 

existing system in conditions of religious or secular ideals while those out of 

power may look forward to changes which may be radically new or 

reactionary in their aims. In general conditions, such political impulses may be 

described as centrist, leftist and rightist respectively. But their content can 

vary just as to context. And, it may be useful to view them as relative positions 

only. 

 

In modem times, though, the notion of the 'left' has been associated more 

with egalitarian movements of/for the working classes while centrist politics 

has been mostly ascribed to the bourgeoisie which champion‘s individual 



rights but not social equality. 'Rightist' politics has further assumed several 

shapes in recent times ranging from dissimilar types of revivalist movements 

to secular dictatorships and fascist states. 

 

Separately from generating new shades of political ideologies, the modem 

period has also witnessed important transformations in the methods through 

which power has been sought and resisted through factions and classes. The 

rising middle class has therefore favored the maintenance of 'law and order' 

through a representative state which would facilitate maximum productivity 

and mobilization of possessions without giving up the vital inequality in the 

sharing of wealth and possessions. The mobilization of popular consent 

through organized parties and propaganda and winning electoral support and 

parliamentary majorities have been its chief concerns. The leftist movement, 

on the other hand, has questioned the validity of parliamentary politics within 

a highly in egalitarian social order and not shied absent from a violent 

assertion of proletarian rebellions against oppressive states which protect class 

divisions. While these political impulses have been common to mainly 

societies undergoing modernization yet their precise form and character have 

obviously varied from country to country. 

 

In this context, the history of modem Britain offers an outstanding case of 

a stable polity which underwent liberal democratic transformation without a 

violent overthrow of its ruling class. This was in marked contrast to mainly 

countries on the European continent which saw frequent -outbreaks against 

feudal regimes and their successor bourgeois states as well. On the other hand, 

the British Isles (separately from Ireland) were transformed in this 'Age of 

Revolution' more through industrialization than through violent political 

upheavals. 

 

This is not to say that radical alternatives to parliamentary politics such as 

a workers' convention and an economy dominated through workers' 

cooperatives were not tried out in Britain. But, as 'left' alternatives, they either 

failed to gather substantial support or their aims remained relatively moderate. 



As a result, through the middle of the nineteenth century, Britain's rising 

middle class and ruling aristocracy supervised to arrive at a compromise and 

also to contain the rising working class movements within the confines of 

parliamentary politics committed to the protection of private property. How 

was this achieved? And what factors shaped the peculiar transition of Britain 

to modem politics deserve to be studied systematically. But before turning to 

that explanation it may be relevant here to consider briefly the nature of 

political institutions inherited through Britain at the beginning of our period. 

 

Nature of Political Institutions  

Throughout the early modem period (circa 1500-1800), a number of states 

in Europe appeared as sovereign political entities laying claim to the 

allegiance of all the subjects within their territories and also rapidly expanding 

their administrative and economic functions under absolutist monarchs such as 

Louis XIV of France and Frederick the Great of Prussia. 

 

In countries like Britain and the Netherlands, though, the rise of a 

sovereign nation state was also accompanied through a system of 

constitutional government based on a rule of law as enshrined in parliamentary 

statutes and legal conventions rather than the arbitrary will of the monarch. In 

Britain particularly, this had been achieved after revolutions throughout the 

seventeenth century against the absolutist ambitions of Stuart kings who were 

replaced through a new dynasty as well as a new constitution ensuring a 

division of powers flanked by the monarch, parliament, and a more self-

governing judiciary. Parliament was indeed the distinctive organ of Britain's 

government. It consisted of two homes. The upper one, described the Home of 

Lords, represented the higher clergy and the hereditary nobility and the lower 

one, described the Home of Commons, was elected on the basis of a limited 

franchise. After the revolutions of the seventeenth century, the lower home 

had supervised to introduce some significant checks on the monarch's political 

powers and acquire a crucial role in governance. For instance, the crown's 



finances including its right to raise fresh taxes and spend on all state 

departments including the army were controlled through the Home of 

Commons through the mandatory annual budget. Similarly, all new laws had 

to be passed through parliament first and only then sent for royal assent. The 

legislative and budgetary powers of parliament, moreover, put significant 

checks on the executive power of the monarch who was in practice compelled 

to appoint his ministers largely from those who had a following in the Home 

of Commons. This important convention opened the path to the future 

development of the modem "cabinet system' in which the council of ministers 

is held collectively responsible to parliament and holds office as extensive as it 

can command a majority in the Home of Commons.  

 

The mixed constitution of Britain had few parallels in the rest of the world 

until late eighteenth century. Yet, its celebrated division of powers as well as 

its checks and balances were not without serious limitations and troubles. The 

powers of the Home of Commons were clearly circumscribed through those of 

the monarch and the Lords. Moreover, within the Home of Commons, factions 

and power dominated the proceedings rather than well organized political 

parties with defined programmes and ideologies. Therefore, the Whigs and the 

Tories, which were the principal political groupings in British parliament since 

the Glorious Revolution of 1688, represented through and big the same 

aristocratic interest with minor differences on questions of religious and 

political dissent. The Tories were political conservatives and firmly geared 

towards the ruling Anglican aristocracy while the Whigs supported the 

organized body of religious dissent in England as well as Scotland and were 

more open to middle class demands for greater political equality and freedom. 

On the whole, party discipline and organisation in parliament were, though, 

still weak. This further opened the path for undue power of the crown in 

parliament through patronage. 

 

Thirdly, the electoral base of the Commons itself was very limited and the 

landed interest dominated the lower home as well as the Home of Lords. 

Therefore, at the close of the eighteenth century, a mere 2% of the population 



of England had the right to vote. In the rural counties the franchise was 

restricted to those men who held freehold property worth 40 shillings while 

amongst the urban boroughs there lived wide disparities flanked by 

constituencies. Some big centers like Westminster had many thousand voters 

while a few ghost towns like Old Sarum had as few as seven. The restricted 

character of the franchise was further vitiated through widespread use of 

power and bribery in the electoral procedure. 

 

While such 'corruption' in the political procedure was noted and criticized 

through a number of contemporaries it is equally motivating to note that the 

narrow social base of parliament was actually defended through mainly 

ideologues of the eighteenth century. The leading parliamentarians of the 

times in fact claimed that only landowners had a stake in the country and 

hence their right to be represented in parliament. Even reformers such as 

Edmund Burke, as we shall note below, had considerable contempt for the 

poor and feared any mass action instead of viewing it as a resource for reform 

efforts. 

 

No explanation of the British state would be complete without a discussion 

of the nature of local government in those times. At a time when daily papers 

did not carry the news of central government's decisions to every household, 

the actual government with which mainly citizens were familiar was that of 

the vestry or the village council, the municipal bodies and the lower courts. 

 

It was the mayor and the alderman in the towns and the Lords Lieutenants 

and the magistrates (also described the Justices of Peace) maintaining law and 

order in the counties who personified the state to an average British citizen. 

The Justices of Peace in fact accepted out a number of functions at the local 

stage including those of a revenue official and the organizer of welfare or 

relief for the poor. It is notable that until the late nineteenth century there was 

in fact no regular police in Britain to assist these unpaid local officials 

separately from the small army garrisons which could be described for help 

throughout times of unrest. Another key official who played a significant role 



throughout the period was the Improvement Commissioner. These were 

usually appointed through acts of parliament to supervise the development of 

roads, bridges, canals etc. in the counties  

 

While it is apparent that representative institutions played a unique role in 

Britain both at the central and local stages in fixing taxes and regulating state 

expenditure as well as poor relief, it is also worth remembering that the 

dominance of the landed aristocracy at all stages was actually unassailable 

until the beginning of the twentieth century. The British aristocracy indeed had 

some significant features which may be briefly noted at this stage. 

 

At the top, there was a powerful group of some 350 families who owned 

vast landed estates, usually with titles of nobility. A seat in the Home of Lords 

was their special privilege besides a hold on other influential offices of the 

state. Below this exclusive group of peers or nobles in Britain's ruling elite, 

came the 4000 odd families constituting the gentry. They were again owners 

of substantial landed estates. A few amongst them had wealth comparable to 

those of the lords but their title was that of a knight or a baron and the offices 

they usually aspired to were those of the unpaid Justices of Peace or a seat in 

the Home of Commons. 

 

Another peculiar characteristic of the British aristocracy was its fairly 

compact character. While in mainly European nations the ruling elite was 

supposed to contain all scions of noble families, in Britain on the other hand, 

owing to the practice of primogeniture and the regular outflow of younger 

children of the title holders into the armed forces, the diplomatic corps, the 

church, and high finance, the number of tide holders remained fairly restricted. 

Even successful members from the trades and the professions could always 

purchase substantial estates and aspire to titles in excess of time. Lastly, it may 

be noted that the cessation of feuds and intra class violence within the British 

aristocracy, specially throughout the eighteenth century, was accompanied 

through the development of the gentlemanly ideal and rising attention being 

paid to improvement of estates and to learning rather than to martial display. 



 

Notion of Liberty  

Another feature of the British polity which needs to be noted at this stage 

is its claim of promoting liberty‘ for its subjects. Separately from numerous 

British commentators, a number of foreign observers (including thinkers such 

as Montesquieu and Voltaire) also stressed throughout the eighteenth century 

that the British polity was distinctive not only due to its powerful parliament 

but also through virtue of the freedom of expression and the security of person 

and possessions enjoyed through its citizens in general. Some modem thinkers 

have also noted that through the beginning of nineteenth century Britain was 

being increasingly governed through the rule of law in place of direct use of 

force to extract surplus out of the laboring classes. 

 

It is certainly true that parliamentary checks on the executive's right to 

impose new taxes, the sanctity of private property, the self-governing tradition 

of the English common law and the force of legal provisions such as Habeus 

Corpus beside with a relatively free press guaranteed some significant rights to 

the upper and middle classes in Britain at a time when similar liberties were 

unknown elsewhere. At the same time it is significant to keep in mind that 

these freedoms could be enjoyed in practice only through the wealthy who 

could take recourse to the lengthy procedures of law. Indeed the British courts 

as well as political thinkers from Hobbes and Locke to Bentham and Bagehot 

went out of their method to champion the sanctity of private property while 

the laws remained very harsh against the poor. 

 

It is well recognized that in all inegalitarian societies‘ laws, customs and 

dominant values are biased in favor of the ruling classes. While the owners of 

land and capital therefore derive supernormal profits and rents with little 

effort, the laboring classes—the real creators of wealth—often survive on low 

wages. Women are often confined to unpaid domestic work. Political and legal 

discrimination against the lower orders further worsen their economic 



deprivation. 

 

British society was no dissimilar on this count. Indeed, the law makers as 

well as executors in Britain were approximately entirely drawn from the 

landed aristocracy. It is hardly surprising that the government was also biased 

towards this class. Separately from withholding political and voting rights 

from women, workers and religious minorities, the eighteenth century British 

state also put numerous restrictions on the free movement of workers and 

sought to regulate prices and wages in favor of the landed elite. Some of these 

restrictions were later seen as standing in the path of industrial capitalism and 

hence progressively removed in the nineteenth century. 

 

Throughout the eighteenth century, though, maximum focus of the British 

state was on strengthening the agrarian gentry at the cost of self-governing 

fanners and laborers. The enclosure movement under which big estates were 

created through the rich for commercial farming out of the common land of 

the rural communities and through ousting the poor farmers was well 

supported through parliamentary legislation. On the other hand, the same 

parliament went to the extent of passing death penalties for petty offences such 

as hunting in the common lands or theft' from forests etc. In order to firmly 

instill the awe of the propertied classes in the minds of the poor public 

hangings of such offenders was also prescribed. And those establish guilty of 

the death penalty in eighteenth century Britain could well contain children 

stealing goods above forty shillings or starving laborers trying to hunt rabbits 

in the forests. The claims of ‘liberty‘ obviously had little value for the ordinary 

folk of Britain. 

 

Demand for Reforms  

Throughout the eighteenth century, Britain saw a considerable expansion 

of population as well as agricultural production and trade and commerce. Such 

sustained economic growth in turn unleashed new social and political forces in 



the country through the close of the century. England, Scotland, as well as 

Wales were getting rapidly urbanized and witnessing the rise of a new social 

order dominated through the middle and working classes in place of the old 

clergy, landowners, and agricultural workers. Moreover, the dealings flanked 

by the new social groups were qualitatively dissimilar from those of the old. A 

much greater degree of competition and disagreement informed the dealings 

flanked by these classes as deference or acceptance of hierarchical differences 

was now on the decline. 

 

An significant dimension of the ferment now visible on the political scene 

was the growth of informed public opinion, the rising numbers of newspapers 

and the rise of numerous associations and pressure groups dedicated to several 

public causes including electoral reform, fiscal discipline, the abolition of 

slavery and free trade etc. The arrogance of George III, who ruled Britain from 

1760 to 1820, the fight for liberal rights led throughout his rein through 

leaders such as Fox and Wilkes, and the issues raised through the liberation of 

British colonies in America after 1776 further stoked the embers of such 

discontent. Not surprisingly, the last decades of the eighteenth century were 

marked through major protests against undue monarchical power in the 

working of the parliament and also against the violation of individual liberty 

through the government. 

 

Britain had a tradition of liberal thought going back to the revolutionary 

decades when philosophers such as John Locke had espoused a new theory of 

state bound to safeguard persons and property. The new controversies 

generated through the Wilkes' case centering on the freedom of press and 

protection against arbitrary arrest throughout 1760s and 1770s further brought 

the issues of civic rights to the fore in British politics. The formation of the 

Society for the Defense of Bill of Rights in 1769 and the Society for 

Constitutional Information in 1780 gave organized form to such struggles. 

 

Though, mainly middle class leaders of the times thought of liberty from 

the perspective of the propertied classes alone. Some pioneering feminists 



such as Mary Wollstonecraft and early socialists such as Robert Owen tried to 

question the sanctity of private property and the subordination of women 

under patriarchy. But, more usually, the interests of the workers, the religious 

minorities, and women sustained to be ignored in the liberal ideology which 

held sway in Britain throughout this period. 

 

The mainly significant concern of the liberal agenda throughout these 

years was of high taxation and waste in public expenditure. The parliament as 

well as the press were significant for a through which the demand for the 

'economical reforms' against these ills was raised. In 1779, influential sections 

of the gentry led through will give further support to such demands. 

Consequently, Conservative leaders such as Edmund Burke as well as liberals 

such as Pitt the Younger embarked upon a series of reforms which led to the 

abolition of crown patronage and the introduction of modem budgeting in 

Britain. 

 

Separately from economy in state expenditure, the rising middle classes 

were also interested in market reforms at a broader stage. This demand was 

particularly raised through the bankers and traders of London and the 

manufacturers of rising industrial centers such as Birmingham and 

Manchester. They became ardent champions of free market principles and 

campaigned for the abolition of high tariffs as well as state supported 

monopolies in trade and manufacturing. Adam Smith's well-known treatise, 

The Wealth of Nations, which gave the theoretical justification for freedom of 

economic enterprise and minimum state interference in the market, became an 

influential text in support of their views. 

 

While the rising bourgeoisie (consisting of capitalist manufacturers and 

traders as well as educated professionals) demanded minimum state 

interference in the market at the same time they put new demands for a lean 

but efficient state machinery which would run on rational principles and 

ensure the smooth functioning of private enterprise in the country. Just as to 

this doctrine all laws and institutions of society were to be judged on the basis 



of their utility to the maximum number and not through their traditional 

sanctity or textual power. 

 

Other causes of public concern throughout this period were: the issues of 

public health and education, crime and morality, the treatment of prisoners, 

condition of the poor in sprawling industrial slums and the rights of dissenting 

religious groups. Separately from the Liberals, Utilitarian‘s and the Utopian 

Socialists, the religious movements of the Evangelicals and the Methodists 

also played a significant role in raising these issues in modern British politics. 

 

The demand for electoral and parliamentary reforms was, meanwhile, 

gaining momentum amongst sections of the middle class as well as artisans 

and working classes. The writings of radicals like Tom Paine and Major 

Cartwright acted as powerful catalysts in this respect. The outbreak of the 

French Revolution in 1789 also had a positive impact on the radical movement 

in Britain as it revived the interest in democratic reforms which had been 

marginalized after the infamous Gordon riots against Catholics in London in 

1780. The Society for Constitutional Information was now revived beside with 

the opening of a number of Republican Clubs in the provinces. One of the 

mainly radical of these was the London Corresponding Society which, under 

the guidance of the London shoe maker, Thomas Hardy, sought to organize a 

nation-wide protest for parliamentary reform as well as workers' rights and 

also recognized contacts with the Revolutionary Convention in France. 

 

Even though the demands and aspirations of the British radicals were 

moderate yet, the instance of revolutionary violence in France greatly alarmed 

the British authorities. Flanked by 1793 and 1815, Britain, in alliance with 

other monarchies of Europe, was at continuous war with Revolutionary 

France. Throughout this period, the British state not only used nationalist 

sentiment to buttress its power but also unleashed unprecedented repression 

against the radicals as well as the nascent working class movement. This 

incorporated the suspension of the Habeus Corpus in 1794, the introduction of 

anti-combination laws in 1799 as also a series of treason trials and bloody 



suppression of all radical organisations. 

 

Yet, repression failed to suppress the radical movement in Britain. Under 

the guidance of old stalwarts such as Cartwright as well as new leaders such as 

Cobbet, the well-known Hampden Clubs were shaped in a number of towns to 

press for parliamentary reforms and the extension of franchise specially after 

1809. Meanwhile the working class movement was also maturing in Britain. 

The initial stage of industrialization was full of misery for the proletariat 

which worked and lived in very hostile circumstances for extensive hours on 

meager wages and with few rights or social security. It is hardly surprising that 

in the face of these brutal circumstances, in many spaces, the workers 

responded through systematically breaking the machines which symbolized 

the new order to them. These early machine breakers have been nicknamed 

Luddites after their mythical leader Nedd Ludd. 

 

But the working class movement in Britain actually consisted of a 

diversity of strands ranging from self help credit societies and workers' 

cooperatives to the more radical democrats and socialists. The democrats 

reposed faith in universal franchise and parliamentary reforms besides 

workers' rights to form unions and to strike for better circumstances. Socialists 

such as Robert Owen (1771 -1858) further argued that all wealth is created 

through labour and so the laboring classes should claim the full fruit of their 

work. In the capitalist system, though, maximum share of the wealth produced 

is appropriated through a miniscule minority of the owners of capital. How to 

change this unjust order? This was the major issue before socialists 

everywhere. Owen himself emphasized workers' cooperatives and self help 

rather than a direct confrontation with the state. To realize these thoughts, he 

first founded the New Lanark Spinning Mill at Glasgow and later the New 

Harmony Society in Indiana, USA in the initial decades of nineteenth century. 

We shall learn more in relation to the labour movement in Britain in the 

following pages. 

 



Response of the State  

The British state, meanwhile, responded to these dissimilar demands in 

diverse methods. Some economic and administrative reforms were accepted to 

accommodate the aspirations of the rising middle classes. Indeed such 

'reformist conservatism' of the British oligarchy distinguished it clearly from 

the rightist' forces in mainly Continental regimes of the period and helped in 

forging an early alliance flanked by the aristocracy and the bourgeoisie there. 

But the demands of the workers were viewed with general suspicion and 

suppressed unequivocally in the initial years of industrialization. 

 

Therefore, the defeat of Napoleon at Waterloo in 1815 had been celebrated 

all in excess of Britain. Though, for the workers of Manchester and 

Birmingham who were awaiting reforms, the end of the war actually brought 

more unemployment and economic difficulties. Yet, the Tory government of 

Lord Liverpool (1812-27) sustained its repressive policies. The revolt of the 

Spenceans, who asked for redistribution of land, was of course seen as treason 

and crushed. 

 

But the mainly brutal state action was visible in 1819 at Peterloo Park, in 

Manchester, where a crowd of 60,000 had gathered to listen to Orator Hunt on 

democratic reforms. It was indiscriminately fired at. Eleven persons lost their 

lives and more than four hundred were injured in this bloodbath. Peterloo has 

been remembered as the domestic Waterloo of the old guard which became 

panicky and passed the infamous Six Acts putting fresh restrictions on the 

press and political assemblies etc. 

 

After 1820, though, some shift in the attitudes of the Liverpool ministry, 

especially towards the middle class demands for economic and administrative 

reforms, was apparent. A band of new ministers, including Canning, 

Huskisson, and Robert Peel, now started a series of reforms in state finances, 

tariffs, police, and courts etc. The Whig governments of Lord Grey and Lord 

Russell brought further constitutional and administrative changes throughout 



the 1830s. These reforms played a significant role in orienting Britain towards 

a modem economy and administration. It is significant to note that the 

readiness to introduce such reforms went an extensive method toward forging 

a tie flanked by the landed and capitalist classes in the country. 

 

Yet, the period was not entirely free of conflicts. Two striking events 

which convey the depth of tensions flanked by dissimilar social classes in 

Britain were the thrash about in excess of parliamentary reform in 1831 -2 and 

the Chartist movement which surfaced flanked by 1839 and 1848. 

 

Reform Act of 1832  

The passage of the Parliamentary Reform Act of 1832 was indeed one of 

the mainly crucial events in Britain's transition to modem politics as it ensured 

a prominent place to the rising middle classes in British polity and a stake in 

its stability. Demands for reform in Britain's parliamentary system had been 

rising with industrialization since the late eighteenth century. A number of 

bills had been introduced in Parliament, especially since the 1780s, to enhance 

the representation of the new industrial centers. But none gathered enough 

support. While radicals under the leadership of Burdett and some Whig leaders 

such as Brougham and Russell were committed to reform, the ruling Tories 

were still against any constitutional innovation. Both the major parliamentary 

factions were, moreover, united in dismissing democracy or a radical 

extension of the franchise as dangerous for the country. 

 

The accession of the liberal monarch William IV, in 1830, brought the 

Whigs to power after an extensive gap. This was under the leadership of Lord 

Grey. This brightened the chances of limited parliamentary reform. The same 

year revolutions broke out in a number of countries in Europe and gave a 

further fillip to reform efforts in Britain. Under such pressures, the Home of 

Commons passed two successive reform bills. But both were thrown out 

through the Home of Lords. Meanwhile, pro-reform associations were shaped 



in many cities of Britain and leaders like Thomas Attwood in Birmingham and 

Francis Place in London tried to mobilize shopkeepers, artisans, as well as 

workers in support of parliamentary reform. In the elections of 1831 which 

were described to end the deadlock in parliament, the reformist Whigs were 

again returned in majority. Ultimately, the Home of Lords also bowed before 

the king's warning of creating new reformist peers and the first Reform Act 

therefore came into force in 1832. 

 

The aim of the Act, though, was to preserve the existing Constitution of 

Britain; not to change it. For this it tried to introduce some reforms in the 

election of the Home of Commons. While providing for a redistribution of 143 

seats of the lower Home to accord with the new demographic pattern of 

industrial Britain, the Act also abolished a number of rotten' boroughs 

(parliamentary constituencies with few members) and extended the franchise 

marginally both in the counties and the boroughs. In the counties, all men who 

were £10 copyholders and £50 'tenants at will', in addition to the 40 shilling 

freeholders, now had the right to vote. In the boroughs, on the other hand, all 

householders occupying residences worth £ 10 per annum, or more, were 

enfranchised. The new electorate still consisted of less than six lakh men or a 

mere 3% of the total population of Britain then. 

 

Therefore, the Act ensured that the rule of property would continue in 

Britain. But, alongside the recognized aristocracy, it granted representation to 

the rising middle classes in the country's parliamentary government. This went 

an extensive method towards forging a compromise flanked by the bourgeoisie 

and the landed elite, therefore enabling a peaceful transition to a modem 

liberal polity in Britain. Separately from redefining the class character of the 

state, the Act had some other extensive term implications which are significant 

to note at this stage. First, the very manner of its passage enhanced the 

significance of the Home of Commons in relation to the upper Home and also 

set a significant precedent of extra parliamentary pressures on legislators. 

Second, the reformist agenda within parliament became very strong after 1832 

as more radicals entered parliament from the industrial centers which had 



gained representation and the Whigs and the Tories were also forced to 

develop new programmes to broaden their appeal amongst the middle classes. 

The emergence of modem political parties geared for electoral competition 

and the mobilization of public opinion also had a significant bearing on 

politics now. Until 1832, the Whigs and the Tories had functioned more or 

less as factions lobbying for power in the king's government but with little 

organisation or discipline in or outside parliament. After the Reform Act, they 

were forced to transform themselves into modem parties and compete for 

power in the parliament on the basis of declared programmes and an 

organizational network extending to each locality in the country. Party 

discipline would operate within parliament through whips and in the 

constituencies through provincial associations operating under the direction of 

central clubs and committees. 

 

Therefore the Tories founded the Carlton Club and, with the Tamworth 

manifesto of 1835, adopted the policy of reformist conservatism. The new 

members of parliament were also exposed to greater pressure both from the 

constituencies as well as the parties. Through 1841, it was common practice 

for newspapers to classify election results in conditions of Liberal and 

Conservative gains. This was an outward manifestation of a revolution in 

politics which had been in the creation for approximately two centuries. 

 

The maturing of parliamentary politics in Britain also depended on the 

growth of political conventions concerning the conduct of parliamentary 

proceedings, the role of a responsible opposition, and the communal 

responsibility of the cabinet and the dependence of governments on a clear 

parliamentary majority with which the smooth functioning of the liberal polity 

is associated. In the absence of a written Constitution their general observance 

and acknowledgement through all political players stand out as a unique 

characteristic of Britain's polity. Although such conventions and procedures 

took a number of years to evolve and are hard to identify with any single event 

in its history yet, the middle decades of the nineteenth century may be 

regarded as a critical period in their development when leaders like Robert 



Peel and William Gladstone brought greater emphasis on their observance 

both in power and in opposition. 

 

One significant proof of the maturing of a liberal polity in Britain 

throughout this period was the resolution of the Com Law controversy within 

the ambit of parliamentary politics in the first half of the nineteenth century. 

The Com Laws had been passed in 1815 to ensure good returns to the landed 

classes of Britain on their staple produce with the help of high tariffs on 

cheaper grain coming from overseas. They obviously hurt the interests of all 

who had to purchase grain from the market including the workers and the 

middle classes. The industrialists also viewed them as a serious burden since 

they compelled them to pay higher subsistence wages to workers. In an era of 

progressive liberalization of the market, these laws indeed stood out as an 

anomaly and were widely regarded as a symbol of rapacious use through the 

state on behalf of the 'bread taxing oligarchy'. 

 

Protests against the Com Laws grew throughout the second quarter of the 

century. In 1839, the middle classes, led through Richard Cobden, founded the 

Anti-Corn Law League, and launched a nation-wide campaign for the 

abolition of the hated laws. The campaign was an extra ordinary illustration of 

a political movement employing modem means of propaganda for a well 

defined objective to be achieved through parliamentary legislation. Even 

though the League enlisted the support of the workers in many regions yet it 

confined itself to the single objective of the abolition of the Com Laws and 

refrained from throwing a wider challenge to the wealth and privileges of the 

aristocracy. At the same time, it is motivating to note that the abolition of the 

laws was actually accepted out, not through a liberal, but through a pro-

landlord Tory government of Robert Peel in 1846. This again recognized the 

spirit of accommodation flanked by the landed and capitalist elites in Britain 

now committed to operate within the framework of parliamentary politics. 

 



The State towards Modernization  

The liberal state has been taken as a model through a number of capitalist 

countries. Britain was one of the first to undergo such a development. One 

cause for its leading location in this regard was its success in early 

industrialization. Secondly, the eighteenth-century British state was already 

marked through sure separate characteristics which served as a strong 

foundation for the emergence of a modem liberal polity there. For instance, 

Britain was in the middle of the first countries to emerge as a nation-state in 

the early modem period. Under the Tudors and again under the Hanoverian 

dynasty, it acquired political stability (cessation of wars amongst feudal 

factions, a strong defense against external invasions and pride concerning its 

'mixed constitution‘). The relative decline of widespread political violence, 

whether in the form of factional wars within the ruling classes, big scale 

popular disturbances, or brutal state suppression (or even organized crime) in 

the century after the Glorious Revolution of 1688, was a important 

characteristic of the British polity. This was accompanied through the growth 

of the sovereign power of the 'King in Parliament‘ and the subjugation of 

church, lords and autonomous communities within Britain. The growth of a 

nationalist identity amongst its citizens (outside Ireland) was of great 

significance. 

 

As noted above, the British polity, meanwhile, was also evolving checks 

on the arbitrary power of monarchs, which distinguished it from the absolutist 

states of Europe. These incorporated, in the middle of other, division of 

powers and parliamentary control in excess of legislation, the Common Law 

tradition and a fairly self-governing judiciary, and the promise of liberal 

rights', at least for the propertied classes. 

 

Despite these special features, the British state in the eighteenth century 

could still not be described as modem. It lacked a professional bureaucracy, 

police, fiscal and monetary systems, and it needed further development of a 

'free market', electoral reforms, and extension of civil rights to minority groups 



such as the Catholics, workers and women. The optimum mobilization of 

possessions and capital under a modem liberal polity depended not only on the 

growth of a professional administration but also the development of 

parliamentary government to accommodate the rising middle classes and the 

containment of the working class. It also required a careful balancing of 

bureaucratization with democratization; centralization with reform of local 

government and extension of civil liberties; the growth of the free market with 

social services and welfare schemes.  

 

Constitutional Reforms  

The development of representative institutions and a democratic order was 

a vital characteristic of the emerging modem state in Britain. The gradual and 

evolutionary nature of this procedure is particularly noteworthy. Britain has 

been remembered as the mother of parliamentary governments and the 

development of the powers of the British parliament can be traced distant back 

into the feudal era. On the other hand, it is motivating to note that the country 

still retains the monarch as its formal head and hereditary lords in the 

powerless upper home of legislature. Similarly, civil liberties are supposed to 

have an extensive history in Britain, but the British state does not claim to be 

secular and the Church of England symbolizes the official religion till today. 

Though, the substance of political power was changed radically even as the 

outer form of tradition was retained. It has been noted how the development of 

the cabinet system, the abolition of crown patronage and the influencing of 

parliamentary proceedings, electoral reforms, and the development of political 

parties, all underwent a crucial transition flanked by 1780 and 1850.  

 

Administrative Restructuring  

Beside with constitutional reforms, the overhauling of the administrative 

structure was another major aspect of the modernization of the state 

throughout our period. The leitmotif of the new administrative approach was 

centralization and regulation through Commissions of enquiry and 



inspectorates attached to each department under the central government. 

Demands for fiscal and tariff reforms also ranked high on the agenda of the 

rising middle classes. All major political groups including the liberals, radicals 

and utilitarian‘s, as well as the conservatives, supported this procedure in 

dissimilar methods. The government of William Pitt (1783-1801) took some 

significant steps in this regard. Again, in the 1820s, Huskisson and Gladstone, 

who were ministers in the cabinet of Lord Liverpool, speeded up tariff 

reduction, and introduced greater fiscal discipline. 

The same period saw the introduction of reforms in penal laws and 

prisons, the creation of a regular police force, and reforms in the armed forces. 

But the mainly important change was the development of a professional 

bureaucracy working on the basis of rational' procedures and appointed and 

promoted on the basis of competitive examinations and merit rather than 

patronage or factional loyalties. Its continuous expansion was, though, noted 

with concern in nineteenth century Britain. 

 

Market Reforms  

Another important concern of the emerging modem state was the creation 

of a 'free market' for rapid industrial development. The state now adopted the 

aim of facilitating growth in the economy as a whole through providing a 

general climate of order and legal protection to contracts, property and private 

enterprise rather than support scrupulous companies or business groups 

directly. At the same time, laws and the coercive tools of the state were used 

to subjugate labour to the needs of capital. Several events were required to 

establish such a 'free market' beginning with a series of abolitions from the 

closing years of eighteenth century, of price and wage controls, of state-

supported monopolies, and of subsidies and restrictions on business. It also 

demanded the unification of the internal market and the tariff reforms of 1786 

and 1820s culminating in the abolition of the Com Laws in 1846. 

 

The New Poor Law of 1834 played a critical role in establishing a free 

labour market through creation circumstances for local welfare (or relief) for 



the poor very strict. Other important characteristics of economic reforms were 

the Currency and Banking reforms of 1797 and 1844, the Company law of 

1844, and the abolition of the Navigation laws in 1849. A free trade regime in 

international trade was largely accomplished with the Cobden-Chevaliar treaty 

of 1860. 

 

Towards a Welfare State  

The removal of traditional support systems after the establishment of a free 

market regime had to be counterbalanced with new welfare events promoted 

through the central and local governments. Miserable circumstances in the 

new industrial cities and the rising demands of the working classes compelled 

the modem state to move in this direction. The beginnings of a public 

education system were made with the Act of 1833 when grants-in-aid and 

school inspection were also started. But disputes flanked by religious groups 

slowed the pace of change on this major issue. Similarly, a public health 

policy evolved after Chadwick's energetic but controversial efforts at 

enforcing sanitation schemes through the Public Health Board recognized in 

1848. The development of public utilities were assigned to local bodies 

through the municipal reform act of 1835 but it gathered momentum only from 

the late nineteenth century when 'gas and water socialism' was championed 

through leaders like Chamberlain. 

 

Separately from general welfare schemes, the modem liberal polity faced 

the challenge of fulfilling specific demands of dissimilar social groups. The 

troubles of labour were particularly acute in this context. But the early 

industrial state was slow to grant even vital workers' rights to form unions or 

to strike peacefully. The anti-combination act against unionization was passed 

in 1799 and early labour movements were suppressed violently. The existing 

system of poor relief was also measured wasteful and scaled down through the 

New Poor Law of 1834. The rising misery of the proletariat and pressures 

from humanitarian groups and the labour movement itself forced the state to 

take limited ameliorative events subsequently. The anti-combination laws 



were repealed in 1824. The first factory act was passed in 1833 only to give 

some protection to children under the pressure of the Evangelicals (one of the 

reforming religious groups). Further reforms came in small doses, e.g. Mines 

Act (1842), Ten hours working day (1847), legalization of unions (1871) and 

of peaceful picketing (1876). 

 

Separately from labour, other social groups which demanded reforms were 

religious minorities and women. Despite the advocacy of women's rights 

through Mary Wollstonecraft and some liberals like John Stuart Mill, female 

franchise was conceded only after the First World War. We have stated that 

the British state is formally not secular even today though it practices cultural 

pluralism. Before our period, though, negative discriminations against 

minorities, in scrupulous Catholics, were frequent. The Test and Corporation 

Act of 1828 and the Catholic Relief Act of 1829 brought a greater measure of 

civil equality. Civil registration of births, marriages, and deaths was also 

begun in 1836. 

 

Working Class Movement  

The state failed to meet the demands of the working class. Indeed, the 

laboring classes were quick to realize that a parliament which rests on limited 

franchise connected to the ownership of property will never be sympathetic to 

their sufferings. As a result, several turned towards the creation of non 

parliamentary institutions such as a self-governing workers' convention, 

cooperatives or to radical demands for universal franchise, secret ballot, and 

stipends for all members of parliament. A few even propagated the 

redistribution of land, workers control on factories and a socialist order more 

usually which would rest on the communal ideals of equality rather than 

economic competition flanked by individuals. 

 

The upper classes, though, were determined to thwart all such demands in 

order to extract a heavy price from labour for the rapid development of capital 



in the initial stage of industrialization. There were radical movements led 

jointly through artisans and some middle class activists at the turn of the 

nineteenth century. The British state adopted repressive events against them 

which culminated in the Peterloo massacre of 1819. Throughout the same 

period, a self-governing working class movement with its own cooperatives, 

friendly societies, newspapers and stores as well as striking unions was also 

coming into being. It was separate from the earlier radical tradition through 

virtue of its own proletarian leadership, a self-governing agenda of economic 

demands and more sustained organisation. The first attempts to link all 

laboring men jointly in general trade union and also to forge unity for a 

General Strike acquired momentum throughout the 1820s and 30s. In 1834, 

the Grand National Confederation of Trade Unions or the GNCTU was shaped 

to provide concrete form to a broad working class movement to demand better 

wages and working circumstances including a ten hour working day. Some of 

the members also looked forward to an Owenite millennium in which workers 

would enjoy the full product of their labour through organizing industries 

under their own cooperatives. Owen's own thoughts also changed in excess of 

time. After his return from the New World in 1829, he was accepted as a 

major spokesman of the budding trade union movement in Britain. Though, 

differences soon cropped up flanked by him and the younger generation of 

leaders as we shall note below. 

 

At the same time, the state also swung into action and widespread arrests 

were ordered against all unions. In Dorsetshire, for instance, the Friendly 

Society of Agricultural Workers was disbanded and six of its organizers 

convicted for seven years transportation simply on the ground of "taking secret 

oaths'. These became well-known as the Tolpuddle martyrs and only after a 

prolonged agitation through workers they were repatriated in 1839. Meanwhile 

economic depression had set in leading to further lowering of wages and big 

scale unemployment. As there was little provision for social security from the 

employers or the state, the workers were badly hit all in excess of Britain. 

Even the governing classes were now forced to admit that industrial Britain 

was beginning to look like "two nations', divided flanked by the rich and the 



poor inhabiting two dissimilar worlds flanked by which there was little 

intercourse, similarity or sympathy. 

 

While the rulers therefore debated the 'Condition of England' question in 

the disturbed thirties, some working class leaders were beginning to question 

the Owenite stress on self help and cooperatives and demanding political 

rights for workers instead. In 1836, the London Working Men's Association 

was founded through men like Lovett to demand universal suffrage. Radicals 

like William Morris and Smith O' Brien also described for a new awakening 

amongst workers for structure a society in which they would be 'at the top of 

society instead of the bottom or, one in which there would be no top or 

bottom'. 

 

Chartist Movement  

The Chartist Movement was the mainly important outcome of the rising 

focus on political power which the British workers evinced in 1830s and 40s. 

It derives its name from the six point Charter it presented before the 

parliament demanding universal manhood suffrage, secret ballot, annual 

parliaments, equal electoral districts, abolition of property qualification for the 

members of Home of Commons and payment of regular salaries to them. In 

1839, the first Chartist Convention met in London but despite the collection of 

a million signatures for its petition it was rejected outright through the 

parliament. 

 

Such a rebuff shook the faith of a number of Chartists in the method of 

petition and some like Feargus O' Connor and Smith O' Brien now wanted to 

spread the agitation to the countryside or to call for a general strike and also 

use force if necessary. In November 1839, thousands of Welsh colliers led an 

armed march on the town of Newport. Though, unity could not be sustained 

on these radical options and though another Chartist petition was presented to 

the parliament in 1842 yet, the economic recovery of the mid forties again 



turned the attention of mainly workers absent from radical politics and 

towards wage improvements through trade union action. 

 

The last flicker of Chartism glow again in 1848—which was the year of 

revolutions all in excess of Europe. A demonstration of five lakh Chartists was 

described at Kennington Commons in the heart of London to present a 

mammoth petition of six million signatures to the parliament. But poor 

organisation, combined with untimely rain, helped the government in diffusing 

the crisis and finally rejecting the demands of the Chartists. The economic 

prosperity of the ensuing period further turned the attention of British workers 

from political demands to economic self help of which the growth of the 

Rochdale store, founded in 1844, was a significant symbol. The indifferent 

response to Karl Marx's efforts to lead the International Working Men's 

Association from London was another. 

 

As a matter of fact, Marx and his well-known associate-Frederich Engels- 

published the Communist Manifesto at the first convention of the IWMA in 

London in 1848. It imparted scientific basis to socialist thinking and gave a 

call to workers of the world to unite in the thrash about for a new egalitarian 

society which would transcend the exploitative capitalist order. The Manifesto 

also upheld the vision of a classless society based on the abolition of private 

property. You will learn more in relation to the historic struggles which this 

revolutionary manifesto inspired amongst the workers in many countries of the 

world. In the context of Britain, though, it is significant to keep in mind that 

liberal rather than revolutionary politics remained the preponderant concern of 

workers there. The growth of the Labour Party committed to parliamentary 

politics at the turn of the present century further ensured this pattern. 

 

One major factor which led the working class of 'the first industrial nation' 

towards such politics was the rise of the 'labour aristocracy' there. These were 

men whose specialized skills in the expanding industrial economy coupled 

with the rising benefits of Britain's big empire enabled them to maintain a 

comfortable standard of living. As a result, the 'labour aristocracy' put faith in 



'improvement' within the Capitalist order rather than its overthrow. They also 

aspired for voting rights on the same grounds that appealed to the middle 

classes i.e. as a 'respectable' class playing its due role in preserving the 

Constitution. These skilled workers of Victorian Britain, moreover, 

emphasized self help and developed their own friendly societies and 

cooperatives as well as 'New Unions' to improve their circumstances and 

abjured the path of revolution. 

 

Such an attitude also resulted in the formation of the Reform League in 

1865 through the labour aristocracy jointly with middle class leaders to 

demand further parliamentary reforms. Its efforts bore fruit two years later 

when the urban workers finally got their voting rights. It is significant to keep 

in mind, though, that the Reform Act of 1867 which granted this right was a 

product not of a radical mass movement but of party politics in which the 

Conservatives led through Disraeli took the lead to outmaneuver Gladstonian 

Liberals in the mobilization of votes. Such politics was indeed becoming the 

mainstay of the evolving capitalist order in general. 

 

Throughout the decade or so, following the passage of the Second Reform 

Act, the urban working class was therefore accommodated within the liberal 

polity with further enactments to recognize their right to form trade unions 

(1871), to go on strikes (1876) and some steps towards educational and health 

reforms (1870 & 1875) respectively. None of these events, though, mitigated 

the rising inequalities in the economy as the sanctity of private or even 

inherited property was never brought under question. Even democracy and 

welfare were still a distant dream for the lower classes in Britain. And fresh 

bouts of agitation would be necessary in the present century before the liberal 

polity would really fulfill these fundamental aspirations of workers and of the 

'second sex'. 

 

While these growths were still in the future, a crucial benchmark had, 

though, been crossed through mid-nineteenth century in Britain with the 

largely peaceful resolution of the class question thrown up through the 



Chartist movement. The acceptance of parliament and electoral politics as the 

central mechanism for the resolution of such conflicts was important in 

shaping this compromise. 

 

The principal factors which led to such a political resolution in the first 

industrial nation were: the unity displayed through its upper classes vis-à-vis 

workers, the economic benefits of the expanding British Empire, the relative 

weakness of revolutionary politics in nineteenth century Britain and the 

subsequent growth of welfare legislation in the country. Though, many other 

institutional changes besides the extension of franchise had to be introduced in 

the Constitution of Britain in order to effect this transition on a sustained basis. 

In what methods this was achieved and what form the British state finally 

acquired in the procedure would be the subject of our after that enquiry. 

 

THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION  

Peculiarity of being a New Society  

The decline of feudalism in Europe throughout the sixteenth century had 

distant reaching consequences in the economic, political, and cultural fabric of 

European society. The Renaissance and Reformation movements of this period 

contributed to the growth of a spirit of individual independence and made 

people more adventurous. Both political and economic growths of this period 

stimulated people at Europe to explore and conquer new countries. The 

American settlements on the eastern sea board of the United States were part 

of the New World as well as the Western World. As part of the New World 

these American colonies had experienced a population explosion since the 

colonists were in a location to expand all in excess of the land abundant in 

North American continent. The population of America grew from one million 

to two million flanked by 1750 to 1770 rising to four million through 1790. 

Immigrants from Britain, France, Germans, Scotland, and Ireland also swelled 

the population of these colonies. This demographic growth coupled with the 

opportunities for westward expansion created the American ‗boundary‘ and 



the more democratic spirit of the people who inhabited this boundary. This 

boundary moved continually westwards in excess of the 19th century creating 

a society which was more democratic and American than it had been 

throughout British colonial rule, as the historian Turner observed in the late 

19th century. 

 

A commercial revolution which began in the 1740s led to a considerable 

expansion in American imports and exports. The value of imports from Britain 

rose from less than a million pounds in 1747 to almost 4.5 million pounds 

through 1772. The procedure of commercial change which was mainly 

because of expansion in internal trade and use of paper money enabled people 

of ―middling rank‖ to break absent from traditional patron-client relationships. 

The religious revival recognized as the Great Awakening also weakened 

traditional power and the location of the gentry and the recognized Anglican 

clergy. 

 

The growth of republican thoughts in America in the mid 18th century has 

been connected to the subsistence of a strong democratic tradition based on the 

absence of feudalism and rigid class boundaries within American society. 

There were aristocratic families and merchant princes in the 18th century 

America but with the exception of Virginia and New Hampshire they were not 

dominant in state politics. The upper echelons of society in colonial America 

wielded much less economic and political power than in Britain. On the other 

hand the majority of American farmers owned their own land unlike in Britain 

which had a majority of marginal tenants and landless agricultural workers. 

Two-thirds of the white colonial population owned land in America while only 

one-fifth of the population owned land in Britain. The relative weakness of the 

aristocracy, the subsistence of a big body of land owning farmers, the absence 

of a big indigenous population and the possibility of acquiring land through 

westward movement imparted a strong republican flavor to the politics of the 

18th century America. 

 

Although American society was more egalitarian than that of other western 



countries it did have an aristocracy, a monarchical tradition and ties flanked by 

elite and commoners based on patriarchal dependence. Americans were aware 

of several shapes of legal dependency or unfired. At one point of time just as 

to experts as much as one-half of colonial society was legally unfreeze. 

Separately from a half million Afro-Americans who were hereditary slaves 

there were thousands of white immigrants who came as indentured servants or 

apprentice with written contracts binding on them for many years and 

sometimes decades. One half to two- thirds of all immigrants to the colonies 

are estimated to have come as indentured servants being bound to their 

masters for periods varying flanked by seven to fourteen years. Labour was 

valuable in America and since it was expensive to import indentured servants 

their movements were restricted and controlled to prevent flight. The colonial 

bonded servants were in fact closer in status to black slaves in America than 

they were to English servants, who had considerable freedom and signed only 

one year contracts. The widespread use of indentured servants not only made 

American colonists aware of the rigors imposed through legal dependence but 

also almost certainly of the value of freedom. 

 

The eighteenth century Enlightenment produced thoughts which 

undermined traditional beliefs and social relationships in a diversity of 

methods. Through adopting enlightenment thoughts the ruling elites and those 

in power undermined their own power whether as ruler‘s magistrates, masters, 

and fathers. A revolution against patriarchy took place simultaneously with a 

general growth of republican thoughts. With the growth of commercialization 

in the 18th century contracts which had been based on patriarchal relationships 

flanked by husbands and wives or masters and apprentices in an earlier period 

were replaced through contracts which were positive bargains flanked by two 

equal parties representing specific transactions rather than social relationships. 

This contractual perception of all superior-subordinate relationships effected 

the American, perception of the connection flanked by the crown and the 

colonies. In fact, the parent-child image to describe the imperial connection 

affected both the Whig and Tory writings prior to the American Revolution. 

The widespread adoption of the language of modem legal contractually made 



it easier for the American colonists to break with the mother country and the 

patriarchal power of the British king. 

 

It was precisely because the stage of equality and prosperity which the 

American colonies enjoyed was unusual in the western world at the time that 

the Americans were so concerned to defend their rights and privileges. The 

threats to their liberty and prosperity were consequently exaggerated through 

the Americans. Furthermore economic and social changes added to the 

anxieties of people in a period of commercialization, decline of patriarchal 

relationships and growth of popular politics. The very rapidity of the rise of 

many members of the elite created anxieties in relation to the decline in their 

fortunes with a change in British imperial policy. The hardening of British 

policy after the Seven Years War, 1757-1763, leading to the imposition of the 

Stamp Act in 1765 created considerable anxiety in relation to the threat to the 

prosperity and freedom of the Americans. The colonial assemblies which had 

become fairly vocal through the mid 18th century just as to Jack Greene now 

became institutions approximately which to rally in a fight against royal power 

and imperial policy. In the rising popular resistance to British imperial 

assertiveness the fight against Despotism and Corruption snowballed into a 

thrash about for independence. 

 

Towards the Revolution  

The British government whispered that colonies should serve the interest 

of the mother country. Britain adopted mercantilist policies in colonial 

America which were intended to promote British economic interests mainly in 

the form of a favorable balance of trade. Several Navigation Acts of 1651, 

1660 and 1663 ensured that trade was accepted only in British or colonial 

ships; that mainly European goods had to pass through Britain before entering 

the American colonies; that sure goods like tobacco and rice declared 

enumerated goods could be shipped only in Britain; that bounties would be 

paid for the production of sure enumerated goods to promote British economic 



self-sufficiency. Moreover colonies were not allowed to export manufactured 

goods under several Acts effecting wool and woolen textiles in 1699, the hat 

industry in 1732 and iron products in 1750. 

 

The mercantilist policies of Britain were exploitative but the overall 

burden in per capita conditions was not very important. Britain paid the 

colonists less than the world market prices for goods on the enumerated list 

particularly in the case of tobacco which Britain re-exported to Europe. 

Imports from Europe through Britain raised the price of imports or forced the 

colonists to buy relatively more expensive products from Britain. Though, the 

restrictions on American manufacturing did not have a serious negative effect 

because America was primarily an agricultural country throughout the 18th 

century. 

 

After the Seven Years War the British tried to pass on the burden of 

defense of America to the colonists as the burden of taxes in Britain was 

measured fairly high. The Sugar Act of 1764 and the Stamp Act of 1765 were 

the initial events of the British Prime Minister Grenville backed through the 

King George III, to raise possessions for colonial defense. Although the Sugar 

Act cut in half the duties of the Molasses Act of 1733 the British government 

indicated its resolve to actually enforce the law. The Stamp Act was a tax on 

contracts, wills, and newspapers, the Townshend Acts of 1767 imposed duties 

on paper, glass, lead, and tea. Widespread boycott of British goods in America 

following these Acts led to the repeal of the Stamp Act in 1766 and partial 

repeal of the Townshend Acts in 1770. The British government retreated in the 

face of widespread opposition but wished to assert the right to tax the colonies 

through introducing the Tea Act of 1773. It was not merely the burden of these 

new taxes introduced through Britain which aroused the colonists to revolt but 

it was also because they came in a period of economic difficulties and 

depression. 

 

The colonists also paid many excise taxes and fees to Britain and lost 

almost two per cent of income owing to the operation of the Navigation Acts. 



The fear of additional British taxes and administrative enforcement of some 

events of the pre 1763 mercantilist system undoubtedly provoked resistance in 

the middle of the colonists, especially those who bore a disproportionate 

burden. 

 

Economic Troubles: Depression  

The economic causes of the American Revolution are not only in relation 

to the burdens of mercantilism but those related to shifting fortunes associated 

with the fluctuations of the colonial economy. Following the expansion of 

credit to the American colonies through British merchants from 1745 to 1760 

there was a showdown in business action throughout the 1760s. After 1760 the 

British economy entered a period of slow growth and the flow of credit was 

cut down to a fraction of what it was earlier. This worsened the depression of 

the 1760s and muted the recovery flanked by 1769 and 1771. 

 

―In all colonies, though‖, observes M Egnal, ―the depression, particularly 

as it worsened throughout the second half of the decade, presented the 

expansionists with a challenge approximately as grave as the one posed 

through British events.‖ The expansionists were a group of wealthy 

individuals who whispered in ―the strength and bountiful future of the New 

World‖ and opposed oppressive British proposals. These upper class patriots 

were opposed through non-expansionists, also a wealthy group, but less 

confident of an American future without Britain, though in favor of more 

benign British policies towards the colonies. Egnal has argued that though the 

affluent expansionists were keen to make a ―mighty empire‖ in America they 

would not have raised in revolt against the King if Britain had adopted a more 

conciliatory approach. 

 

Egnal sees an interlude flanked by popular protests and mobilizations of 

the late 1760s and the early 1770s - the ―quiet years‖ before the agitation 

against the Tea Act in 1773. The expansionists were ―sobered through lower 

class excesses in the 1760s‖ as well as hopes of British moderation flanked by 



1771-1773. ―Nowhere did an upper - and lower class alliance truly solidify or 

patriotic fervor reemerge‖ before the protests against the Tea Act in 1773. It 

was throughout the period 1774-1776 that the expansionists were able to 

overcome the resistance of the non-expansionists, the latter being strongest in 

the middle colonies of New York and Pennsylvania. In Virginia because of the 

lack of a serious lower class challenge the non- expansionists were more 

tolerant and bipartisan cooperation was achieved. The scale of popular 

mobilization particularly in the rural regions was greater than ever before. 

While small farmers in Massachusetts Pennsylvania and Virginia supported 

the patriots those in New York and South Carolina became loyalists. On the 

whole the lower classes in cities backed the American Revolution against 

Britain. 

 

Ideology and Class  

Joseph Ernst has made an effort to link economic and ideological 

explanations of the American Revolution. He draws a distinction flanked by a 

revolutionary movement flanked by 1762-1772 and an independence 

movement flanked by 1772 and 1776. The credit and commercial crises 

throughout the decade after 1762 witnessed not only strong movements to 

force Britain to change its revenue policy but also discussion of economic 

reforms, the location of the colonies ―within the imperial tradition-system and 

the need for greater economic sovereignty‖. The experience of the decade 

1762-1772 led the colonial elite to question the British mercantilist system but 

the crisis of 1772 even destroyed ―this illusion of the possibility of reform. It 

became apparent that the real problem was empire itself.‖ Not only did the 

independence movement after 1772 raise new issues it also involved a 

substantial involvement of farmers in the thrash about after 1774. The 

restraints on artisanal production through colonial imports, on money supply 

through restrictions on paper money and the attack on American autonomy 

through Crown and Parliament altered the ideology and perceptions of the 

American colonial elite. 

The urban lower classes - the artisans, mechanics, and day laborers - who 



were active in the non-consumption and non-importation agitation - acquired 

some form of class consciousness. Although the American elite disliked the 

pressures favoring democratization through mechanics and artisans and the 

laboring classes ―they did not fear the ideology of class interest what the elite 

feared was social disorder of a property less rabble‖. The protests of the poor, 

the hungry and the unemployed were measured a threat to stability whereas 

political alliances were feasible with artisans and farmers. It was after the 

collapse of the economy in 1772 that the movement for practical reform within 

the imperial system was transformed into a revolutionary demand for 

American independence. 

 

In the mainly radical colony - Pennsylvania - artisans had been mobilized 

throughout the 1760s and in 1772 the master craftsmen shaped their own 

organisation candidates and policies. Distant more radical, though, was the 

mobilization of poorer artisans, journeymen, apprentices and laborers into the 

militia drawn mostly from poorer artisans and laborers. It was for several in 

Philadelphia‘s lower classes say Eric Foner ―the first step in the transition 

from the crowd to organized politics‖. Like the New Model Army of the 

English Civil War the militia was ―a school of political democracy‖. The 

militia privates demanded throughout 1775-1776 the right to elect all their 

officers sometimes even suggesting that all officers should be elected through 

an annual ballot. They demanded the right of every associate to vote 

regardless of property qualifications that militia service be made universal 

with substantial fines for non-associates which should be used to support the 

families of associates. The emergence of the Philadelphia militia represented 

the politicization of lower class communities and what Gouvemeur Morris 

said in relation to the a New York mass meeting also applied to Philadelphia: 

―The mob begin to think and cause‖. 

 

Some of the radicalism of the lower orders of Philadelphia could be 

attributed to the revivalism of the Great Awakening which affected the 

Scotch-Irish Presbyterians, a majority of whom were artisan‘s laborers or 

servants. Both evangelical or rationist republicans had strong links to the 



artisan community of Philadelphia and both used the language of 

millennialism and spoke of an internal transformation of American society. 

 

In the 1760s Boston, a town of 15,000 inhabitants was a significant centre 

of revolutionary action, though the attendance of 2000 British soldiers from 

1768 onwards almost certainly limited lower class participation and crowd 

action. In the course of the thrash about against the Stamp Act throughout 

1765-66 the movement initiated through the elite leadership soon resulted in 

spontaneous riots in excess of local social and economic grievances. The 

―rudimentary class feeling‖ expressed in the action against wealthy officials in 

August 1765 ―threatened to escalate to a more generalized attack on the upper 

classes‖. The dominant elite feared lower class action could culminate in a 

―war of plunder‖ or of ―general leveling‖ and they reemployed their power 

with the use of armed patrols and arrests. Though reluctant to deal with 

potentially dangerous lower class allies, merchant opponents of the 

Townshend duties turned to crowd support to enforce non-importation. In 

1768 some merchants were willing to risk social unrest and riots to rescue 

their goods from customs officials. Lower class Bostonians acted swiftly on 

their own initiative when imperial policies had a direct impact on their lives. 

The crowds were though unable to articulate their 5 grievances adequately in 

the more formal setting of the townhouse. Lower class citizens had many 

grievances - unemployment, competition with the labour of soldiers 

throughout their off hours, affrays with soldiers, etc. A disagreement flanked 

by sailors, dock-workers and mechanics with soldiers led to the Boston 

Massacre in March 1770. The Whig leaders soon reestablished control in 

excess of the crowds, partly through giving permission for shipbuilding which 

relieved hundreds of mechanics from unemployment. Through the time the 

agitation against the Tea Act started the Boston Committee of 

Correspondence, recognized in November, 1772, had developed contacts all in 

excess of the province and the Boston crowds largely acted within the anti-

British framework favored through the Whig leadership. Through 1773 the 

Boston elite had supervised to link the local effects of British regulations on 

the lower classes to constitutional theories in relation to the imperial troubles 



and prevented the proper articulation of class consciousness which had 

appeared in August 1765. 

 

The revolutionary war led to heavy demands on ordinary people, and 

produced popular resentment. The revolution encouraged more radical 

thoughts and compelled the revolutionary elite to adopt more accommodative 

and conciliatory approaches towards the people. 

 

Revolution and its Effects  

The American Revolution was in part a reaction against the manipulation 

of offices and patronage through the Crown. Local officials like sheriffs, 

judges, militia offices, and justices of the peace were dependent on royal favor 

in all the royal colonies except Virginia, more so than similar functionaries in 

Britain. Hostility to patronage at this local stage constituted a significant 

element in the hostility to the imperial system. In the new revolutionary state 

constitutions of 1776 the power of appointment was one of the evils which the 

American sought to check and eradicate. In the monarchical and traditional 

world view of the 18th century rulers needed to be both socially and morally 

respectable. Just as to Gordon Wood ―the American Revolution was partly 

fought in excess of differing interpretations of whom in America were the 

proper social leaders who ought naturally to accede to positions of public 

power‖. In the 18th century colonial politics was basically a thrash about 

flanked by prominent families for the control of the state. Rather than legal 

curbs on suffrage it was personal structure of politics - based on the power of 

the gentry - which restricted popular participation in politics. In the 

paternalistic and face to face dealings of the 18th century politics recurrent 

rioting and mobbing based on belief in customary rights and moral economy 

was accepted through the local community and often even through the gentry. 

In the course of the American resistance against British oppression popular 

participation, initially encouraged and instigated through the gentry and 

merchants, acquired substantial proportions. In the course of the resistance and 

the War of American Independence 1776-1783 the patronage networks and 



familial power of the late 18th century ancient regime were swept aside. The 

American Revolution represented an attack on aristocratic privileges, 

monarchical society and virtually all shapes of dependence including slavery. 

In the final analysis, though, the main achievements of the American 

Revolution were the growth of mass participation in politics and the 

emergence of the free market based on the ideals of economic development 

and political equality. 

 

The Revolution in America dealt a big blow to monarchical society and-

aristocratic privilege. Those who supported Britain throughout the American 

war of Independence - the loyalists - constituted half a million people or 20% 

of white Americans. In relation to the 80,000 loyalists left the United States 

throughout the course of the Revolution and their departure weakened the old 

colonial patrimonial power structure. The exit of many leading members of the 

old colonial society no doubt created space for what Jefferson described ―the 

aristocracy of virtue and talent‖. After the Revolution all the states abolished 

legal devices of primogeniture and entail which had tended to protect big 

estates and significant families, although these practices had declined in 

excess of time. The equal rights of widows and daughters were recognized in 

matters concerning inheritance and possession of property. After the 

Revolution the patriarchal control of men in excess of their wives declined, the 

latter gaining the right to hold property separately and to create contracts and 

do business in the absence of their husbands. All the states except South 

Carolina introduced liberal laws on divorce. Widows got outright ownership 

of one-third of the estate rather than presently the lifetime use which had been 

the customary practice earlier. The American Revolution not only ended 

feudal shapes of land tenure but supported more enlightened attitude towards 

the family. 

 

Creation of the Constitution  

The American War of Independence helped to unite all the thirteen 



American colonies but they were reluctant to abandon their distinctive 

economic interest and political independence. Under the Articles of 

Confederation 1781-1787 the central government was very weak, mainly of 

the power lay with the states which retained their sovereignty and the 

Congress did not have the right to tax or regulate commerce. Some of the 

weaknesses of the period of the Confederation were exaggerated through the 

votaries of a strong government and a national constitution but the financial 

location of the Central government was very weak under the Articles. A single 

state could veto any effort to alter the Articles of Confederation. 

 

Though the Constitution of 1787 which was produced through the 

Philadelphia Convention has been regarded as a series of compromises - 

flanked by free and slave states, big and small states, flanked by Federalists 

and Anti Federalists - at one stage it was a victory for a strong national 

government. The Anti-Federalists had an ambivalent attitude towards the 

thought of a national government which led to the victory of the Federalist 

group. 

 

The Anti-Federalist were afraid that the Federalists like Madison would 

produce a constitution which would strengthen aristocracy at the expense of 

the ―middling class‖, the President had been given too several powers which 

could produce a despotic government. Though some of the Anti-Federalists 

were willing to grant Congress the right to levy specific taxes they did not 

favor federal internal or direct taxes since the collection of these would effect 

individuals and lead to competition with the states. For the purpose of meeting 

the needs of the federal government the income from import duties would 

suffice since the federal debt could be discharged through each state 

separately. The Anti-Federalists tried to retain partial control in excess of the 

power of direct taxation and hoped that the people would be ―safe from the 

union of purse and sword‖. The president as commander of the Armed forces 

and the Congress as a body authorized to raise an army even in peacetime 

could collect unjust taxes with the help of the army which in turn would be 

supported through those oppressive taxes. The anti federalist also feared that 



the undefined clauses in the Constitution which referred to ―general welfare‖ 

and ―necessary and proper‖ would lead to the centralization of power based on 

a theory of implied powers as propounded through Madison. It was throughout 

the ratification of the Constitution through the states that it became clear that 

at least nine out of ten anti-federalists wanted a Bill of Rights. Freedom of 

religion or conscience, the right to trial through a jury and freedom of the 

press were three of the rights which were repeatedly demanded. Though the 

Philadelphia Convention produced the first elaborate and written democratic 

constitution of the world it was only the dissent and debate throughout the 

procedure of ratification of the constitution that led to the framing of the Bill 

of Rights in 1791, these being the first ten amendments to the US Constitution. 

Of these rights only one dealt with the rights of the states, the rest being 

concerned with individual freedoms. 

 

Charles Beard offered an economic interpretation of the American 

Constitution which stated that merchants, moneylenders, security holders, 

financiers and manufacturers were supporters of the Constitution because they 

expected to benefit from it. They were opposed through those who owned 

landed property specially debtors and small farmers who feared a strong 

national government would impose taxes and adopt policies to improve the 

credit worthiness of the US government which would hurt the debtors and 

supporters of cheap money. 

 

The American Constitution was based on the doctrine of the separation of 

powers in order to prevent any one branch of government - the executive, 

legislature, or judiciary - from becoming dominant. It also combined a federal 

principle - with equal representation to each state in the Senate - with the 

principle of a national government and a democratically elected Home of 

Representatives. The Supreme Court was given the power to interpret the 

Constitution. In the 18th century the Constitution recognized the basis for a 

strong national government which proved capable of dealing with the troubles 

of a rapidly modernizing society in the early 19th century. As the United 

States developed into a market-oriented society which was witnessing the 



emergence of an industrial civilization the nationalist orientation and values of 

the federalists seemed more appropriate to the necessities of the new age. 

Hamilton strongly whispered in the need for ―a common directing power‖ and 

did not share the Jeffersonian Republican view that the least government was 

the best government. As Secretary the Treasury in the 1790s he tried to make a 

great fiscal military state but the waves of the rising commercial capitalism 

was ultimately irresistible. The Federalist location of disintegrated enlightened 

leadership proved hard to maintain both because the majority of Federalists 

establish it hard to live up to that ideal and because of the growth of a vibrant 

market oriented commercial economy in America through the early 19th 

century. In fact in America the assault on the aristocracy was as successful as 

an ideal that idleness became a disgrace and industry an honor. 

 

One of the mainly significant elements in America which appeared in the 

1820s was the enthusiastic support for the thought of self interest and money 

creation which were connected to American beliefs in the ideals of freedom 

and the pursuit of happiness. For several Americans the skill to create money 

was the only proper democratic method of assessing human beings not their 

family background or education. It was in the first decade of the 19th century 

that the image of Benjamin Franklin as a ‗self made man‘ gained currency 

with the publication of many editions of his Autobiography. Through the 

1830s Tocqueville concluded, it was private interest which was holding the 

restless and diverse American people jointly, ―the private interest that breaks 

through at each moment, the interest that, moreover, appears openly and even 

proclaims itself as a social theory‖. The pursuit of self interest, money creation 

and happiness in America actually resulted in a distant greater inequality in 

wealth through the 1820s and 1830s than at the time of the American 

Revolution in the 1770s but mainly Americans felt they had become more 

equal and democratic since then. In 1776 Adam Smith ―advocated the release 

of human self-interest as a means of introducing cause, and through cause 

prosperity into the economic dealings in the middle of men‖. Though Bailyn 

made this observation in relation to the thoughts of the Wealth of Nations for 

its impact on the American Revolution it applies with even greater force to the 



America which appeared in the first quarter of the 19th century. 

 

The American Constitution was a definite improvement on the Articles of 

Confederation but in fact the Virginia Plan of the nationalists was an 

aristocratic remedy to the troubles posed through an excess of democracy 

which alarmed men like George Washington and James Madison. The 

Constitution of America actually represented a ―middle ground‖ flanked by a 

national and a federal government. James Madison had been seeking ―the 

practicable sphere of a republic‖ which would be able to avoid the tyranny of 

unrestrained majorities and excessive localism as well as the concentration of 

power in the hands of unresponsive rulers. 

 

Democracy based on Slavery  

Observers of American democracy have always measured it paradoxical or 

embarrassing that Thomas Jefferson, the author of the Declaration of 

Independence in 1776 and one of the great spokesmen of Republicanism in 

America was a slave owner. Some 50 bondsmen had to be sold to support 

Jefferson‘s lifestyle and many others to pay for his debts upon his death so that 

his last will and testament ended up giving freedom to presently in relation to 

the 10% of his in excess of 100 slaves. The American Constitution of 1787 

also recognized slavery and was in fact based on a compromise flanked by the 

slave-owning states of the south and the free states of the north. 

 

In America slavery came to be described a ―peculiar institution‖, produced 

some disputes in relation to the proper methods of restricting its geographical 

spread in America and led to the legal ban on the African slave trade in 1808 

but the use of slaves was widespread in the New World. Slavery was an 

institution based on the economic use of the social control in excess of the 

lives of slaves. Through standards of the 20th century there is hardly anything 

to be said in favor of slavery but recent historians have tried to understand the 

system of slavery not presently to condemn it. Though slavery was 



exploitative the slave owners had to take care of the calorik intake and medical 

needs of the slaves to ensure their productive capability. 

 

A significant factor influencing the constitution of 1787 was the issue of 

slavery. The Founding Fathers of the American Republic were influenced 

through democratic thoughts of the Enlightenment as well as economic and 

class interests. Slavery was an issue which divided the Northern Free States 

from the Southern Slave states, the latter unwilling to abandon their economic 

self-interest in the perpetuation of slavery. It has regularly been argued that the 

deep rooted distrust of a national or central government based on the economic 

and political divisions in the American colonies was an impediment to closer 

union even after the weakness of the Articles of Confederation (1781-1787) 

had been clearly Recognized. If slavery had not been recognized through the 

Constitution of 1787 there was a risk that the slave owning states might have 

refused to join the Union or might have come under the power of Spanish 

territories to the South of the slave states. Legal and constitutional recognition 

of slavery was deemed a necessary condition for creating and preserving the 

American Union. John Rutledge and other representatives of the south agreed 

to vote against a provision which required a two- thirds majority of the 

national legislature to create laws concerning trade in order to get support 

from Robert Sherman and other New England delegates for an extension on 

the limitations of slave imports. 

 

Although the Founding Fathers of America were not die-hard slave owners 

they were reluctant to confront the problem of ending slavery. Americans 

attached great importance to the sanctity of property and since slaves were a 

form of property it was impossible to emancipate slaves without proper 

compensation to their owners. This was one constraint in any plan for 

emancipation. The mainly significant measure to restrict slavery was the 

provision which allowed the Congress to ban the import of slaves twenty years 

after the Constitution was adopted. After the USA banned the import of slaves 

the Cubans and Brazilians put jointly imported in excess of a million and a 

half Africans for their sugar and coffee plantations. 



 

The North-West Ordinance of 1787 barred slavery from the mid western 

region. A more radical ordinance which had proposed in 1784 that slavery 

would not be allowed to spread to all new American territory after 1800. North 

and South had been unable to gain acceptance through the Continental 

Congress. The 1787 Ordinance which barred slavery in the future states of 

Illinois, Indiana, Ohio, Michigan, and Wisconsin was accepted through the 

Southern slave states to reduce competition in the production of staples like 

tobacco and indigo through northern slave holders. 

 

Therefore Republican sentiments and legislation to control the spread of 

slavery in 1787 and 1807 helped to weaken the southern slave states and to 

trap slavery in the Deep South in one generation after the American 

Revolution. If the threat of disunion could be avoided moderate reformers 

were willing to end slavery where the financial liability was low and where 

low black population ratios made abolition easier to achieve. 

 

Though slavery was recognized through the Constitution the word itself 

was used only once in the Thirteenth Amendment which abolished it. In the 

constitution itself the slaves are mentioned only as ―oilier persons‖ or ―person 

held to service or labour‖. There were five constitutional provisions which 

recognized slavery explicitly. Contrary to the view of traditional historians the 

three-fifths clause throughout the convention was not a compromise in excess 

of taxation and representation. In fact it began as a compromise flanked by 

those who wanted to count slaves fully for purposes of representation and 

other who did not want to count slaves at all. 

 

In the compromise flanked by the Northern and Southern states which 

created the American Union and the constitution of 1787 each slave was to 

constitute three-fifths of a person for purposes of both representation and 

taxation. In 1790 on the basis of this three-fifths clause the southern states 

controlled 47% of the Home of Representatives and the Electoral College 

although they constituted in relation to the 40% of the nation‘s white 



population. The leverage provided through 14 extra electors enabled Thomas 

Jefferson to become President of the USA through defeating John Adams 73-

65. If there had been no three-fifths clause the Federalist Adams might have 

won the election of 1800 through a narrow margin of 63-61. The Age of 

Jefferson would not have been possible without this undemocratic three-fifths 

clause. 

 

When elitist republicanism of the 18th century was replaced through the 

more egalitarian republicanism of the Age of Jackson in the early 19th century 

this clause favoring slave owners was resented through northern politicians 

and public opinion. Moreover in the 19th century since congress was able to 

raise possessions through sale of public lands and tariffs on foreign trade the 

slave power no longer had to pay more direct taxes for greater representation. 

 

The subsistence of slavery has been regarded as not merely a blot on 

American democracy but a hindrance in the path of capitalist development in 

the USA. Many American historians like Charles Beard and sociologists like 

Barrington Moore regarded the American Civil War of 1861-65 as a capitalist 

revolution which speeded up the economic development of the USA. The 

inability of the American Revolution to resolve the issue of slavery was finally 

overcome through the triumph of the free states of the industrial North in 

excess of the slave states of the agricultural south. Through ending plantation 

slavery and emancipating the slaves the Northern Free States completed the 

task of the American Revolution of the late 18th century. Eugene Genovese 

argued that slavery retarded the economic development of the South because 

the subsistence earnings of the slaves limited the size of the internal market for 

the industrial products of the south. Slavery might have been incompatible 

with the ideals of American individualism and egalitarianism but slavery was 

not a declining institution presently before the Civil War and was not 

unprofitable to the individual slave holder. An older view of the economics of 

slavery was that it was becoming increasingly unprofitable and would have 

declined even without a civil war. Slavery was also supposed to have led to 

excessive dependence on agricultural production in the south which put it 



increasingly in a location of financial dependence on northern merchants and 

capitalists. 

 

Development of Mass Politics and Jacksonian Democracy  

Jefferson, the leading spokesman of Republican ideology, whispered in a 

form of Agrarian democracy, with small yeoman farmers forming the 

backbone of democratic society. There was emphasis on small political units, 

close interaction flanked by the people and their representatives and the need 

for man with self-governing means to sustain a viable democracy. Jefferson 

did not have a high opinion of trade and commerce and he also had a measure 

of hostility towards the financiers and bankers whose pernicious power - or 

money power - was a threat to democracy. Although Jefferson was a staunch 

believer in the freedom of the press and in the sanctity of civil liberties and the 

American Constitution he did not always live up to his ideals. Although he had 

opposed Adams administration‘s assault on the freedom of the press and civil 

liberties through the Alien and Sedition Acts of 1798 as President throughout 

the Embargo years 1807-1809 he actively suppressed both civil liberties and 

the press. Even in 1798 when Jefferson-had introduced the Virginia and 

Kentucky Resolutions against the unjust laws he did on the grounds that they 

violated states rights. Jefferson though, uniformly supported the separation of 

church and state. The changes in the American economy compelled Jefferson 

to promote trade and commerce, particularly international trade and 

throughout his Presidential years there developed commercial wing of the 

Republican Party. Though the Embargo on all external trade was imposed to 

avoid disagreement and was a policy of peaceful coercion it actually produced 

ill effects in America and Jefferson had to abandon civil liberties to enforce 

his embargo policy. The gap flanked by the theory and practice of Jeffersonian 

democracy arose not merely from the inconsistency or lack of firmness in 

Jefferson himself or the variation in the political compulsions of an opposition 

leader and a President but also from the changes taking place in the economy 

and society of America. 



 

Growths in transportation industrialization, westward expansion, and 

rising hostility towards monopoly privileges and corruption enabled Andrew 

Jackson to play a significant catalytic role in the transformation of 

republicanism into democracy. The republican emphasis on states rights vis-à-

vis the central government was replaced through the need to assert the 

principle of majority rule within a strong national government. Jackson sensed 

that the American electorate demanded a greater say in the conduct of 

government. Through ―asserting his role as the tribune of the people‖ Jackson 

was able to strengthen the location of the President vis-à-vis the Congress. 

This subverted the equal but separate doctrine of the Founding Fathers through 

strengthening the executive at the expense of the legislative wing of the 

government. The dismissal of Secretary of the Treasury Duane recognized the 

power of the President to appoint and remove all cabinet officers without 

notifying Congress. The ―stolen election‖ of 1825 through which a ―conupt 

bargain‖ flanked by John Adams and Hency Clay elevated the former to the 

President‘s location was the ultimate corruption in a general Era of 

Corruption. Thereafter Jackson always asserted that ―the majority is to 

govern‖. It has been argued that the ―constant celebration‖ of the people was 

vital to Jacksonian Democracy - a celebration which the people enjoyed and 

acknowledged. The issue of constitutionality of specific events was to be 

decided through the people through the ballot box. As distant as Jackson was 

concerned the people were farmers, mechanics and laborers, not businessmen 

and capitalists not even small businessmen. 

 

Jackson supported the thought of democratizing American government. 

Appointed offices should be rotated every four years and elected offices ought 

to be filled directly through the people. Jackson wanted to abolish the College 

of Electors in the Election of the President, limiting his tenure to a single term 

of four to six years, to shield him from corrupting powers. Senators, federal 

judges and presumably even Supreme Court judges ought to be elected 

properly to uphold the democratic principles of office holding. Despite these 

advanced political views Jackson‘s reforms could not prevent corruption in his 



own government. Jacksonians were not upholders of slavery though they hated 

the abolitionists because they regarded abolitionists, Nullifiers and Whigs as 

the scheming opponents of majority rule and democracy. While the Whigs 

blamed Jackson for the rise in urban violence and rioting in America the 

Jacksonians regarded it as proof of the opponent‘s efforts to restore elitist rule 

through provoking violence. 

 

Jackson both as a General and a President aggressively pursued his goal of 

westward expansion and he achieved it through ruthlessly expelling the 

American Indians further to the west. In excess of 45,690 Indians were 

relocated beyond the Mississippi River throughout the eight years Presidency 

of Jackson. Jackson had an abiding hatred for monopoly and privilege but 

even more so for bankers who manipulated public institutions for private gain. 

So he trained his guns on the Second Bank of the United States which had 

become a ―monster‖ institution. Webster and Clay campaigned against the 

reelection of Jackson when the Bank War began in earnest in 1832. Jackson 

not only won the election of 1832, he vetoed the bill to recharter the Bank of 

the United States and declared it unconstitutional. Hard money democrats 

whispered that small businessmen, fanners, and workers should not be cheated 

through speculators and manipulators of currency. Jackson redistributed 

federal funds in the middle of chosen state chartered banks described ‗pet 

banks‘ after withdrawing federal funds from the Bank of the United States. 

Biddle‘s effort to make financial panic failed and Jackson had won his victory 

through 1834. The deposit of federal funds in pet banks though produced a 

speculative boom. Federal government surpluses also contributed to inflation 

and speculation whether they were distributed to states for aiding internal 

economic development or deposited in the state chartered pet banks where 

they swelled the reserves of these banks. Hard money policies - specially the 

Specie Order of 1836 which demanded payment in specie for public land - 

gained the upper hand. An economic depression followed the Banking Panic 

of 1839. In 1840 the government finally opted for a practice of locking up 

federal funds in sub-treasuries of the US government. The scheme separated 

bank from state but it also restricted the reserves of banks and slowed down 



the procedure of economic recovery in America. 

 

Just as to Jackson panic circumstances in 1837 were created through the 

greed of a new class of millionaires which had appeared in America. He was 

particularly upset through rumors that English bankers would soon join Biddle 

in a ―conspiracy to control the finances of both Britain and the United States. 

Warning his successor Van Buren against this conspiracy Jackson observed, 

―The effort through Biddle and the Barings to take into their keeping the 

management of the currency, both in England and America, is too alarming to 

every true republican‖. He compared the Panic to ―cholera‖ which would 

destroy those who were dissipated and help to restore ―good morals‖ in 

America. Once the government had ended the pernicious paper money system 

the economy would recover and ―the democracy of numbers will never have 

another contest with the aristocracy of the few‖. The solutions of Jackson were 

rather simplistic and naive but the hostility of the ―laboring people‖ towards 

the bankers and their money power provided a significant element of 

Jacksonian politics, indeed subsequent democratic politics. 

 

Jackson was a President who appeared as the guardian of a ―threatened 

republican tradition‖. Jackson did not set America upon a democratic course. 

Just as to Marvin Meyers, ―political democracy was the medium more than the 

attainment of the Jacksonian party‖. Through the time the Jacksonian 

movement was shaped in the late 1820s the Federalist conservatism of 

Hamilton or John Adams was ―stone dead‖. Although Jacksonian spokesmen 

drew upon ―an exhaustive repertory of moral plots‖ it was in the war against 

the Monster Bank that the Democratic Party ―shaped, or establishes, its 

character‖. Without the dominating attendance of Jackson the Bank question 

would not have escalated into a major thrash about to preserve the values of 

the Old Republic. For the Jacksonians the Bank and its power had promoted 

plutocratic corruption and aristocratic privilege as well as perpetual debt and 

taxes and economic instability. Only four specific occupational groups - 

planters and farmers, mechanics and laborers - were the ―real people‖ who 

shaped ―the bone and sinew of the country‖. Those whose behaviors were 



primarily promotional, financial, or commercial were excluded from the real 

people. The division was based not so much on the economic as the moral 

distinction flanked by occupational groups - flanked by those occupied in 

honest labour and the production of goods and those occupied in monetary 

manipulation seeking wealth through speculation monopoly or privilege. It 

was through engaging in a war with the Bank that Jacksonian Democracy 

acquired its distinctive character and appeal. 

 

In Meyer‘s opinion Jacksonian democracy sought to dismantle the corrupt 

banking and paper money system created through the Bank party. Through 

restoring hard money the Jacksonians were also trying to bring back the Old 

Republican order based on a strict construction of Constitution, a government 

which supported equal rights of its citizens and the separation of economic 

issues from political power. Jackson sought to dismantle the Bank not to 

transfer its powers to some central agency to avoid creating a big and 

meddlesome government. 

 

Although the Jacksonians were successful in ending the monopoly of the 

Bank and had tried to dissociate state and corporation through laws permitting 

general incorporation in manufacturing and the Crucial Banking law of 1838 

they establish it hard to return to the Old Republican values. The Jacksonian 

thrash about against pre-republican aristocracy and post-republican 

speculative capitalism was planned to strengthen the republican tradition. In 

the late 19th century the Jeffersonian and Jacksonian thoughts would be 

revived through the critics of monopolies, banks and the gold standard harking 

back to a great tradition of republicanism and democracy. 

 

REVIEW QUESTIONS  

 How was education used through the modem state to promote 

nationalism? 

 What are international dealings? 

 What do you understand through democratic polity? 



 Explain the role of political parties in democracy. 

 Do you think that political transformation in Britain was dissimilar 

from those of other European countries? 

 Explain the composition and nature of the British parliament. 

 What were the major landmarks of the Reforms Act of 1832? 

 What was the Corn Law? 

 What are the major features of the British state in the 18th Century? 

 Write a brief note on the Chartist Movement. 

 What do you think differentiates the American Society from others? 

 Examine the significant factors which contributed to the American 

Revolution. 

 What are the differences flanked by the federalists and the anti-

federalists on the question of the American Constitution? 

 Why was slavery recognized in the American Constitution? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CHAPTER 2 

THE ORIGIN OF MODERN POLITICS-2  

STRUCTURE  

 Learning objectives 

 Radical action by the masses 

 Birth of the modern French state 

 European political mobilizations 

 New political systems 

 Review questions 

 

LEARNING OBJECTIVES  

After reading this chapter, you will be able to understand: 

 How the economic crisis precipitated the revolution, 

 The issues which mobilized the urban and rural force, 

 The role of philosophers in providing an ideology, 

 How the popular participation changed the course of revolutionary 

thrash about, 

 The democratic events adopted through the national assembly and their 

implication, 

 The principles of legitimation of the revolutionary government after 

the destruction of the old order, 

 The nature of political thrash about which gave birth to political parties 

in France, 

 The factors responsible for the rise of French absolutism and its nature, 

 The grounds for the abolition of feudal structure, 

 Comprehend the strong bureaucratic structure and the educational 

system which had been created as the instruments of centralized state, 

 The logic behind the formation of the congress system and what 

happened thereafter, 

 The growths leading to the secret society movements and the 

revolutionary uprisings in the 1820s and the 1830s, 

 The emergence of nationalist movements in several parts of Europe,  



 The background of the revolutions of 1848 and its consequences, 

 The 19
th

 century changes in European political system, 

 The establishment of populist authoritarianism through napoleon iii, 

and 

 Bismarckian method of establishing conservative regime through 

manipulations of parliamentary system. 

 

RADICAL ACTION BY THE MASSES  

Revolutionary Overthrow of the Ancien Regime and Democratic Action  

In the subsequent subsections you will learn in relation to the forces which 

prepared the ground for revolutionary change in France. 

 

Economic Crisis and Popular Disturbances  

In the eighteenth century the French economy was marked through 

moderate growth and prosperity though, its fruits were spread unevenly. There 

was a separate expansion of the oil industry, cotton manufactures, big 

seaports, sugar refinery, and colonial commerce. From 1771-72, bad harvests 

led to an inevitable augment in grain and bread prices which caused 

disturbances at many spaces. The real economic crisis of the old regime began 

from 1775. Overproduction of wine caused falling prices and low profits. The 

depression of wine trade lasted seven to eight years. It was followed through a 

serious forage scarcity resulting in important livestock losses affecting 

approximately one-third of the French population. From 1787 a major cereal 

crisis followed catastrophic hailstorms, harsh winter, and drought. The prices 

of granules and bread climbed flanked by 50 and 100 percent. The rural crisis 

also had repercussions on the industrial sector where sales began to fall, 

affecting production, and causing unemployment. The Franco-British trade 

treaty of 1786 made French workers vulnerable as the import tariff of British 

products in France was reduced. These caused popular disturbances and bread 

riots in several French towns, notably in Paris. Rumors and speculation, stirred 

especially through lively pamphlets, fuelled fear and anger. 



 

In the countryside, peasants leaded to the harsh burden of state taxation 

and tithe. Their anger was also against bourgeois mediators who set rules 

against common grazing rights in forests and posed a threat to common lands. 

This made Georges Lefebvre conclude that the peasant revolution was both 

anti-feudal (against excessive seigniorial use, that is, through traditional 

landlords) and anti-capitalist (against the appropriation of common land 

through the new landlords). Therefore, under the impact of economic crisis 

and political events, the peasant movement developed. 

 

Financial Collapse of the State and Political Crisis  

This government was unable to get out of its unnecessary expenses and the 

defective taxation structure caused financial collapse. With a deficit of 112 

million livers and the credit of government exhausted, France faced national 

bankruptcy. The fiscal exemptions of the nobility and clergy were becoming a 

matter of resentment. The Controller-General of Finance, Calonne, tried to 

rationalize the tax structure through a new graduated land tax which would 

have undermined the financial privileges of the aristocracy; but he failed in 

this effort. Calonne had a limited option. He could not depend on the 

Parliament of Paris for approval because he expected violent opposition from 

its members. The summoning of the national representative assembly, the 

Estates-General, would have implied confession of state bankruptcy and 

would have rendered speedy action hard. So he recommended the calling of an 

Assembly of Notables. 

 

Revolt of the Notables and Parliaments  

The Assembly of Notables met at Versailles, the royal palace close to 

Paris, on 22 February 1787. Members made bitter and unrestrained attacks on 

Calonne‘s fiscal proposals, and the reforms were brusquely rejected. The 

Assembly of Notables marks the beginning of the Revolution. The aristocracy 

was bitterly hostile to the rising power of the royal government. The Notables 



declared that it was beyond their power to consent to the levying of new taxes. 

A leading notable, Lafayattee, argued that only a truly national assembly could 

assent to the drastic tax reforms and that such an assembly was the Estates-

General which had not met since 1614. 

 

Brienne, the successor of Calonne, tried to push through a moderate 

programme of reforms through the Paris Parliament in September 1787, but 

failed. The delay in presenting the fiscal edicts through the government 

enabled the opposition groups in the Parliament of Paris to organize their 

forces. The proposals of stamp duty and land tax were rejected. Numerous 

tracts and pamphlets were circulated to seek popular support through 

propagating that Parliaments were defending popular rights against the 

despotism of the central government. This resulted in some anti-government 

riots in Paris, against intendants (royal civil servants) in Brittany and against 

the royal troops in Dauphine. Necker, who was again made the Controller-

General, had no option but to call the meeting of Estates-General to get the 

reforms approved. 

 

Calling of the Estates General and the Coming of Revolution  

The clash flanked by the aristocracy and centralized absolutism soon 

turned into a clash flanked by the privileged and unprivileged orders when the 

government summoned the meeting of the Estates-General. In 1788, the 

French government had a debt of 4.5 billion livers and the king, Louis XVI, 

was compelled to seek additional funds from the Estates-General which 

traditionally had the power to grant new taxes to the crown. The Estates-

General consisted of three groups representing the three parts of French 

society. Each part was described an estate. The First Estate consisted of the 

Roman Catholic clergy, the Second Estate of the nobility, while the Third 

Estate comprised commoners representing the bulk of French population who 

were unprivileged and shouldered the whole tax burden. Within the Third 

Estate though, vast differences lived in matters of job, education, and wealth. 

Separate elections were held for each estate and the voters drew up their list of 



grievances for their representatives. These were described cahiers de 

dalliances. Whereas the cahiers of the nobility stressed the recognition of their 

traditional liberties, implying feudal rights and privileges, the cahiers of the 

Third Estate were mostly written through members of the liberal professions 

demanding individual liberty and a written constitution. They also wished to 

see equality before law and the sharing of taxes through all the classes. 

 

It was not simply the economic crisis or political issues which brought the 

people jointly. The main problem was the rising contradictions in French 

society. A small percentage of total population enjoyed all the privileges while 

the bulk of the people shouldered the whole fiscal or tax burden of the state 

and faced social discrimination. Though, the steady growth of middle classes 

(described the bourgeoisie) both in conditions of wealth and social status 

began to challenge the traditional order. The leadership came from this 

segment of society* while the masses were stirred to action through the 

prospects of radical reform. Jointly they shaped the Third Estate. 

 

The Estates-General met on 5 May 1789 and matters came to head 

immediately in the absence of any firm lead from the government. The 

government had doubled the seats of the Third Estate because it represented 

the mainly populous segment of society. The Third Estate suggested that 

instead of voting separately, the three estates should vote jointly in a single 

body on the basis of one person one vote. Though many members of clergy 

were prepared to come to some understanding with the commoners, the 

nobility rejected these thoughts and adopted an uncompromising location. 

Consequently the commoners walked out and voted itself a 'National 

Assembly‘ on 17 June 1789, calling themselves the true representatives of the 

people. They decided to draw up a constitution for France and bring in relation 

to the legal equality. In this method they reflected the Enlightenment thoughts 

of popular sovereignty in place of a despotic government as suggested through 

Abbe Sieyes in his well-known pamphlet, what is the Third Estate? The 

Revolution was not yet led through any well-shaped party or movement but 

through a general consensus of thoughts in the middle of a fairly coherent 



social group which imparted effective unity to the revolutionary thrash about. 

This group was the liberal bourgeoisie of professional men like lawyers, 

doctors, writers, notaries and office holders, familiar with the thoughts of 

classical liberalism and Enlightenment, as formulated through philosophers 

and economists. 

 

Role of Philosophers  

The attendance of philosophers with their thoughts and new vocabulary 

almost certainly made the variation flanked by a mere replacement of one 

regime and the inauguration of a new order. Historians have debated the role 

of 'philosophers' (or philosophers in French) in precipitating the French 

Revolution. A significant strand of thought and action in the years flanked by 

1789 and 1848 was set through Rousseau‘s Social Contract (1762) in which he 

wrote ‗Man is born free but everywhere he is in chains‘. Rousseau in 

scrupulous and eighteenth- century Enlightenment philosophy in general, 

questioned the traditional base of political, social, and economic power. The 

Enlightenment taught that there would be human progress if those customary 

arrangements were challenged which benefited a few at the expense of the 

several. Enlightened thinkers regarded progress as the growth of individual 

self-expression and the elimination of power based on birth, feudal privileges, 

and guild regulations. Though the philosophers did not advocate revolution, 

they furnished the rising bourgeoisie and the whole nation with efficacious 

weapons in the revolutionary thrash about with a potentially revolutionary 

vocabulary—words like citoyen, loi, patrie, etc. Rousseau‘s concept of 

‗sovereignty‘ of the people and ‗general will‘ made the leaders feel that 

society as a whole should decide its own interests. These thoughts were 

disseminated through political discussions, clubs, masonic lodges, and 

academic societies forming links with the popular movements. 

 

The spread of thoughts of the Enlightenment to the literate elites was a 

significant step but equally important was the role of salons and clubs. Salons 

were the elegant drawing rooms of the wealthy urban elite where philosophers 



and guests gathered and often occupied themselves in academic and 

intellectual conversations centering on new thoughts. At the onset of 

revolution, salons and clubs became the rallying point of reform-minded 

deputies like Mirabeau, Bamave, Robespierre, Petion, Duport, and Sieyes. 

 

Popular Participation in Overthrowing the Ancient Regime  

Ever since the members of the Third Estate had assembled at an indoor 

tennis court (the mainly convenient hall they could discover) on 20 June and 

the National Assembly, later joined through a majority of the clergy and some 

members of the nobility, matters had gone out of hand for the king. He reacted 

through dismissing his mainly popular minister Necker and summoned almost 

20,000 soldiers to garrison the Paris-Versailles region. Mirabeau‘s speech 

diverted the attention of the people and the popular reaction turned to 

violence. The elections to the Estates-General had already charged the 

political atmosphere through pamphlets and posters. The menu-people of Paris 

(consisting of workers, journeymen, shop assistants, artisans and even small 

shopkeepers and rentiers of Faubourg Saint Antoine, a poor locality of Paris) 

responded through attacking the Bastille, a major prison fortress and royal 

armory in the heart of Paris on July 14, 1789. The fall of the Bastille is 

traditionally celebrated as the beginning of the French Revolution. The 

political consequences were extra ordinary. The National Assembly was not 

only saved, it received royal recognition. In Paris power passed to the 

committee of Electors which set up a city council (the Paris commune). The 

king was forced to appoint Lafayette as commander of a citizen‘s militia 

described the National Guard. 

 

In rural regions, impact of Parisian events and harsh economic 

circumstances caused troubles. What turned peasant unrest into a major 

upheaval was a combination of provincial town risings and a wave of mass 

panic spreading crossways vast stretches of the country described as the Great 

Fear of late July and early August 1789. It was rumored that the nobility were 

plotting to overthrow the Third Estate and seize power in alliance with grain 



speculators and hoarders through starving the people into submission. As a 

consequence, the people began to arm themselves through forming local 

militia or ‗peasant guards.‘ Peasants began to attack their lords, burn and 

destroy chateaux (country mansions of the nobility), destroy feudal 

documents, and refuse to pay taxes and tithe. To pacify the peasants and 

restore order, the National Assembly declared the abolition of the feudal 

regime beside with seigniorial privileges and the old socio-political structure. 

The second major work was the Declaration of the Rights of Man 

(proclamation of liberty, equality, and fraternity) which became a manifesto of 

freedom. It turned the royal subjects into citizens of France and was provided 

legal equality. Therefore politics was made as much through pressures from 

outside the Assembly as through politicians within. 

 

The Declaration of the Rights of August 27, 1789: 

 Men are born and remain free and equal in rights; social distinctions 

may be based only upon general usefulness.'  

 The aim of every political association is the preservation of the natural 

and inalienable rights of man; these rights are liberty, property, 

security, and resistance to oppression. \ 

 The source of all sovereignty resides essentially in the nation; no 

group, no individual may exercise power not emanating expressly there 

from. 

 Law is the expression of the general will; all citizens have the right to 

concur personally or through their representatives in its formation; it 

necessity be the same for all, whether it protects or punishes. All 

citizens, being equal before it, are equally admissible to all public 

offices, positions, and employments, just as to their capability, and 

without other distinction than that of virtues and talents.  

 No one is to be disquieted because of his opinions; even religious, 

provided their manifestation does not disturb the public order 

recognized through law. 



 Free communication of thoughts and opinions is one of the mainly 

valuable of the rights of man. Consequently every citizen may speak, 

write, and print freely, subject to responsibility for the abuse of such 

liberty in the cases determined through law.... 

 

Louis XVI remained inactive all this time in Versailles. He refused to 

promulgate the decrees on the abolition of feudalism and the Declaration of 

the Rights of Man. The Revolution was still not secure and the gains had to be 

fought for again in October 1789. An acute shortage of bread, the arrival of the 

Flanders regiment to protect Louis and his indifferent attitude towards the 

National Assembly led to an active involvement of women in the revolution 

that set off for Versailles in thousands. As an eye witness described, 

―Detachments of women coming up from every direction, armed with 

broomsticks, lances, pitchforks, swords, pistols and muskets were followed 

through vast crowds and reinforced through 

 

Paris guards under Lafayette. They forced the king and his family to leave 

for the Tuilenes in Paris. As the king promised to rush food supplies to Paris 

and accept the decisions of the Assembly, he was escorted through the jubilant 

crowd with a cry ‗the baker, the baker‘s wife, and the baker‘s boy‘‖ (meaning 

of course the king, the queen, and the heir to the throne, recognized as the 

Dauphin in France). 

 

From October 1789 until 1795 the women participated in the Revolution in 

a diversity of methods. Olympe de Gouges became the principal spokesperson 

for the cause of political rights for women. They demanded equality with men. 

They demonstrated for bread and price controls and joined in the defense of 

their ‗Fatherland‘. Women led soap riots caused through the rising price of 

soap which affected thousands of laundry women. The Society for 

Revolutionary Republican Women composed of working class women, 

remained very active throughout the early part of the Revolution until it was 

suppressed. Throughout the Terror, women opposed the Revolution owing to 

the harm it caused to family life, the Church, and the supply of consumer 



goods. But in a period of male power women‘s demands were not taken up 

very seriously.  

 

In the early stage of the Revolution, the National Assembly sustained its 

attempts to reform the political structure into a constitutional monarchy but 

two events brought in relation to the a radical shift in the progress of 

revolution after 1791. The first was the religious issue. The Church was seen 

as a privileged order and supporter of the feudal regime. The abolition of tithe 

was followed through the nationalization of all Church property and land 

which was put for sale. Through the Civil Constitution of the Clergy (12 July 

1790), bishops and priests were to be elected through popular vote and the 

clergy were turned into salaried state officials who had to take the oath of 

allegiance to the constitution. Only 54 percent of the parish priests took the 

oath while the majority of the bishops refused it. This meant an end to the 

period of national unity. It created circumstances for the civil war as the anti-

clerical issue split the nation beside new rows. It brought in relation to the 

realignment of counter- revolutionary forces of staunch Catholics, royalists, 

émigrés, etc. The second event was the flight of the king to join hands with the 

émigrés who tried to defeat the revolutionaries through seeking the help of 

foreign powers. This totally destroyed the cause of monarchy: France was 

declared a Republic in 1792 and Louis XVI was tried and executed in January 

1793. 



 

 

Principles of Legitimation  

Recent writings on the French Revolution suggest that the Revolution was 

rooted in the political culture that took form in the last years of the old regime, 

as an implicit contradiction, flanked by absolutism and the politics of 

Enlightenment, resulting in crisis. How the absolute monarchy saw itself, its 

relation to the society within which it functioned seemed to be in glaring 

contradiction to the progressive principles of the new political culture. This 

new culture furnished the basis of a revolutionary discourse and raised the 

issue of legitimacy. 

 

A number of historians (e.g. Denis Richet, Gueniffy etc.) point out that the 

resolution voted on 17 June 1789 through the Third Estate to constitute itself 



into the National Assembly was the first and the mainly profound 

revolutionary act. It implied a fresh set of principles of legitimacy for the 

revolutionary government. It was Sieyes who had stressed the importance of 

the Third Estate. Sieyes proposed two revolutionary theses: the identification 

of the nation exclusively with the Third Estate and the claim that the nation 

alone had the power to provide France a constitution. Flanked by May and 

August 1789, the whole ancient regime was destroyed. The French had 

rejected their national past and opted for the principles of the Revolution. 

When the National Assembly, after destroying feudal privileges, set in relation 

to the framing the future constitution of France, it became the Constituent 

Assembly. The decrees of 4th and 11th August abolished all personal 

privileges, serfdom, and tithe and created free and equal justice and freedom 

of employment for all. Therefore a new legal society had been recognized in 

France. 

 

Two debates of the Constituent Assembly were crucial from the point of 

view of the principles of legitimacy. Those were, (a) the Declaration of the 

Rights of Man, and (b) the subject of sovereignty. Through destroying the 

feudal regime, the Constituent Assembly had redefined the French people as 

individuals who were free and equal. Liberty, property, security, and 

resistance to oppression were made some of the vital rights. In short, the 

subjects of the French ruler were made citizens of the nation. The Declaration 

of the Rights of Man brought in relation to the radical conception of society, 

and organized the new public authorities to protect these rights through 

method of a written constitution based on revolutionary doctrines. 

 

The second debate beginning in September concerned the question of the 

nature and attribution of sovereignty. The issue of ‗sovereign‘ proved to be 

extraordinarily hard. The destruction of the society based on orders and 

privileges raised the new issue of representation. The leaders realized that it 

was almost impossible to reconcile the sovereignty of the nation with the 

direct exercise of its rights through all the members of the nation. It was 

Sieyes who tried to give a reasonable solution to the problem of the exercise of 



sovereignty flanked by the need for new institutions and the claims of 

democracy. The unicameral Assembly became the only place where the 

general will of the citizens could appear. It is argued through some writers that 

such definitions led to a new type of absolutism of the National Assembly in 

place of the monarchy. 

 

The Jacobin Republic and Terror (1792-94)  

Louis XVI lost all power and legitimacy to rule France as a constitutional 

monarch when he tried to escape from Paris in June 1791. The radicals used 

the threat of aristocratic reaction to ensure the success of revolution and 

declared war on Austria in April 1792 because the Austrian Emperor Leopold 

II‘s Declaration of Pillnitz threatened to restore the full power of the French 

crown through force with the support of European powers. The radicals drew 

support from the Parisian mob as well as from extremist political action 

groups like the Cordeliers and Jacobin clubs. They deposed the king and 

shaped a National Convention to draft a new republican constitution in 

August-September 1792. It was chosen on the basis of universal male 

suffrage. 

 

An alliance flanked by the Jacobins and the popular movement 

(particularly the sans culottes of the Paris communes) provided an essential 

foundation for the revolutionary dictatorship under the leadership of 

Robespierre against the enemies of ‗liberty‘. The popular Parisian militants 

put into place a coherent set of thoughts and practices after 1792 leading to a 

direct government and installation of a popular democracy as dissimilar from 

communal dictatorship of an assembly as suggested through Sieyes or Marat‘s 

notion of centralized dictatorship. Taking popular sovereignty as a given 

absolute, the Parisians deduced the principles of autonomy, the right to 

approve laws and to control and recall elected officials. Therefore, 

representative democracy, the base of Jacobin dictatorship, was replaced 

through direct democracy. Appointment replaced election. The development 

of revolutionary committees is important here — the mainly powerful was the 



Committee of Public Safety. It concentrated all powers and portrayed itself as 

the representative of the ‗general will‘ and became the powerful executive of 

the convention. It accepted out the law of the General Maximum (establishing 

price controls of goods ranging from food and drink to fuel and clothing) as 

demanded through the radical working class of Paris. The war hysteria against 

the enemies of liberty and the Republic made the leaders engage in a Reign of 

Terror (January to July 1794) which witnessed in excess of 40,000 men and 

women (the king, queen, secret royalist sympathizers, ARCH-CATHOLICS, 

grain speculators and several others) beheaded through the guillotine. 

Robespierre is regarded as both a tyrant and dictator, and a saint of democracy 

who pointed the method to socialism. The Revolutionary government soon 

lost touch with the masses and became dictatorial in character and Robespierre 

lost his grip in excess of the government. 

 

The Thermidorian Reaction  

In two days after the execution of Robespierre, the whole Commune of 

Paris, consisting of in relation to the sixty persons, were guillotined in less 

than one hour and a half, in the Place de la Revolution, and though I was 

standing above a hundred paces from the place of execution, the blood of the 

victims streamed under my feet. What surprised me was, as each head fell into 

the basket, the cry of the people was no other than a repetition of ―A bas le 

Maximum/‖ which was caused through the privations imposed on the 

populace through the vigorous exaction of that law which set sure prices upon 

all sorts of provisions, and which was attributed to Robespierre. The persons 

who now suffered were all of dissimilar trades; and several of them, indeed, 

had taken advantage of that law. and had abused it, through forcing the 

farmers and others who supplied the Paris market, to sell at the maximum 

price, and they retailed at an enormous advance to those who could afford to 

pay. I did not see Robespierre going to the guillotine; but have been informed 

that the crowd which attended the wagon, in which he passed on that occasion, 

went so distant as to thrust their umbrellas into the wagon against his body.... 

It now became a measure of personal safety, to be able to declare that one had 



been imprisoned throughout Robespierre‘s tyranny.; It was dangerous even to 

appear like a Jacobin, as many persons were murdered; in the streets, through 

La Jeunesse Parisienne, merely because they were extensive coats and short 

hair. 

 

The Thermidorian Republic (1795-99)  

After the fall of Robespierre all the fundamental troubles re-surfaced and 

there was a fresh discussion in the convention on the Declaration of Rights, 

the sovereignty of the people and on the principle of representation. The new 

declaration contained the supremacy of law as an expression of general will 

but the rights of resisting oppression (1789) or of insurrection (1793) 

disappeared. The Right to Equality was accompanied through the declaration 

of ‗Duties‘ aimed at avoiding the tension flanked by the unlimited nature of 

rights and the necessity for social order based on law. The past experience of 

boundless power concealed within the democratic thought of sovereignty led 

to a rethinking on the subject. Here began an extensive tradition of discourse 

on the concept of sovereignty to be established in Benjamin Constant, 

Madame de Stael, Royer-Collard, and Guizot. Sieyes suggested checks on 

sovereignty through creating a jurie constitutionnaire - a special body which 

would have the task of exercising control in excess of the constitutionality of 

laws and administrative regulations. This was the first appearance of the 

notion of a jurisdiction superior to the legislative power in French history. The 

new constitution created a bi-cameral legislature representing the general will 

to be exercised with restraint based on high property qualifications. A 

Directorate was proposed with 5 Directors as the Executive. In practice the 

Directorial regime achieved the thorough depoliticizing of France, and in 

scrupulous of Paris. The bulk of the petty bourgeoisie was barred from all 

offices, voting lived only in name and politics was dominated through the 

oligarchs and professional administrators. The force of this regime resided not 

in legitimation through elections but in police, army, and bureaucracy. 

Directory inaugurated social and political reign of notables - a class which 

dominated in the nineteenth century. 



 

Ideological Divisions and Contours of Party Politics  

The period of the Revolution was to see the emergence of numerous 

political societies which accepted their own internal battles for power. The 

mainly notable of these was the Cordeliers Club (described after the 

abandoned Cordelier monastery crossways the Seine where it held its 

meetings). It kept close get in touch with the behaviors of the sans culottes 

(small property owners including artisans shopkeepers, journeyman with 

militant thoughts and a belief in direct Republican democracy) and succeeded 

in enlisting and training the Paris mob into a highly effective political force. 

Similarly, the Jacobin Club originated at the very beginning of the revolution. 

At first it was moderate and offered a meeting place for the constitutional and 

educated elements. Though, with the progress of Revolution it became 

increasingly radical and started creating branches all in excess of France with 

a strong network. These clubs became a hotbed of republicanism. 

 

When the Legislative Assembly met in October 1791 in accordance with 

the provisions of the new constitution consisting of 745 members, there were 

no sharp divisions in the middle of the members who passed back and forth 

from one group to another. Party formations were slow and close party 

organisation hardly lived. Though, several members of the assembly began to 

develop extreme views of republicanism - thoughts spread and nurtured 

through the Jacobin and Cordelier Clubs. Mainly vocal groups were for the 

removal of the king and planned a demonstration. The events at Champs de 

Mars in July 1791, where the demonstration was organized and the firing 

ordered through Lafayette, led to a split when Lafayette and the royalist 

faction left the Jacobins and shaped the Feuillant Group. It was a moderate 

breakaway element which favored constitutional monarchy. 

 

Constitutionalists vs. Republicans  

The events at Champ de Mars brought in relation to the swift division 



within the Third Estate. There was a clear row of demarcation flanked by 

those who sought compromise with the king and those who did not. Several 

men who had been patriots in 1789 felt threatened through the rising popular 

pressure from below and fearing loss of property and political leadership, 

moved towards the supporters of monarchy and Feuillants. Led through 

Bamave, Duport, and Eameth, these moderates attempted to create the 

constitution more favorable to the monarchy. Their number in the assembly 

was in relation to the 260. Keen to bring the revolution to an end before the 

middle classes were threatened through the menu-peuple, the Feuillants 

wished to reconcile monarchy with the nation. In the Assembly their 

conservative campaign for the revision of the constitution had a limited 

success. 

 

Less numerous but distant more active were the Left Wing deputies of the 

Jacobin Club. Their strength was in relation to the 140. Like the Feuillants the 

Jacobins had their supporters in the electoral assembly and reflected two 

separate political tendencies: The extreme radicals shaped the nucleus of the 

future republican party. They were more powerful in the clubs than in the 

assembly. Their main leaders were Merlin de Thionville, Chabot, Couthon, 

etc. The dominating group of the left-wing deputies consisted of the followers 

of Brissot. Recognized as Brissotins in the Legislative Assembly, they came to 

be recognized as Girondins under the National Convention - because many of 

their best recognized representatives like Vergniaud, Grangeneuve, Ducos, 

came from the department of Gironde. The Girondins were staunch advocates 

of war against Austria and the allies from where the threat of counter-

revolution came. They whispered that the war would forge national unity. 

Though, the flight of Louis XVI and his family from Paris to join the counter-

revolutionaries destroyed the cause of constitutional monarchy. With it the 

Feuillants lost ground in French politics 

 

The coming of war in 1792 deepened the gulf flanked by the moderates 

and the extremists. It intensified fears and panics due to grain shortages, 

speculation and black marketing and external threats of counter-



revolutionaries. The war pushed the lower section of Parisian society into 

prominence as voluntary armies (Revolutionary army) were created from the 

urban working population. Hence, the war and economic difficulties swung 

the revolution to the left. The sans-culottes in Paris combined into a powerful 

force and attacked the Tuileries, (the royal palace) on 10 August 1792. This 

brought in relation to the downfall of the monarchy and France was made a 

Republic. The National Convention was described on 20 September 1792 to 

frame a Republican constitution. 

 

Political Thrash about flanked by the Girondins and the Montagnards  

In the National Convention there were three main political groups but the 

grouping was quite fluid. 

The majority, but not very stable, was usually shaped through a great mass 

of self-governing deputies. They had no permanent commitments to any 

scrupulous programme or faction and 14 were recognized as ‗Marais‘ or 

‗Plain‘ and constituted the centre party. The Girondins (former Brissotins) 

were led through Vergniaud, Brissot, and Guadet. Though they were not in 

majority, they often controlled the balance of voting and supplied mainly of 

the ministers. The third significant group or party was the Jacobins or 

Montagnard (Mountain), so-described from the upper tiers of seats they 

occupied in the assembly. It was led through very significant personalities like 

Robespierre, Marat, and Danton. 

 

The political thrash about flanked by the Girondins and Montagnards tore 

separately the Convention and lasted till the former were expelled through the 

invasion of the Parisian crowd. There is a variation of opinion on the nature of 

this thrash about - whether it was based on personal rivalries and lust for 

power or a reflection of social and economic class thrashes about. Some 

writers regard Girondins a coherent party while others see the thought of 

Girondin party a result of Montagnard propaganda. Even Montagnards were 

also well organized whose tactics had often been concerted in the Jacobin 

clubs, of which they gained complete control. The Girondins is seen as a party 



of wealth representing the upper bourgeoisie while the Montagnards had a 

social base in the lower middle class and the menu-peuple. The Montagnards 

adopted policies geared to the needs of the masses and did not hesitate in 

seeking popular support and adopt policies satisfying popular demands. The 

misconduct of foreign war and the daunting economic troubles within France 

such as the falling value of the assign at (revolutionary paper money) and the 

insoluble food problem was weakening the location of Girondins. Instead, they 

concentrated on the counter - revolution and laws against the émigrés. The 

decisive blow to the Girondins came from the radically inclined militant 

groups from Paris (sans-culottes) who invaded the Convention and brought 

Montagnards to power on 2 June 1793. So, it was the combined force of 

Montagnards (numerically small) and sans-culottes which brought in relation 

to the coup. 

 

The Jacobins created a provisional revolutionary government in October 

1793 leading to a virtual dictatorship and Terror. This government reflects an 

inextricable binding up of democratic and tyrannical trends. The several 

excesses of the Terror caused a reaction against the Jacobin Republic. On 27 

July 1794 Montagnards led through Robespierre were eliminated through the 

conservatives who made use of the excesses of the radical revolution. The 

centre stage from 1795 came to be occupied through the Marais, the 

independents of the earlier period or the centre party. It incorporated revived 

Girondins, repentant Montagnards, passionate republicans, and even devoted 

Catholics. The members were mostly upper elements of bourgeoisie and ex-

nobles more interested in expanding their own property than in any ideology. 

Sans-culottes were disarmed and the left groups were demolished. The last 

major episode of the French Revolution was the Babeuf Plot in 1796 to 

implement the radical leftist thoughts of property sharing and an early form of 

communist idealism. Babeuf and his associates were captured and mercilessly 

executed. The party movement remained virtually suspended until the 

restoration of constitutional monarchy in 1815 when the three major party 

divisions resurfaced. 

 



 

BIRTH OF THE MODERN FRENCH STATE  

The Absolutist State and the Abolition of Feudal Structure  

The beginning of French absolutism can be traced directly to the threat 

which the peasant revolts posed to the feudal ruling class interests. The crown 

intervened not only to protect peasant property against overly harsh use 

through the seigneurs (landlords) or to weaken the nobility vis-à-vis the crown 

but also because its own strength depended upon its skill to tax the peasantry. 

The nobility had little choice but to look to the absolutist state to defend and 

safeguard their interests. The crown deprived the feudal nobility of its political 

powers but left them with several privileges. In the middle of the essential 

institutions of absolutism were a well developed fiscal tools (flanked by 1610 

and 1644 state exactions from tailed rose from 17 million to 44 million livers 

while total taxation rose approximately six times), an elaborate bureaucratic 

structure of venal office holders, members of the judiciary, and a corps of 

salaried intendants (royal officials with extraordinary powers). The 

exceptionally expanded state tools had virtually destroyed the role of 

representative institutions (provincial assemblies of Brittany, Provence, 

Burgundy, Languedoc, etc. had resisted rising centralization) and 

municipalities. The royal power was sustained through theories of divine right 

which rejected any right of resistance. Throughout the seventeenth century, 

tensions were mounting flanked by centralizing and decentralizing pressures. 

 

The autonomy of the absolutist state throughout the ancien regime had 

developed a dual character. It assumed a class-like role in the dealings of 

production to the extent that it competed with the several elements of the 

feudal ruling class in excess of the appropriation of peasant surplus. Secondly, 

the state came to be seen as an instrument of social advancement and 

accumulation of wealth through dissimilar methods. As Francois Furet points 

―Through office-holding, ennoblement and a centralized administration, the 

State was swallowing up the whole civil society; all of the wealth of the 



bourgeoisie was... drawn into its coffers in swap for ennoblement... the sales 

of offices of the secretaire du roi... rose to new heights‖ 

 

One of the first actions of the National Assembly was to destroy the 

leftovers of feudalism and aristocratic privileges beside with the state tools in 

order to make a modem state of France. On the night of 4 August 1789 the 

Assembly in an extra-ordinary session voted to abolish seigniorial rights as 

well as the fiscal privileges of nobles, clergy, towns, and provinces. Though 

the political shapes sustained to change from constitutional monarchy (1789-

91) to Democratic Republic (1792-1794), Thermidorian rule (1795-99), and 

Consulate and Empire (under Napoleon 1799-1815), the structural reforms of 

this period were more fundamental and extensive-lasting. Beside with the 

abolition of feudal monarchy and the privileged order of nobles and priests, 

mainly of the administrative divisions of the ancien regime disappeared 

forever beside with its officials and institutions. Through 1791 France 

experienced a thorough restructuring of the old regime achieved through the 

people‘s representatives and led through the wealthier bourgeoisie. For a while 

there was a real decentralization of power with a focus on the elective 

principle; but the period of the Jacobin Republic and Terror followed through 

the Consulate of Napoleon witnessed an ever- rising procedure of 

centralization. 

 

Reconstruction of France, Administrative and Legal  

The destruction of the old regime with all its administrative structure 

required a sweeping re-organisation of administrative units. In place of the 

provincial and municipal regimes which had been abolished on 4 August 

1789, a new system of local administration was immediately required. This 

was also desirable for managing the sharing of food and other matters which 

had a bearing on public order. The new structure formulated in 1790 

recognized 83 departments, each named after a geographical characteristic of 

its region e.g. Seine- lnferieure, basse-Pyrenees, ghaut-Chin, in direct 



repudiation of the traditional names such as Normandy or Alsace. It aimed at 

promoting national unity but sought to prevent traditional provincial rivalry. 

Each department comprised many districts, each district had two or more 

cantons, and each canton had a number of communes. At every stage, from the 

municipal or rural council and mayor of a commune up to the council, the 

directory and the procurator - general of a department, were popularly elected 

officials charged with administration replacing the powerful royal officials 

like Intendants. The elected officials could not always prove worthy of the 

posts. Nevertheless, the administrative system of 1790 provided the vital 

structure on which Napoleon created his well-known civil administration.  

 

Napoleon's domestic events achieved a thorough reconstruction of France 

under a strong centralized government to restore peace and order. The pattern 

of executive power was one of power dispensed downwards through the ranks 

of administrative hierarchy and not moving upwards through elections. There 

were five working sections for policy- creation - war, navy, interior, 

legislation, and finance. The ministers did not constitute a cabinet; rather they 

were individually responsible to the council of State, directly under 

Napoleon‘s control. The Consulate and Empire created a police state but it 

was more sophisticated in its functioning than its precursors. The Ministry of 

Police founded in 1796 was headed through Fouche (1799-1810). It 

administered four local police divisions responsible for the secret police, 

censorship, prison, surveillance, food prices, and money market, although 

prefects and mayors of big towns retained separate police powers under the 

Ministry of the Interior. 

 

The Department of Administration created through the National Assembly 

(also described the Constituent Assembly) in 1790 was slightly customized 

into arrondissements and cantons under Napoleon and it still rules France. 

Elected administrators such as judges, tax collectors, and even parish priests 

were replaced through appointed functionaries like mayors, prefects, and sub-

prefects. The new system of centralized administration enabled the 

government to utilize the wealth of the country more effectively than before. 



Tax collection became the responsibility of paid officials under the central 

treasury. The whole work of tax collection became systematic and efficient. 

No tax exemption was made due to birth, status, or special rights. These 

changes had been introduced in 1789 but were actually implemented in the 

Napoleonic era. 

 

Legal reforms under Napoleon became the instrument of unifying the 

nation and establishing the Consular and Imperial regime. Before the 

Revolution, the monarchy had done little through method of legal unity. There 

were in excess of 300 legal systems in France. The country was ruled 

separately through the Roman law (in southern France) and customary law (in 

the north). The Convention throughout the Revolution was strongly hostile to 

the authoritarianism of Roman law and favored greater liberalism of 

customary law. 

 

The Constituent Assembly initiated the procedure of civil legislation when 

a serious debate started concerning paternal power, marriage contract and the 

freedom to create one‘s will. Here, the spirit of absolute equality' of succession 

in the middle of heirs was visible. The substance of the 1791 constitution was 

the establishment of a general code of civil law. The Legislative Assembly 

voted in September 1792 for the secularization of births, marriages, and deaths 

and the institution of divorce. The Convention also proposed a radical project 

of preparing a legal code under the presidency of Cambaceres in August 1793. 

 

Napoleon‘s code struck a balance flanked by the two sources of law. He 

saw much virtue in Roman law as it suited his own authoritarian nature. His 

code revealed a slight shift towards conservatism, especially in family matters. 

Paternal power was re-recognized; divorce was retained but was subjected to 

stricter limits. Women became the principal victims of this code. Wives were 

subordinated to their husbands, enjoying no part in the administration or 

judicial acts. The equality of sexes, proclaimed though not implemented 

through the Convention, was denied in Napoleon‘s code. 

 



While rejecting the principle of 1793, Napoleon‘s code adopted in its 

entirety the new property rights and rights of citizenship suggested through the 

revolutionaries in 1789. The destruction of feudalism and feudal privileges 

was endorsed. The Code Napoleon, as it came to be described, incorporated 

the civil code (1804), code of civic procedure (1806) and the cod of criminal 

procedure. It was intended to establish order and stability in interpersonal 

dealings, quick court action, national uniformity in place of variegated local 

customs, civil equality, freedom of religion and a powerful nation-state. The 

code was a product of its time, an embodiment of the great social revolution 

from which it sprang. It was revolutionary in its impact and profoundly 

influenced social development, not only in France but in many other countries 

including Belgium, Holland, Luxembourg, Switzerland, etc. 

 

For the sake of unity, another significant innovation tried through the 

National Assembly in 1791 was the introduction of the metric system of 

weights and events — grams, meters, liters, etc. It had a lasting power the 

world in excess of. It brought much needed order and uniformity out of earlier 

chaos and diversity through adopting convenient decimal divisions. Though, 

the pace of implementation was slow. The attempts of the revolutionary 

regime to introduce a new revolutionary, the Republican calendar, failed 

miserably. This calendar, beginning with the birth of the Democratic Republic 

and containing new names and divisions of weeks, months and years, was 

formally abandoned through Napoleon in 1806. 

 

Religious Divide and Concordat  

The Catholic Church was viewed as a significant pillar of the old regime 

and so the Revolutionary regime under the National Assembly implemented 

the Civil Constitution of the Clergy in 1790. Subsequently, the Catholic 

Church was totally nationalized and its property seized and put to sale. From 

this year, religion became a major issue that divided the French people. It led 

to a coalescence of counter-revolutionary forces - royalists, emigres and 



staunch supporters of the Catholic Church against the revolutionaries. 

 

The National Convention also pursued a policy of dechristianization. The 

word ‗saint‘ was removed from street names, Churches were looted and closed 

through the Revolutionary armies, and priests were encouraged to marry. This 

policy of dechristianization made more enemies of the revolution than friends. 

As a result the Catholic religion instead of acting as a unifying force was 

becoming a source of disunion and a cause of common offence. Yet, France 

paved the method for a secular society when Article X of the Declaration of 

the Rights of Man and Citizen recognized the freedom of religion.  

 

It seems, Napoleon regarded the Catholic Church a useful instrument of 

social control, instilling morality and discipline, and preaching subservience to 

lawful power. He reached an understanding with the Pope in 1801, which is 

recognized as the Concordat. It was a planned and dramatic gesture of 

reconciliation with the Catholic Church intended to unify the country. In this 

agreement the Pope and the Catholic Church recognized the French Republic, 

therefore breaking the possible alliance of European monarchs with the 

Papacy. It also dealt a blow to the cause of exiled royalists. The Roman 

Catholic religion was recognized as the religion of only the majority of the 

French people. Thereafter Protestants and Jews were also given protection 

through the state. Despite many serious difficulties at the end of the First 

Empire, the Concordat remained one of the bases on which modem France 

was built. 

 

Mobilization of Citizens throughout the Terror and Napoleonic Wars  

The French armies of the eighteenth century were mainly professional 

forces of volunteers enrolled for extensive-term service. It incorporated 

foreigners as well. In the middle of the Frenchmen, there was a preponderance 

of the urban population. The rulers introduced a compulsory militia system 

which was made permanent in 1726. In French society the privileges were 



conferred on the upper section of the society while the burden of the lottery 

fell approximately entirely on the non privileged rural population. This 

resulted in widespread resentment and resistance approximately everywhere in 

France. In the cahiers de dalliances of the peasants (1789) this was one of the 

common grievances. 

 

Throughout the Revolution the National Assembly rejected the thought of 

conscription. Following extensive debates on the subject, the deputies agreed 

to create no demands on French citizens for compulsory military service. 

Though, two crises led to fresh calls for a one year supplementary force of 

volunteers. The first was the king‘s flight in 1791 which attracted a heavy 

urban contingent of ‗active‘ citizens from the National Guard or their younger 

counterparts with a military background. The second was the declaration of 

war in 1792 against Austria which attracted the peasants and artisans because 

of the high enlistment bonus as well as fervent patriotism through 

revolutionary propaganda. So the general expansion of military power began 

with the levies of 1792. 

 

In early 1793, France was not only facing internal troubles, pro-royalist 

insurrections and the threat of intrigues from the anti-revolutionary groups but 

also experiencing reverses crossways the boundary. There had been a six-fold 

invasion of France through the allied powers. The Republican government 

needed an additional 300,000 troops to sustain war and the rule of Terror. The 

Convention realized that the people would not come forward in enough 

numbers, so it assigned each quota department. Eighty two deputies were sent 

to the provinces as represent ant‘s en mission, with sweeping powers of 

coercion to secure the implementation of the law of February 1793 for the 

recruitment of 300,000 men. This resulted in a major rebellion in the Vendee 

aimed ostensibly at resisting the conscription law of February though other 

social tensions were also brewing for approximately four years. 

 

To meet the foreign crisis and save the Revolutionary Republic from its 

foreign and internal enemies, the Committee of Public Safety decreed a 



universal mobilization of all men from eighteen to twenty-five of the nation on 

23 August 1793 (or levee en masse as it was termed). It declared that until the 

enemies of France were expelled from the territory of the Republic, all 

Frenchmen were in a state of permanent requisition for the army. The young 

men were asked to go to fight, the married men were to forge arms and 

transport food and supplies, women were to create tents and uniforms and 

work in hospitals to care for wounded soldiers while the children were advised 

to look for old rags for bandages and 22 the old men were asked to appear 

in public spaces to boost the morale of the warriors.  

 

New Bureaucracy and Educational Institutions  

Administrative centralization required an effective and powerful 

bureaucracy. As we have seen, the procedure of centralization had started in 

France from the sixteenth century. Though, the bureaucratic tools of the 

ancien regime developed through the sale of government jobs or venality of 

office as it was described. This remained its principal weakness. The 

destruction of old structure required a new bureaucratic structure. The 

procedure began in the Revolutionary period and was perfected under the 

Napoleonic regime. The Revolutionary government had created 83 

departments as the new units of administration. In place of powerful royal 

officials like intendants, baillis, etc. a new' three-tier uniform system of local 

government departments, districts and communes were created. At each stage, 

local government officials were elected through active citizens. Even judges, 

tax collectors, parish priests, and bishops were chosen on the basis of the 

ballot. In practice, local councils exercised greater power. The result was some 

decentralization. Throughout the Terror (1793-94) the representants en 

mission (officials on mission) functioned like the earlier intendants to 

coordinate the work of military units, and Jacobin committees were used in 

crushing resistance. The procedure of centralization through the Committee of 

Public Safety further increased their powers. 

 



Napoleon personally worked on rationalizing the bureaucratic structure of 

France through developing a powerful centralized administrative machine. He 

retained the department administration but eliminated the in the vicinity 

elected assemblies through new officials, the mainly significant of which were 

the prefects. They were all appointed directly or indirectly through Napoleon 

himself. Spectacularly uniformed and reflecting considerable pomp in their 

own right, the prefects were charged with vast responsibilities and granted 

immense power in their respective departments. Yet they were fully dependant 

on the Minister of Interior and Police. Prefects became the link flanked by the 

Paris government and local administration and functioned as a centralized 

bureaucracy. Instead of being responsible to the department councils, the 

Prefects were subjected to control from above. They were given the task of 

implementing unpopular policies such as installing new constitutional cures 

after the Concordat, assessing and administrating unpopular taxes, 

conscription at the local stage, and checking desertion from the army. Their 

behaviors also incorporated compiling statistics for the ministries, supervising 

sub-prefects and magistrates, selecting local administrative personnel, taking 

steps to promote local economy, and maintaining food supplies, the market 

and price control. The selection of these prefects was based on the principle of 

merit, talent, and elections, but Napoleon strongly whispered that scouting for 

talent could be possible only from superior social strata, including from the 

military. He sought to fuse men of the Revolution, the bourgeoisie, with the 

high ranking men of the ancien regime and made them work jointly, thereby 

creating a class of notables who dominated French administration all through 

the nineteenth century. Therefore state service provided channels of upward 

social mobility. Napoleon used personal patronage to make loyal and efficient 

civil servants. To inspire them he re-introduced honors and decorations. 

 

Napoleon‘s plan of education was set against a background of disruption 

caused through a prolonged civil and military upheaval. The general 

educational system in France was distant from satisfactory throughout the 

ancien regime. 

After the closure of the old universities in the early 1790s, revolutionaries 



attempted to construct a new educational structure to replace the old. The re-

opened medical schools in Paris, Strasbourg and Montpellier, the Museum of 

Natural History, the Central School of Public Works which became the well-

known Ecole Polytechnique in 1795, the Ecoles Normalqs for the training of 

teachers and the newly created National Institute of Arts and Sciences, did not 

fully replace universities or the central and provincial academies but certainly 

contributed to the growth of dedicated training. Under the Directory (1795-99) 

the government was content to depend on non-compulsory elementary 

education. Schools were entirely financed through students‘ fees. They offered 

an uninspiring three ‗R‘s beside with a republican morality. Teachers were 

poorly paid. Though the public secondary schools were better off and taught 

courses like mathematics, and literary and historical subjects, they were 

severely restrictive in their selection of students. 

 

Education became a significant instrument for nation structure under 

Napoleon. As distant as elementary education was concerned, it became the 

joint responsibility of local government and parents in matters of funding. The 

rules for the establishment of private schools were made easier and the 

Catholic teaching organizations were encouraged to share the responsibility of 

primary education. But the Napoleonic system was relatively indifferent to 

primary education. The Convention‘s central schools devoted to scientific and 

technical culture were used for the formation of cadres. The Ecole 

Polytechnique's (1794) two-year course led to the dedicated schools of mines, 

roads, and bridges. The artillery had a big number of students from the 

families of peasants and artisans owing to state scholarships. Under Napoleon, 

the school was virtually converted into a military school with a steep hike in 

fees. Therefore students from the upper classes began to control. In his day, 

the effective units of secondary education were the lycees, an elite form of 

schools which stressed all subjects including science and some ancient 

classics, but the inculcation of military virtues seemed to be the primary 

objective. 

 

In 1806 a fresh plan led to the creation of an Imperial University in Paris. 



Unlike the traditional university it was a single, monolithic structure, a 

‗hierarchical pyramid‘ presided in excess of through the Emperor‘s 

representative, the Grand Master, and charged with the supervision of all 

education, both public and private, throughout the empire. It appears that 

Napoleon treated education as a department to be centralized and administered 

from above just as to a clear chain of command. He wanted his subjects to be 

properly trained in the field of military discipline, public administration, and 

material productivity. He used educational reforms as means of regulating 

minds to instill patriotism and loyalty to the state as well as to train civil 

servants. But his plans also reflect his social attitude and his contempt for 

women. He regarded them as dutiful and obedient housewives and mothers 

whose role should remain confined to domestic matters. Despite the neglect of 

lower education, the educational structure of France, including the faculties 

and institutions at the top, lasted in excess of a century when it was further 

reformed and elaborated. 

 

 

EUROPEAN POLITICAL MOBILIZATIONS  

 

The Congress System and its Fallout  

In 1815, at the Congress of Vienna, the protagonists of the old European 

order, inspired through the Austrian Chancellor, Count Metternich, tried to 

make a permanent barrier against national and liberal movements. Popularly 

recognized as the Metternich system, the origins of this system of alliances 

can be traced from the Holy Alliance, brought jointly through Tsar Alexander 

I, and its rival, the Quadruple Alliance, which was a British creation to 

counteract the Tsar. These two dissimilar systems of alliances set the stage for 

what came to be recognized as the Congress system, which in the period after 

1815, envisaged a series of international congresses of the great powers to 

decide on European issues and troubles. 

After 1818, following the Congress of Aix-la-Chappelle, there was a rising 



inclination towards great power intervention in the domestic politics of a 

country threatened through liberal movements. At the Congress of Aix-la-

Chapelle, French territory was evacuated and France gained readmission to the 

Concert of Europe. This was looked upon as a success of English diplomacy 

and was much to the annoyance of Tsarist Russia. Interventionism appeared as 

one of the contentious issues at Aix-la-Chapelle. At the Congress, English 

diplomacy prevented European intervention in Spain, which was disturbed 

through liberal movements. But in 1820, when a similar outbreak occurred in 

Naples, the Powers conceded to Metternich‘s demand for intervention. He 

obtained recognition of the need for a military expedition to restore order 

threatened through liberal opposition. Subsequently at the Congress of 

Troppau (1820), this principle of European intervention came to be formally 

endorsed. At the Congress of Laibach, 1821, Mettemich was allowed to 

intervene in Naples and Piedmont to restore the absolutist regimes. This was 

the greatest triumph of the Mettemich system. 

 

Undoubtedly, the Concert of Europe was a formidable combination of the 

great powers. Yet the triumph of the old order was more apparent than real. 

Though much the makers of the post-Napoleonic settlement sought to restore 

the pre-revolutionary European order, what eventually appeared were a 

combination of the old and the new. Some of the crucial institutions that the 

Napoleonic Empire had created in France or elsewhere in Europe could not be 

altogether removed. Even though the landed aristocracy and the Church felt 

rejuvenated through the Restoration of the traditional dynasties, it was still 

impossible for the restored monarchies to ignore popular sentiments. The 

dynasties became conscious of the need to cultivate in some form popular 

political support. All this was an inevitable consequence of the failure of the 

peace makers of 1815 to discover adequate means, within the restored 

monarchies, to prevent the contamination of their subjects through liberalism, 

nationalism, and radical political ideologies. The pressure against the events 

that were taken soon became so inexorable that they began to crumble within a 

few years after the Restoration, facing the early stirrings of liberal and national 

movements within these states, as well as in several parts of south-western and 



south-eastern Europe. For these movements the thoughts that the French 

Revolution had already unleashed remained acutely relevant. In fact, these 

thoughts were reenacted throughout the three successive stages of 

revolutionary upheavals flanked by 1815 and 1848 that sought to undo the 

Restoration. In •each of these stages there were three dissimilar strands of the 

revolutionary experience to which activists would hark back throughout that 

stormy period which eventually dismantled the Restoration of 1815. These 

''strands‖ were moderate constitutionalism that would accept a monarchy in a 

popular guise, radical republicanism which verged on democracy, and an 

inchoate egalitarianism that anticipated socialist thoughts of the future. 

 

Flanked by 1815 and 1848, the character of the opposition to the restored 

regimes, though, underwent an important transformation. What in the 1820‘s, 

looked like an elitist, somewhat conspiratorial opposition without any roots in 

a superior society became connected through 1848, with a range of popular 

political movements. In the procedure, though, the opposition also became 

divided. The lineaments of their divergent thoughts were, of course noticed 

even at an earlier period. The main elements in the opposition were the liberals 

who were tolerant in relation to the monarchy but were keen to see absolutism 

reformed into a constitutional monarchy. A classic representative figure of 

such liberalism in France was Francois Guizot, who was involved in 

successive French governments under the Orleanist monarchy of Louis 

Philippe. But there were also left wing liberals who were implacable 

adversaries of not presently the nobles and the church but the institution of 

monarchy itself. Against the ultra royalists, who were slowly returning to 

power, this radical left wing tendency in the opposition fell back on the 

memory of the revolution. For them, representative government was not 

enough; it had to be wedded to republicanism. Men like Benjamin Constant 

for instance, wrote in relation to the specter of an aristocratic reaction. Besides 

the radicals, there was a small group of socialists in France. Saint-Simon had 

been able to gather approximately him a fairly sizeable group of followers 

who were not only critical of the restored regimes but were equally resentful 

of bourgeois individualism. Theirs was a vision of an egalitarian republic 



where a rational society could be built through removing inequalities. Such 

resentment in relation to the Restoration, which was mainly virulent in France 

but no less strong elsewhere in Europe, came to be reinforced through popular 

unrest arising from periodic bouts of economic crisis in the course of the trade 

cycle. Even though the elitist constitutionalists were always suspicious in 

relation to the masses, the latter could no longer be ignored as the thrash about 

against the Restoration was undertaken in right earnest. 

 

In the immediate aftermath of 1815, the main theatre of anti-Restoration 

politics was Spain, where flanked by 1815 and 1820 a powerful movement 

was constituted against the factories and a socialist order more usually which 

would rest on the communal ideals of equality rather than economic 

competition flanked by individuals. The upper classes, though, were 

determined to thwart all such demands in order to extract a heavy price from 

labour for the rapid development of capital in the initial stage of 

industrialization. There were radical movements led jointly through artisans 

and some middle class activists at the turn of the nineteenth century. The 

British state adopted repressive events against them which culminated in the 

Peterloo massacre of 1819. 

 

Throughout the same period, a self-governing working class movement 

with its own cooperatives, friendly societies, newspapers and stores as well as 

striking unions was also coming into being. It was separate from the earlier 

radical tradition through virtue of its own proletarian leadership, a self-

governing agenda of economic demands and more sustained organisation. The 

first attempts to link all laboring men jointly in general trade union and also to 

forge unity for a General Strike acquired momentum throughout the 1820s and 

30s. In 1834, the Grand National Confederation of Trade Unions or the 

GNCTU was shaped to provide concrete form to a broad working class 

movement to demand better wages and working circumstances including a ten 

hour working day. Some of the members also looked forward to an Owenite 

millennium in which workers would enjoy the full product of their labour 

through organizing industries under their own cooperatives. Owen's own 



thoughts also changed in excess of time. After his return from the New World 

in 1829, he was accepted as a major spokesman of the budding trade union 

movement in Britain. Though, differences soon cropped up flanked by him 

and the younger generation of leaders as we shall note below. 

 

At the same time, the state also swung into action and widespread arrests 

were ordered against all unions. In Dorsetshire, for instance, the Friendly 

Society of Agricultural Workers was disbanded and six of its organizers 

convicted for seven years transportation simply on the ground of "taking secret 

oaths'. These became well-known as the Tolpuddle martyrs and only after a 

prolonged agitation through workers they were repatriated in 1839. Meanwhile 

economic depression had set in leading to further lowering of wages and big 

scale unemployment. As there was little provision for social security from the 

employers or the state, the workers were badly hit all in excess of Britain. 

Even the governing classes were now forced to admit that industrial Britain 

was beginning to look like "two nations', divided flanked by the rich and the 

poor inhabiting two dissimilar worlds flanked by which there was little 

intercourse, similarity or sympathy. While the rulers therefore debated the 

'Condition of England' question in the disturbed thirties, some working class 

leaders were beginning to question the Owenite stress on self help and 

cooperatives and demanding political rights for workers instead. In 1836, the 

London Working Men‘s Association was founded through men like Lovett to 

demand universal suffrage. Radicals like William Morris and Smith O‘ Brien 

also described for a new awakening amongst workers for structure a society in 

which they would be 'at the top of society instead of the bottom or, one in 

which there would be no top or bottom‘. 

 

Chartist Movement  

The Chartist Movement was the mainly important outcome of the rising 

focus on political power which the British workers evinced in 1830s and 40s. 

It derives its name from the six point Charter it presented before the 



parliament demanding universal manhood suffrage, secret ballot, annual 

parliaments, equal electoral districts, abolition of property qualification for the 

members of Home of Commons and payment of regular salaries to them. In 

1839, the first Chartist Convention met in London but despite the collection of 

a million signatures for its petition it was rejected outright through the 

parliament. 

Such a rebuff shook the faith of a number of Chartists in the method of 

petition and some like Feargus O‘ Connor and Smith O‘ Brien now wanted to 

spread the agitation to the countryside or to call for a general strike and also 

use force if necessary. In November 1839, thousands of Welsh colliers led an 

armed march on the town of Newport. Though, unity could not be sustained 

on these radical options and though another Chartist petition was presented to 

the parliament in 1842 yet, the economic recovery of the mid forties again 

turned the attention of mainly workers absent from radical politics and 

towards wage improvements through trade union action. The last flicker of 

Chartism glow again in 1848—which was the year of revolutions all in excess 

of Europe. A demonstration of five lakh Chartists was described at 

Kennington Commons in the heart of London to present a mammoth petition 

of six million signatures to the parliament. But poor organisation, combined 

with untimely rain, helped the government in diffusing the crisis and finally 

rejecting the demands of the Chartists. The economic prosperity of the ensuing 

period further turned the attention of British workers from political demands 

to economic self help of which the growth of the Rochdale store, founded in 

1844, was a significant symbol. The indifferent response to Karl Marx's efforts 

to lead the International Working Men's Association from London was 

another. 

 

As a matter of fact, Marx and his well-known associate-Frederich Engels- 

published the Communist Manifesto at the first convention of the IWMA in 

London in 1848. It imparted scientific basis to socialist thinking and gave a 

call to workers of the world to unite in the thrash about for a new egalitarian 

society which would transcend the exploitative capitalist order. The Manifesto 

also upheld the vision of a classless society based on the abolition of private 



property. You will learn more in relation to the historic struggles which this 

revolutionary manifesto inspired amongst the workers in many countries of the 

world. In the context of Britain, though, it is significant to keep in mind that 

liberal rather than revolutionary politics remained the preponderant concern of 

workers there. The growth of the Labour Party committed to parliamentary 

politics at the turn of the present century further ensured this pattern. One 

major factor which led the working class of 'the first industrial nation' towards 

such politics was the rise of the 'labour aristocracy' there. These were men 

whose specialized skills in the expanding industrial economy coupled with the 

rising benefits of Britain's big empire enabled them to maintain a comfortable 

standard of living. As a result, the 'labour aristocracy' put faith in 

'improvement' within the Capitalist order rather than its overthrow. They also 

aspired for voting rights on the same grounds that appealed to the middle 

classes i.e. as a 'respectable' class playing its due role in preserving the 

Constitution. These skilled workers of Victorian Britain, moreover, 

emphasized self help and developed their own friendly societies and 

cooperatives as well as 'New Unions' to improve their circumstances and 

abjured the path of revolution. 

 

Such an attitude also resulted in the formation of the Reform League in 

1865 through the labour aristocracy jointly with middle class leaders to 

demand further parliamentary reforms. Its efforts bore fruit two years later 

when the urban workers finally got their voting rights. It is significant to keep 

in mind, though, that the Reform Act of 1867 which granted this right was a 

product not of a radical mass movement but of party politics in which the 

Conservatives led through Disraeli took the lead to outmaneuver Gladstonian 

Liberals in the mobilization of votes. Such politics was indeed becoming the 

mainstay of the evolving capitalist order in general. 

 

Throughout the decade or so, following the passage of the Second Reform 

Act, the urban working class was therefore accommodated within the liberal 

polity with further enactments to recognize their right to form trade unions 

(1871), to go on strikes (1876) and some steps towards educational and health 



reforms (1870 & 1875) respectively. None of these events, though, mitigated 

the rising inequalities in the economy as the sanctity of private or even 

inherited property was never brought under question. Even democracy and 

welfare were still a distant dream for the lower classes in Britain. And fresh 

bouts of agitation would be necessary in the present century before the liberal 

polity would really fulfill these fundamental aspirations of workers and of the 

'second sex'. 

 

While these growths were still in the future, a crucial benchmark had, 

though, been crossed through mid-nineteenth century in Britain with the 

largely peaceful resolution of the class question thrown up through the 

Chartist movement. The acceptance of parliament and electoral politics as the 

central mechanism for the resolution of such conflicts was important in 

shaping this compromise. The principal factors which led to such a political 

resolution in the first industrial nation were: the unity displayed through its 

upper classes vis-à-vis workers, the economic benefits of the expanding 

British Empire, the relative weakness of revolutionary politics in nineteenth 

century Britain and the subsequent growth of welfare legislation in the 

country. Though, many other institutional changes besides the extension of 

franchise had to be introduced in the Constitution of Britain in order to effect 

this transition on a sustained basis. In what methods this was achieved and 

what form the British state finally acquired in the procedure would be the 

subject of our after that enquiry. 

 

NEW POLITICAL SYSTEMS  

Democratic Legitimation of Power  

The revolutionary upheavals in the middle of the century made 

democratization a very significant issue on the liberal agenda. It became a part 

of the challenge to absolutism and an active component in the liberal 

movement, despite the reservations of some leading liberals of the nineteenth 

century in relation to the prospective political dominance of the big majority 



of unenlightened men. Rule through the ‗ignorant rabble‘ was a constant fear 

in their minds. In fact European liberalism was much less unanimous in 

relation to the democracy than has usually been assumed. It also had 

distinctive local characteristics. In some spaces through the second half of the 

century liberalism spawned democratic ideologies; in others it was still a 

movement for constitutional government. To some extent such varied local 

dimensions of European liberalism were consequences of an accommodation 

flanked by liberalism and the national monarchies The diversity of regimes 

that Europe came to experience in the latter half of the nineteenth century was 

connected with the varied success of European rulers in dealing with mass 

movements and democratization. At one end of the spectrum stood Britain 

where in the course of the nineteenth century the procedure of democratization 

within the framework of a constitutional monarchy made extra ordinary 

progress. The other extreme was autocracy in Russia which, despite a few 

significant concessions here and there supervised to retain its steel frame until 

the revolutions of 1905 made dents in its foundations. 

 

In Russia though, the liberal movement was much weaker than in France 

or in Germany; but even in the latter the record of the liberal movement was 

not a story of unmixed success. The thrash about against absolutism went 

through ups and downs. Even though the revolution of 1789 in France had 

brought in relation to the republican regime which claimed its legitimacy from 

a democratic ideology, it was soon replaced through a type of plebiscitary 

kingship with absolutist pretensions under the garb of Bonapartism. The story 

was repeated in the middle of the century when the post - 1848 republican 

regime was eclipsed through a resurgence of Bonapartism under Louis 

Napoleon. Bonapartism was a half method home flanked by popular 

democracy and monarchical absolutism; absolutism in such situations as in the 

France of Louis Napoleon was reinforced through popular electoral support 

which provided an additional prop of legitimacy for what was essentially a 

dictatorial regime. While the empire of Louis Napoleon which represented this 

sort of a regime was finally destroyed through military failures in the war of 

German unification in 1871, in the aftermath of this war a roughly similar 



regime was recognized through Louis Napoleon‘s adversary Bismarck in the 

newly created German nation-state. The latter combined the vital 

characteristics of Prussian absolutism with innovations like universal suffrage 

for the constitution of the national parliament. The hybrid structure supervised 

to survive till the military failures of the First World War and the consequent 

republican revolution in Germany in 1918. Bismarck showed an extra ordinary 

ingenuity in manipulating democratic institutions and principles for 

galvanizing popular support for the monarchical order in the newly recognized 

German empire after 1871. In a method this political strategy, described as 

Bismarckism, was the German variant of Bonapartism which throughout the 

imperial era remained a principal watchword of the German ruling classes. 

 

Germany‘s rulers made continuous efforts to rally the ―patriotic German 

people‖ behind the monarchy. An extreme form of aggressive nationalism 

derived largely from a racist ideology became the mainly significant 

ingredient in this type of manipulative mobilization through Germany‘s ruling 

classes. In the procedure of mobilizing popular support for the monarchy, the 

rulers in Germany unleashed forces of popular conservatism that contained 

Fascist tendencies nurtured through anti-Semitism and jingoism. 

Democratization, it seems, had varied and intricate ramifications. It could 

broaden the basis of political rights and freedoms for ordinary citizens of the 

states: it might as well be a weapon in the hands of autocratic rulers. 

Dissimilar regions in Europe responded to the stimuli in dissimilar methods. 

Such differences were of course connected with social change and 

modernization; the variation flanked by Britain and Germany, for instance, has 

often been ascribed to Germany‘s belated industrialization and the resultant 

deficiency in bourgeois development which made possible the survival of pre-

industrial feudal power devoted to the preservation of the old order in the 

absence of an assertive bourgeoisie claiming equality in political status. Some 

historians are of the opinion that even in the later nineteenth century when the 

material and political world in the German empire was changing fast under the 

impact of industrialization and big scale electoral mobilization unleashed 

through universal male suffrage, the pre-industrial landowning elite 



maintained their social and political dominance through successfully 

manipulating the electoral procedures. At a social stage the successful pursuit 

of this strategy depended on the periodic renewal of their traditional ties with 

the peasantry and effective co-option of the upwardly mobile middle classes 

within aristocratic society Such strategies were central to what is recognized 

as Bismarckism and the absence of this grand design in the Russian empire 

contributed greatly to the latter‘s relative weaknesses. Even though the overall 

limitations of the Russian bourgeoisie made for the infirmities in Russian 

liberalism which may be the cause why the Russian imperial state felt no 

urgency to work out a strategy of rallying the middle classes, a Russian variant 

of Bismarckism, nonetheless was likely to strengthen the power of the 

autocracy Certainly some Russian officials (such as P.A. Stolypin) 

experimented with this thought, but these were sporadic attempts which did 

not produce any tangible results.  

 

Dissimilar types of political inheritances were, though as significant in 

determining these divergences as broader social growths. Britain - the first 

modem democratic country began the ―extensive nineteenth century‖ with an 

ambiguous democratic inheritance which, of course, goes back to the English 

revolution of the seventeenth century. Throughout the English Civil War, 

royal absolutism was destroyed and considerable powers were transferred to 

the elected Home of Commons Although the suffrage remained highly 

restricted through property and rate payment qualifications throughout the 

eighteenth century; in the course of the nineteenth century suffrage was slowly 

expanded to create Britain the earliest modem democracy. It all began with the 

movement for parliamentary reform from the 1820s. There was a new 

determination for reform in the middle of several sections of the middle class, 

and working class support for this movement gave it added strength. The 

ground swell from below was so strong that the resistance to reform in men of 

the British political establishment began to weaken. It now seemed that the 

British ruling class was trying to take the wind out of the sails of the social 

movement. In the reform proposals that were put forward through Earl Grey‘s 

ministry, after it took power in 1830, the radical demands for secret ballot and 



parliaments of shorter duration were ignored, but the franchise was 

considerably broadened. Yet the uncertainties in the minds of the British 

ruling class could not be easily resolved. There was some resistance especially 

from parliamentarians representing rural constituencies, and the first, version 

of a parliamentary reform bill was defeated. Against this background the 

elections of 1831, which followed, became a virtual plebiscite (decision made 

through a direct vote) on reform. The elections returned a pro-reform Home of 

Commons, at which juncture the Home of Lords rejected a revised version of 

the reform bill, resulting in popular protests including riots and 

demonstrations, which influenced the policy makers that there was danger in a 

reactionary policy. Several of them felt, following the great utilitarian 

intellectual, Jeremy Bentham, that reform was essential to avoid a revolution 

of the type that had overtaken France half a century earlier. Consequently in 

the summer of 1832 the electoral system in Britain was radically changed 

without a revolution with the enfranchisement of small property owners. 

Electoral corruption, which had been an extensive standing issue since the 

early eighteenth century and had provoked much opposition to electoral 

manipulations through the royal court through corrupting use of patronage, 

though, could not so easily be eliminated until the radical demand for a secret 

ballot was implemented later. 

 

Despite these changes, parliament sustained to be dominated through the 

gentry and the aristocracy. The failure of middle class representation to 

augment was due to the tight control exercised through the aristocracy in 

excess of dissimilar levers of power within the government at least until the 

1870s. Increased county representation strengthened the location of the gentry. 

The preservation of a three hundred pound property qualification ruled out 

participation of a fairly big number of urban voters. Besides, political life in 

the cities was still very loosely organized with local businessmen very often 

taking a much greater interest in municipal elections than in parliamentary 

politics. The Leal losers in this partial act of reform were the working classes. 

Their pressure had made reform possible but their rights remained 

unrecognized. The reform debate was reopened again in 1860 when a further 



extension of franchise was suggested through the radically inclined middle 

class associations such as the Reform League which had the support of the 

working class elements. Increasingly working class pressure for reform 

became acute. After a protracted controversy when the liberals and the 

aristocrats often expressed fears in relation to the lower class tyranny, the 

Reform act of 1867 extended the franchise. It is indisputable that an important 

move towards democracy was taken. The number of people enfranchised in 

1867 was very big. The electorate approximately doubled within three years 

and went on rising steadily, thanks to the initiatives of local party 

functionaries. One instance will suffice. The Birmingham electorate of 15,000 

in 1866 had risen to 43,000 in 1868 and to 62,000 through 1877. What was 

begun in 1867 was subsequently completed through later legislation, through 

which something approaching a liberal democracy was recognized. 

 

It was also approximately this time that France made her final leap into 

democracy after the collapse of the Second Empire of Napoleon III 

(recognized in 1852 after dissolving the second republic). The course of 

French democratization in the nineteenth century was one of advances and 

reversals. Earlier throughout the 1840s when England experienced a slow but 

irreversible transformation towards a democratic polity, French politics was 

much more turbulent. The Orleanist monarchy which claimed not unjustifiably 

a modicum of popular support was subsequently overthrown in 1848. The 

revolution led to the establishment of the Second Republic which was though 

riven with internal conflicts from the beginning. The result was the election in 

December 1848 of the nephew of Napoleon Bonaparte as the President of the 

Republic. Despite constant deprecation through the aristocrats and the 

monarchists, the Bonapartist pretender enjoyed substantial popular support 

without any effective organizational network. Since his opponents in the 

middle of the monarchists failed to reach an agreement in relation to the 

presidential candidate, it eventually became easy for Louis Napoleon to defeat 

Cavaignac, the candidate of the republican party. As the dissimilar political 

parties fought bitterly with each other, the Bonaparte posed as a leader who 

was above existing party struggles. The Bonapartist legend was a source of 



great strength to him as well, particularly in the middle of the peasants. It was 

the rural vote that provided the bed rock of Louis Napoleon's popular support 

throughout this election and also afterwards. It was primarily with rural 

support that Napoleon III succeeded in establishing his plebiscitary 

dictatorship in France; mass politics gave him the required popular legitimacy. 

 

Bonapartism  

Historians are usually divided in excess of their assessment of the 

Bonapartist regime of Louis Napoleon. Throughout the 1930‘s when Europe 

was plagued through Fascism he was recognized as its precursor. Later 

historians‘ interest shifted to the contribution of this regime to French 

industrialization particularly in the creation of a modem transport 

infrastructure. There is general agreement that the establishment of the 

circumstances for rapid economic growth was a great advantage for the French 

bourgeoisie, even though their political aspirations might have been thwarted 

through the dictatorial regime. The considerable personal power that Napoleon 

III as the dictator came to enjoy was certainly a significant characteristic of the 

compromise with the bourgeoisie; but at a fundamental stage it was a 

consequence of continuous efforts to reinforce his power through a direct 

appeal to the people. Electoral devices such as plebiscite remained a very 

significant element in his political manipulations. On one occasion he spelt out 

his objectives through underlining the necessity of satisfying the interests of 

the masses and of securing ‗the loyalty of the upper classes‘ in order to 

eliminate the party divisions created through the French Revolution which he 

held as responsible for political instability. He saw himself as the incarnation 

of national unity at a time when the nation was torn asunder through party 

divisions. 

 

In this regard there are striking similarities flanked by the circumstances 

that had led to the establishment of the Second Empire and those preceding the 

rise of the Fascist regimes in relation to the a century later. Like the latter, the 



Second Empire can be seen as a response to general political crisis and wide 

spread fear of instability Its aim to achieve stability through the establishment 

of an authoritarian regime with popular ratification also has close parallels 

with what came to happen in Europe in the early twentieth century. The power 

of the emperor was legitimized through democratic suffrage. Doubtless 

Napoleon III was committed to safeguard public order; his rule, though was 

distinguished through an apparent commitment to popular sovereignty. 

Periodic plebiscites were planned as a method of obtaining popular ratification 

of the empire‘s policies, at the same time reaffirming the link flanked by the 

emperor and the people. This strategy - which is usually regarded as the 

mainly significant element in Bonapartism - enabled Napoleon III to reduce 

systematically the powers of the representative assemblies, tactfully 

combining the appeal to popular sovereignty with strong authoritarian 

centralized government. Louis Napoleon‘s intentions were clear from the time 

of the Presidential elections of December 1848. Against the background of 

intense factional conflicts in the middle of the political elites of both 

monarchist and republican diversities, Louis Napoleon, as if to re-enact the 

Bonapartist regime of the 1790s, projected himself as a leader above existing 

party conflicts. After his election he emphasized the necessity to re-establish 

political and social order. At one stage, attempts were made to strengthen once 

again the social power of the Catholic church; at other repressive events were 

directed against left-wing activists. Subsequently in relation to the one third of 

the electorate was disqualified through new electoral laws to eliminate the 

main sources of political support to the left-wing parties in the industrial and 

urban regions. Mainly of these events were results of initiatives through the 

monarchist majority in the French parliament to ensure their electoral victory 

in the ensuing parliamentary elections. They were, though unable to weed out 

radical opposition. On the contrary repression created a militant underground 

heightening the anxiety of the French officials in relation to the secret plots to 

seize power through a revolution. 

 

It was in this superior context of a fear of radical electoral victory that the 

propertied classes looked to the President for the creation of a permanent 



framework of order and stability and since the constitution ruled out a second 

term for the President, Louis Napoleon was encouraged through existing 

circumstances to effort a coup d‘ etat in December 1851 from a location of 

strength. The regime came to acquire an anti-republican character in view of 

general conservative sympathy for the President‘s seizure of power, even 

though there was some amount of resentment in relation to the new regime in 

the middle of the monarchists as well. Separately from some short lived 

demonstrations there was not much resistance. Sporadic left- wing 

insurrections provided justification for wide spread repression and arrests of 

republican leaders. The press was subjected to rigorous control. And finally on 

20 December 1851a plebiscite was held on the question of extending the 

power of the President, in which coercive events were employed to ensure a 

majority. This procedure became an indelible characteristic of the new regime, 

whenever crucial political decisions required a degree of popular mobilization 

in their support. The establishment of the Second Empire a year later was 

followed through some significant changes in the economy and innovations in 

the system of government. The immediate objective was to make a strong and 

stable government which was capable of promoting economic growth while 

popular sovereignty - a legacy of the republic - would itself survive through 

the periodic plebiscite. Parliamentary institutions were restructured with the 

creation of a nominated Senate in which senators for life were appointed from 

influential classes. There was in addition a legislature of 260 members elected 

through manhood suffrage. It had the right to deliberate on legislative and 

taxation proposals without, though, the power to initiate legislation, which 

remained the Emperor‘s prerogative. Throughout the Second Empire there was 

of course a fair degree of improvement of living standards and economic 

modernization. Even if these achievements were coincidental, they none the 

less inculcated a greater sense of loyalty to the regime. 

 

The political system of the authoritarian empire centered approximately a 

centralized hierarchical administration, which, though, was only apparently 

monolithic. Officials were constantly subjected to pressures of interest groups. 

Separately from the usual manipulations throughout plebiscites and elections, 



another distinctive characteristic was the so described system of ‗official 

candidature‘, through which the government usually declared its support for 

some candidates and announced its hostility to others to ensure election of 

representatives who would be more trustworthy and pliable. From 1860 

though things began to change in the direction of what has been described as 

the liberal empire. Although the restrictions on public meetings and 

newspapers were removed only at the end of the decade, in an important move 

in November 1860 the government conceded to the legislature the right of 

self-governing discussions. Greater parliamentary control in excess of the 

budget was also permitted. Separately from such extension of parliamentary 

power, the regime became more tolerant in relation to the press and public 

meetings. Such liberalization, to a big measure might have reflected imperial 

confidence in the stability of the regime; yet the survival of the liberal 

opposition and its rising power throughout the 1860‘s certainly contributed to 

the procedure of liberalization. The results of the elections of May 1863 were 

clear pointers to the resilience of the liberal opposition rendering the 

government‘s election management ineffective to the degree that even the so-

described official candidates regarded administrative support as 

counterproductive. The elections of 1869 revealed that the empire had 

supervised to retain the bulk of its rural support but was progressively losing 

its control in the urban regions with the result that a clear majority in the 

legislature was no longer possible. Shortly after the election the demand for 

responsible government was raised. Emphasis from now on came to be placed 

on a working connection with parliament. With this objective the system of 

official candidature was abandoned. All these events received plebiscitary 

approval in May 1870 which was looked upon as an overwhelming success of 

the regime giving ‗a new baptism to the Napoleonic Dynasty‘. 

 

In this situation, the collapse of the ‗democratic careerism‘ of Napoleon III 

immediately after the military defeat in the battle of Sedan (flanked by Prussia 

and France in 1870) in the same year has baffled historians. This is none the 

less indicative of a fundamental malaise in this type of populist 

authoritarianism. The legitimacy of such regimes depended largely on 



continuous success in foreign policy which was why the Second Empire failed 

to survive, despite liberalization when military defeat and a feeling of national 

ignominy destroyed its legitimacy. In the Second Empire, as in other 

Bonapartist regimes, repression was finely blended with a deft mobilization of 

popular support. The plebiscitary element in the Bonapartist state though made 

it somewhat separate from the Fascist dictatorships of the twentieth century, 

even though in both systems there was an underlying motive to transcend the 

limitations of a representational polity in which class and sectional rivalries 

and competitions apparently were sources of major weaknesses for the state. 

The debate on the character of the Second Empire touches on the argument 

inspired largely through the Marxist theory that in sure situations the state, 

contrary to what Marx had visualized in the Communist Manifesto, did not 

represent directly the dominant classes. Yet it was in their interest that the 

repressive machinery of the state functioned. Louis Napoleon‘s seizure of 

power caused troubles for Marx. For it represented an apparent abdication of 

power through dissimilar sections of the bourgeois which certainly constituted 

the dominant class, in favor of the Bonapartist dictatorship. In this manner the 

state seemed to have achieved a degree of autonomy, even though through 

ensuring stability and order it protected the interests of the ruling classes 

whose social interest in the guaranteed protection of property was never 

compromised under this authoritarian state. The solution to this problem was 

the argument that elites who had a share in social and political power in a 

moment of political crisis accepted the authoritarian state as an unavoidable 

contingency. 

 

Bismarckism  

In sure situations as in Germany in the later half of the 19th century the 

acceptance of authoritarian structures of power happened to be more habitual 

than is implied in the perception of such regimes as a matter of contingency 

throughout abnormal circumstances. The experience of the German empire 

after its foundation in 1871 as a result of Prussian victory against the Second 



French Empire tells the story of how an authoritarian government legitimized 

through popular support had to take recourse to imperial expansion as a 

measure aiming at domestic political stability. The root of this problem, as 

distant as Germany is concerned goes, back to the early 1860‘s, approximately 

a decade before the German nation state in the guise of the empire was 

founded through the successful pursuit of Prussian militarism and a hegemonic 

foreign policy in Central Europe. 

 

The man who successfully outlined the vital framework of this policy was 

Otto von Bismarck who became the Minister-President of Prussia in 1863 and 

subsequently held the location of Imperial Chancellor after the unified German 

state came into being in 1871. In fact in 1863 Bismarck was summoned from 

his estate in East Prussia through a besieged Prussian monarchy to solve the 

political and constitutional crisis caused through the rift flanked by the liberal 

majority in the Prussian parliament (Landtag) and the government in excess of 

the very contentious issue of army expansion. While the liberals wanted to 

exercise parliamentary control in excess of the method the army was to be 

supervised, the war ministry under von Roon sought to make barriers against 

‗illegitimate‘ parliamentary intervention in the government‘s prerogatives. The 

confrontation first took form in 1860 when a new law was laid before the 

Landtag for financial approval of the war ministry‘s plans of army expansion. 

The liberal majority saw this as a step towards the further militarization of 

society. They feared that the expansion of the regular army at the expense of 

the citizens‘ militia would become a weapon of repression in the hands of 

Prussians despotism. In this context when the Prussian government failed to 

ensure the election of government supporters, the Kaiser (King of Prussia) for 

a moment contemplated abdication in favor of his son who had liberal leanings 

and was more suited to lead a constitutional monarchy. The choice was 

flanked by a constitutional monarchy and despotism based on plebiscitary 

approval. The conservative landholders who provided the main stay of the 

monarchy‘s support ultimately opted for the latter through successful 

projecting Bismarck as the charismatic leader of the German nation. After his 

appointment as Prussia‘s Prime minister he ruled without parliamentary 



approval of the budget, muzzled the oppositions, and imposed an unabashedly 

authoritarian regime to salvage the monarchy out of this crisis. The 

compensation came through method of success in foreign policy which cleared 

the method for German unification. To the degree that Prussian victory in the 

battle of Sadowa (flanked by Prusia and Austria in 1866) fulfilled the liberal 

dream of national integration under Bismarck‘s leadership, the Prussian 

liberals were even agreeable to giving retroactive sanction to Bismarck‘s 

budget less regime of the early 1860‘s through condoning the excesses of the 

great leader who was increasingly looked upon as a white revolutionary in 

liberal circles. 

 

The compromise that was finally reached flanked by Bismarck and his 

liberal critics determined the character of the German Empire. The 

constitution of 1871 created "a national parliament (Reichstag) to be elected 

on the basis of universal manhood suffrage, but this democratically elected 

parliament was deprived of any effective control in excess of government. 

Although its assent was required for mainly crucial legislation, the Reichstag 

could not initiate legislation, nor were the Emperor‘s ministers responsible to 

it. The governmental system was basically an extension of the Prussian system 

in which the privileges and power of the military aristocracy remained 

insulated from popular intervention. This was how the power of the pre-

industrial landed elite could be maintained in an age when the social basis of 

their political dominance was systematically undermined through 

industrialization and the consequent rise of the middle classes and the 

bourgeoisie as a potential challenger to their power. The survival strategy of 

the military aristocracy based as it was on the Bismarckian formula of 1866 

involved a sure accommodation with the upper echelons of the middle class 

society who usually had moderate positions on constitutional government, 

were more tolerant in relation to the monarchy and subsistence of the military 

aristocracy as the principal repository of power. The power of the pre-

industrial landed aristocracy which sustained to control appointments in the 

civil bureaucracy and the army could also be maintained through a strategy of 

turning the conservative landholders into popular political figures in the rural 



localities where they were expected to make solid political combinations of 

agrarian classes through leading the peasantry in their economic thrash about 

in order that the electoral dominance of the urban liberals could be 

undermined to make a more pliable parliament for the conservative 

establishment. Bismarck actively sponsored such political maneuverings from 

the middle of the 1870s so that throughout the elections of 1878 and onwards 

the liberal dominance in the Reichstag was eroded with the rise of a 

rejuvenated conservative party deriving its strength from the agrarian 

combination. 

 

The success of this Bismarckian strategy of rallying parliamentary support 

for the conservative regime through electoral manipulations ultimately 

depended on his skill ‗for running internal politics on the steam power of 

foreign affairs‘. The prophecy that he would ‗overcome domestic difficulties 

through a bold foreign policy‘ was soon fulfilled. As the constitutional crisis 

of the 1860s had been resolved through a successful foreign policy, imperial 

expansion began to figure on the agenda of the Bismarckian state from 

approximately the same time when he was busy in promoting an industrial - 

agrarian combination against the liberal opposition. Certainly dissimilar 

interest groups linked with German industry accounted for the motives behind 

imperialism. But they represented only one element. There was, in the opinion 

of German historians like Hans-Ulrich Wehler or Volker Berghahn an equally 

significant desire to legitimize the status quo and the political power structure 

through a successful expansionist programme. This strategy at least could 

divert attention from movements for fundamental political reform unleashed 

through the liberal opposition and the socialist workers‘ movement, where the 

latter was becoming a potent threat from the 1880s. Seen from this angle this 

was a suspicious strategy to protect the traditional structures of power from the 

dangers posed through the middle classes and the workers. National prestige 

was one consideration which could turn critics into supporters. This strategy 

remained unchanged even after Bismarck‘s rule came to an end in 1890. The 

‗Welt politic‘ of Kaiser William II was a continuation of the same instrument 

of expansionism for the sake of stabilizing and legitimizing political power of 



Germany‘s military aristocracy. 

 

T he inevitable consequence of this strategy was a sure type of ultra 

nationalist popular mobilization beside racist rows anticipating in a method the 

vital characteristics of Fascist mobilization of the early twentieth century. The 

phenomenon of the charismatic leader which was a significant characteristic of 

Bonapartism sustained to inform Fascist mobilization at a later date. In Nazi 

Germany, the Fuehrer (title used through Hitler) demanded complete 

obedience and surrender to the leader. In addition much of the racist 

ideologies in the Nazi movement were derived from the racial theories that the 

German ruling classes had earlier deployed (in the late 19th century) to bolster 

the extremist nationalist sentiments. Central to this racist and ultra-nationalist 

mentality was Social Darwinism which transferred to the human sphere the 

biological theories of natural selection and an equally volatile notion of, 

‗survival of the fittest‘. The whole argument implied that competition flanked 

by dissimilar nations for achieving dominance in the world is endemic in 

which only the strongest will survive. The theory fitted in well with the 

imperial ambitions of the German state. More importantly, these thoughts 

were relayed downwards to the popular stage through associations like the 

Navy League, Colonial League, and Pan German league. While the former 

pleaded for structure a strong navy to establish a big colonial empire through 

achieving parity with the dominant colonial powers the Pan German league 

popularized the notion of Germanisation of Europe, particularly the 

continent‘s eastern reaches inhabited through ‗ inferior Slavonic people‘. 

Civilizing them was looked upon as the great mission of the Teutonic (Anglo- 

Saxon, Dutch, German and Scandinavian) race. Pamphlet writers demanded 

self-sacrifice through the Germans in the service of this noble mission. 

 

Pseudo-scientific theories in relation to the race and ethnicity 

counterpoised the strength of character of the Teutonic race against the feeble 

mindedness and the depravities of the inferior people. In the middle of the 

latter figured the Jews whose dominant location in the business world evoked 

animosities from the German artisans and petty traders. Not unnaturally the 



latter were in the middle of the mainly strident votaries of anti-Semitism. The 

anti-Semitic ideology, which was considerably reinforced through the 

behaviors of the Pan German league since the 1890‘s reached a bloody climax 

in Nazi Germany. The rise of Nazism which displayed undoubtedly the 

characteristics of 19th century Bonpartism has been connected through 

historians to the subsistence of sure antidemocratic structures in the German 

polity. There is some sense of course in the argument that there are important 

elements of stability flanked by the Bismarckian Reich (German state) and the 

Third Reich. Yet the intensity of repression the Nazis accepted out made the 

authoritarianism of the earlier diversity somewhat separate from what would 

happen in the early 20th century. 

 

 

REVIEW QUESTIONS  

 What were the major economic grievances of the peasants? 

 Why did the economic reform proposals fail? 

 Explain the several divisions within the French society and the troubles 

of the 'Third Estate. 

 Look at the role of philosophers in the French Revolution. 

 What were the new principles of legitimation after the abolition of the 

ancien regime? 

 What were the objectives of administrative reorganization throughout 

the Revolutionary period?  

 How did the legal reforms of Napoleon bring in relation to the modem 

centralized state of France? 

 How did mass mobilization of citizens contribute to the formation of 

the modern nation state of France? 

 Explain why prefects may be regarded as the pivot of the Napoleonic 

bureaucracy? 

 Write a brief note on the Chartist Movement. 

 Briefly explain the emergence of nationalist movements in Italy and 

Germany. 



 What was the impact of the revolution of 1848 on the Habsburg 

Empire? 

 What did create Britain the earliest modem democracy? 

 Identify the factors responsible for dissimilar responses to 

democratization in Europe. 

 How would you-explain the rise of Napoleon III? 

 How did Bismarck control the liberal critics? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CHAPTER 3 

INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION IN EUROPE  

 

STRUCTURE  

 Learning objectives 

 Industrial capitalism 

 Industrial capitalism in England 

 Industrial capitalism in France and Germany 

 Industrial capitalism in Russia 

 Review questions 

 

LEARNING OBJECTIVES  

After reading this chapter, you should be able to: 

 Clear sure vital concepts concerning industrial revolution, 

 Understand how dissimilar writers understand the nature of industrial 

capitalism,  

 Understand that the criticisms and assessment of these writers can take 

us forward in getting to know the nature of industrial capitalism, 

 Understand how sure historians have chosen to correct the emphasis on 

18
th

 and 19
th

 century England as a important period for industrial 

revolution, 

 Understand why even these historians are correct on the whole in 

seeing the 18
th

 and early 19
th

 century as a decisive period for the 

growth of industrial capital in England, 

 Understand the importance of the agricultural revolution preceding the 

industrial revolution in seventeenth and early eighteenth century, 

 Innovation, trade and market in the eighteenth and early nineteenth 

centuries gave a fillip to the growth of industrial capital,  

 Understand how after 1840 with the emergence of newly 

industrializing nations like Germany and USA., the character of 

industrialization took a new turn, 



 Create out a dissimilar pattern of industrialization in Germany and 

France as compared to England, 

 Create out that the emerging industrial bourgeoisie in France and 

Germany was heavily dependent on the state, 

 See how the onus of overcoming these limitations fell on an ambitious 

state and an overburdened peasantry, 

 See how inspite of these limitations Russian industry did manage 

spurts of high growth, and 

 See how a limited market for consumer goods focused industrial 

growth mainly on heavy industry. 

 

INDUSTRIAL CAPITALISM  

The Industrial Revolution and Industrial Capitalism  

Several characteristics of modem politics in Europe were related to the 

transformation of economic life throughout the 18th and 19th centuries. 

Specifically significant here was the rising significance of industrial capitalism 

throughout this period This in turn was connected to the industrial revolution 

in Europe. 

 

The concept industrial revolution suggests primarily sure technological 

and economic changes, with significant social consequences and social 

origins. It denotes (i) the extensive application of water, steam (and later 

electrical) power in production systems, (ii) the focus of production in the 

factory and its formidable mechanization, (iii) major changes in the character 

and use of "home" and "foreign" markets, and (iv) the close to disappearance 

of subsistence agriculture. This expression refers to the early stage of the 

dominion of industrial capital in economic and social life itself implies the 

investment of capital in manufacturing industry, with a subordination of 

labour to such investment and a focus on the maximum extraction of profits as 

returns on investment. It may be distinguished from trading capitalism or 

finance capitalism which has commercial and financial transactions 



respectively as their focus; but it is commonly associated with both in a 

procedure which recognized the dominion in several characteristics of 

economic action, of capitalism, i.e. the subordination of economic action to a 

profit orientation, extensively using hired labour. The rising importance of 

industrial capitalism in Europe is associated with the following growths: 

 The Industrial Revolution in England throughout the late eighteenth and early 

nineteenth centuries. This was primarily the result of the following 

o A major augment in population; 

o An agricultural revolution, which was connected to population growth and 

the application of new techniques and machinery in farming; 

o The application of new techniques of production in the cotton and iron and 

steel industries; 

o The gradual abandonment of cottage industry and a focus of production in 

factories, where it could be more rigorously supervised 

 "learning" from England in France and Germany throughout the nineteenth century, 

and changes in industry in both countries beside similar rows as mentioned above. In 

both countries, the construction of railways in the mid-nineteenth century was crucial 

to the growth of industrial capital. 

 The development of industrial capitalism in other countries (Russia, and Hungary for 

instance) in the late nineteenth century, thanks to capital investments from the 

recognized industrial nations. 

 The rising importance for all these nations of markets in colonies and 

underdeveloped regions of the world towards the end of the nineteenth century. 

 

Significant Characteristics of Industrial Capitalism  

Just as to contemporary and latter day commentators, industrial capitalism, 

and the impact of the industrial revolution created a situation whereby industry 

was increasingly rationalized. Here, rationalization implied the subordination 

of production to calculation — a development which had been less significant 

earlier, since hired labour and technology were rarely concentrated in one 

place, where the power of the capitalist could exert itself effectively. 

 

In the middle of the consequences of such change were economies of 

scale, where, as production increased, each unit of manufacture became 



cheaper in conditions of costs of production A diminution of dependence on 

natural forces (climate, cardinally) followed from the integration of markets 

(which made communities less susceptible to deprivation following drought or 

epidemic). Major changes in ecological balance resulted from the scale of 

demand and production: well recognized here is the deforestation of big 

sections of the United States and Russia, and the destruction of wild herds in 

the United States. A significant characteristic was also the rigorous 

subordination of economic action to the troughs and booms of the trade cycle, 

whose nature varied in accordance with alterations in investment and 

consumption. Version to these several characteristics of industrial capitalism is 

associated with modernity, which is contrasted to traditional casts of mind in 

which these characteristics of economic life were not everyday characteristics. 

 

Approaches to the Study of Industrial Capitalism  

Early Writers on Political Economy  

As the Industrial Revolution itself took place, the procedures of capitalism 

attracted the attention of economic commentators who were critical of earlier 

views of growth. Criticism pursued mercantilists who were concerned with the 

methods the state might use to promote prosperity, through regulation of 

foreign trade; criticism was also leveled against physiocrats who were mainly 

concerned with general improvements in the productivity of the land. In 

writing on economics (or political economy) a proper integration of the 

several forces which were crucial to capitalism (population, entrepreneurship, 

demand, rent, profit, state policy etc.) were achieved through Adam Smith 

(1723-1790), David Ricardo (1772-1823) and Thomas Robert Malthus. Of 

these the former (i.e. Smith), in his Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the 

Wealth of Nations recognized a critique of mercantilism and physiocracy, and 

stated an analysis of the basis of value in labour, following a general 

discussion of value in Use and value in swap. He supported a limited role for 

government in human affairs, arguing that its intervention was ―usually 

harmful‖. Beside with several free-trade minded liberals of the time, he 



supported the principle of laizzer faire. Smith accepted the occurrence of 

social disparities when individuals pursued their own ends; but he was 

optimistic that overall prosperity would ensue, and that a degree of ―harmony‖ 

with the onset of ‗perfect‘ competition in prosperity would exist in social 

dealings. 

 

Both Ricardo and Malthus were more pessimistic than Smith in their 

approach to the economy of industrial capitalism. Ricardo argued that he was 

confident of the ―law‖ stated through the French thinker Jean -Baptiste Say 

that crises of overproduction or a glut of capital was impossible in a country; 

but he was equally influenced that steady increases in rent, which would 

follow more production and a rising population, might be the foundation of 

economic crises. Malthus, on the other hand, saw a rising population, which 

was the necessary consequence of growth, as the ultimate brake on prosperity. 

Such reservations reinforced ―utilitarian‖ views, associated with Jeremy 

Bentham, that some role for government was still to be establish in the pursuit 

of prosperity: primarily to ensure the ―greatest happiness of the greatest 

number‖, which might, in several circumstances, be threatened through the 

greed of the minority. 

 

Meanwhile, Smith‘s optimism concerning the skill of classes to arrive at a 

harmonious pursuit of prosperity, despite disparities of income, was 

challenged through Socialist writers who otherwise did not argue with the 

method he had dealt with the analysis of the economy. Hence, Sismonde de 

Sismondi (1773-1842), saw production rising rapidly within capitalist 

development, but also foresaw a growth of inequalities, which could not be 

resolved, except through state intervention. Proudhon (1809-1868), measured 

that the injustices which were connected to inequalities necessity be 

ameliorated through ―mutualism‖ or the behaviors of voluntary associations 

which would perform the regulatory functions of an interventionist state. Karl 

Marx (1818-1883) attempted to isolate the course that inequality would run, 

and argued that capitalism itself would collapse eventually. 

 



Reflections on the History of Industrial Capitalism -1  

Such writing (jointly with neo-classical development of such views and the 

work of J.M. Keynes), dealt more with the character of growth in conditions of 

components or factors, and the troubles of overall patterns of growth. It 

produced the conditions in which industrial capitalism could be viewed, but it 

did not effort to come to conditions with the details of the historical 

experience of several countries, other than to collect data which could be of 

use to discover out whether specific theories might be plausible. It remained 

for latter day economic historians, preoccupied with the past of 

industrialization, to advance sure models of how growth took place globally; 

and the writers who have been of greatest power in the case of European 

history have been W.W. Rostow and Alexander Gerschenkron. 

 

Rostow  

Here, W. W. Rostow, in his discussion of the stages of economic growth 

argues that growth has followed five stages: 

 Traditional society, where innovation occurs in both industry and agriculture, but 

there is a limit on ―the stage of attainable output per head‖. 

 Societies ―in a procedure of transition‖ in ―the period when the pre-circumstances for 

take-off are developed‖, where transition might be the result of circumstances where 

―the insights of modem science began to be translated into new production functions‖ 

in agriculture and industry ― in a setting given dynamism through the lateral 

expansion of world markets and the international competition for them‖; or (the more 

―general case‖) where there occurred an ―intrusion‖ which created a shock leading to 

the path towards modernity. 

 The stage of take-off which is ―the interval when old blocks and resistances to steady 

growth are finally overcome‖, where ―enclaves of modem action‖ expand and control 

society, and where ―growth becomes the normal condition‖. Here, investment of the 

Gross National Product or GNP necessity augment from in relation to the 5% upto 

10% on average, and it necessity be marked through big reinvestment in industries 

and big scale changes in agriculture. It is a stage to be seen in Britain in the twenty 

years after 1783; in France and the USA in the decades before 1860; in Germany in 

the 1850-1875;period; and in Russia and Canada in the twenty-five years before 

1914. 



 The drive to maturity, when an economy become fully part of an international 

economy, the significance of recognized leading sectors decline and investment 

stands at 10-20% of GNP. 

 The stage of high mass consumption, where greater possessions are devoted to social 

welfare, and where the focus of the economy shifts from leading sectors to durable 

consumer goods 

 

Gerschenkron  

Alexander Gerschenkron, on the other hand, in his discussion of 

backwardness in historical perspective, argues that stress on ―preconditions‖ 

or ―take-off‘ is unwarranted, since these hardly exist in any constant method in 

industrialization. He argues that industrialization shows a path, but in the 

method the path is followed there may be major differences. He is opposed to 

the thought that ―the industrially more developed country presents to the less 

developed country a picture of the latter‘s future‖; rather, he feels that ―the 

development of a backward country may, through the very virtue of its 

backwardness, tend to differ fundamentally from that of an advanced country‖. 

Gerschenkron proposes the following: 

 That the nature of the industrialization procedure in a backward country shows 

differences when compared with advanced countries in the rate of industrial growth 

and (more significantly), in its organization and nature of production. 

 These consequences are the result of the application of ―institutional instruments‖ for 

which no counterpart exists in recognized industrial nations. 

 The intellectual climate of industrialization is considerably dissimilar. 

 ―The extent to which these attributes of backwardness occurred in individual 

instances appears to have varied directly with the degree of backwardness and the 

natural industrial potentialities of the countries concerned‖. 

 

Novel banking networks and the intervention of the state are the 

―institutional instruments‖ that Gerschenkron isolates as crucial to 

industrialization in ―backward‖ states of Europe. Hence, in France, a new form 

of industrial banking appeared throughout the reign of Napoleon III, which 

changed the direction of recognized wealth and recognized a model of banking 

which thereafter became widely recognized on the continent. This model was 



developed in new directions in Germany. In Russia, on the other hand, the 

state, inefficient though it was, was inspired through military interests to 

establish a firm past towards industrialization 

 

Reflections on the History of Industrial Capitalism - II  

The perspectives of Rostow and Gerschenkron have stimulated 

understandable criticisms. True, in contrast to the work of economists, they 

have provided a historical perspective to growth under industrial capitalism. 

Though, the cardinal elements and periodization of that perspective are not 

easily justified. Several of Rostow‘s pre-circumstances for take-off are 

themselves, for instance, characteristics of take-off itself: hence the question 

―where lies the variation flanked by the two stages?‖ As Marcewzski has 

pointed out, moreover, in the case of the French economy, which can hardly 

be measured non industrialized through the end of the nineteenth century, no 

important period of take-off is discernible, since no period of growth accords 

with the standards set through Rostow. Gerschenkron‘s perceptions have not 

been subject to criticism on the scale that Rostow‘s have, since he has 

restricted himself to discerning tentative patterns. His modesty, though, is 

clearly his weakness, since it is not clear whether the nature of the pattern he 

discerns has further generalizing value; and he himself does not see the pattern 

repeat itself in the cases of the Austro-Hungarian Empire, Spain, Italy or 

Romania, even if there are points of similarity. 

 

More crucially, there has been a proliferation of the studies of industrial 

capitalism before its authoritative ascendancy, and commercial capitalism 

before the 19th century, which have drawn attention absent from the growth of 

the ―industrial revolution‖ period. Such concerns came to be popularized 

mainly in Fernand Braudel‘s discussion of Capitalism and Material Life and 

the readings on proto-industrialization which are published in Peter Kriedte, 

Hans Medick, and Jurgen Schlumbohm in Industrialization before 

Industrialization (initially published in 1977); they are also the focus of 



Immanuel Wallerstein‘s discussion of the ―world system‖ and The Capitalist 

World Economy. Both Braudel and Wallerstein talk about the sophistication 

of tastes in early modem Europe and the demand it generated for a diversity of 

products — a demand that could only be satisfied through changes in systems 

of production and growths in Europe‘s commercial links with other world 

markets. This engendered an extensive term development of capitalism in 

Europe from the fifteenth century onwards and, more specifically from the 

mid-sixteenth century (just as to Wallerstein). 

 

Students and scholars of proto-industrialization, meanwhile, admit the 

extra ordinary character of the industrial capitalism of the late eighteenth and 

nineteenth centuries, but are more concerned with the nature of the ―system‖ 

or dispensation which generated it. This stage of "proto-industrialization‖ has 

been associated with cottage or domestic industry, whose character was earlier 

traced extensively through scholars of the Historical School of Political 

Economy in Germany (A. Schaffle and W. Roscher).The significance of such 

enterprise for later capitalism was fixed through Werner Sombart when he 

noted that ―the history of domestic industry is the history of capitalism. 

Disguised in the form of domestic industry, capitalism likes to steal its method 

into an economic region...‖. Proto-industrialization itself became the focus of 

Franklin F. Mendels and Charles and Richard Tillv, who conceptualized the 

phenomenon as ―the development to rural regions in which a big part of the 

population lived entirely or to a considerable extent from industrial mass 

production for inter-local and international markets‖. Such concerns have 

clearly drawn attention absent from the period of the ascendancy of industrial 

capitalism and placed it within a framework of the ―extensive term‖ — 

reducing considerably the urgency of several of the preoccupations of Rostow 

and Gerschenkron 

 

Reflections on the History of Industrial Capitalism - III  

In the recent past, attention has focused on characteristics of capitalism 



that are undoubtedly of importance for this stage of industrial capitalism and, 

later, finance capitalism. The cynosure here is the social and cultural 

consequence of capitalism; but writers deal with this in a method wholly 

dissimilar from social historians who lamented the hardships for the working 

class of industrialization. Here, the work of Derek Sayer is a useful reference 

to illustrate what is the concern of recent commentators on industrial 

capitalism. Sayer gives a perspective on the broader implications of the 

economic analyses through Karl Marx of capitalism and the social analysis 

through Max Weber of the same phenomenon. Sayer's essay designates how 

industrial capitalism and capitalism usually (in the method Braudel deals with 

it), has generated "modernity" and a preoccupation with "modernity"; and he 

writes in relation to the nature of that ―modernity'‘. The implication, correctly, 

is that industrial capitalism cannot be associated purely with economic 

transitions and its limited social consequences, even in excess of the extensive 

term. It is part of much broader growths. 

 

Sayer points out that Marx did not associate capitalism with specifically 

economic characteristics. Rather, Marx thought of it as a stage of development 

which overcomes a situation where "the individuals may appear great" but 

"free and full development, either of individual or society is inconceivable". 

Asserting the importance of wage labour and general ―commoditization‖ as 

crucial characteristics of capitalism, Marx stressed, though, that what was 

mainly important to such capitalism was that it affects approximately all social 

dealings. Once the procedure is set in motion, it "revolutionizes both the 

material production procedures and the social dealings on which it rests". The 

first stage in what happens is Manufacture (mid-XVI-last third XVIII century) 

where "capital transforms the social dealings of production without as yet 

fundamentally altering the material shapes of the production procedure itself': 

craft workers are brought into a single workshop and subordinated to a single 

capitalist, enabling greater labour discipline. Production also is co-operative, 

in the sense that there now appears a detailed division of labour in the 

workshop and in society; and it is competitive. Throughout this stage, such 

procedures are "more or less accidental.‖ But, throughout the after that stage, 



that of Modem Industry, these procedures ―are the rule,‖ and there is a 

transformation in the extent to which labour is subordinate to capital. Illusions 

of individual significance and citizenship are crucial to this transformation. 

"Things" (or "commodities") become crucial to all relationships; all "use 

value" is an aspect of "swap value". 

 

Sayer points to Marx‘s impression of a scenario that distant transcend a 

limited economic transformation: ".. in swap value, the social attitude of 

persons is transformed into a social attitude of things; personal capability into 

a capability of things. The less social power the means of swap possesses, the 

more closely it is still linked with the nature of the immediate product of 

labour and the immediate needs of its exchangers, the greater necessity that 

power of the community still be which binds jointly the individuals, the 

patriarchal connection, the community of antiquity, feudalism and the guild 

system." 

 

While agreeing with several of these insights, later writers, Sayer points 

out, such as Max Weber, Michel Foucault or Norbert Elias, have disputed the 

factors on which this broad socio- economic and cultural transformation rests 

— whether it be described "modernity" or "capitalism". If, for Marx, it is the 

product of an intricate economic procedure, for Weber it is the consequence of 

a cultural procedure which does not exclude economic implications, but was 

fundamental to it. This cultural procedure centered on a rising obsession with 

calculation, which was defined as cause. Elsewhere, for Michel Foucault, it is 

the change in the discursive paradigm of society that is crucial to capitalism 

and modernity, while, for Norbert Elias, it is the very personal discipline of 

individuals in society. Sayer implies that these perspectives have come to 

slowly alter the method historians write in relation to the industrial capitalism. 

‘ 

 

 

INDUSTRIAL CAPITALISM IN ENGLAND  

 



The Importance of the Industrial Revolution of the Eighteenth and Early 

Nineteenth Centuries  

In the economic history of industrial capitalism in England, discussions 

always focus on the Industrial Revolution of the eighteenth and early 

nineteenth centuries. There can be no doubt, as historians and economists have 

shown, that it was here, and at this time, more than elsewhere in Europe, that 

industrial capital became a major factor in economic, social, and political life, 

leading to "revolutionary" changes and creation for an "Industrial 

Revolution".. Other European regions were to follow, but their path would 

always be influenced through the subsistence of "the first industrialize". 

 

True, following in the footsteps of earlier researchers such as Paul 

Mantoux (1928), G.Unwin (1927), W.Ashley (1914) John Clapham (1926-38) 

and others, several influential "revisionist" scholars of the recent past have 

attempted to alter this version of what happened. They accept the view, put 

forward through Mantoux, that "in spite of the apparent rapidity of its 

development, the industrial revolution sprang from distant-distant causes". 

More crucially, they have gone further in the direction of Heaton (1932) who 

has questioned the validity of the term "revolution" in this context: "a 

revolution which sustained for 150 years and had been in preparation for at 

least another 150 years may well seem to need a new label". They have 

stressed that, at the time of the "revolution", the power of industrial capital in 

England was limited to a few industries and a few regions. They have said that 

the rising power of industrial capital in England cannot be regarded as a 

"revolution" (even an "industrial" revolution). Others have also pointed out 

that "enclaves" lived in Europe where industrial capital was becoming as 

significant as it was in regions of England. Such writing coincides with the 

work, mentioned above, of Fernand Braudel, which associates European 

capitalism with an extensive term procedure which cannot be easily tied to 

specific periods or countries. Immanuel Wallerstein, also mentioned earlier, 

has also spoken of the connections flanked by capitalism and a "world 

system", with Europe as its centre, which developed from the fifteenth 



century.  

 

Taken jointly, this picture implies that it is incorrect to exaggerate the 

importance of the behaviors of industrial capital in England of a specific 

period or its significance for the development of industrial capitalism in 

Europe. This is a useful corrective to recognized histories of industrial 

capitalism in England and Europe. But, in recent debate, British historians 

Maxine Berg and Pat Hudson, have correctly "rehabilitated" the thought that 

industrial capital in England became a decisive characteristic of the country in 

the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. They have also "rehabilitated" 

the notion that economic growths in the eighteenth century in England were 

"revolutionary" and constituted "an Industrial Revolution". 

 

Such "rehabilitation" does not affect characteristics of industrial capitalism 

in Europe which "revisionist" historians did not choose to dispute. These 

characteristics contain notions that the productivity of industrial capital 

improved faster in eighteenth century and early nineteenth century England 

than they did anywhere else in Europe Also that leading English 

manufacturers developed these changes without any "model" before them, 

guided often through their own failures and the failures of several 

approximately them. The persistence of these notions left untouched the 

thought that the "industrial revolution" period in England had a special 

significance for the growth of industrial capitalism in Europe. The 

"rehabilitation", though, through British historians of the Industrial Revolution 

in England, restores exceptional stress to the importance for Europe of what 

took place there. 

 

A Background to the Rise of Industrial Capitalism in Eighteenth and 

Early Nineteenth Centuries England  

In the middle of the several factors that were responsible for the 

development of industrial capitalism in England, and the "industrial 



revolution", was the "agricultural revolution", which grew out of the 

commercial agriculture of the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries. At 

this earlier time, in English agriculture, farming was through and big market 

oriented. It was also dedicated just as to the convenience of soil, climate, 

location, and product. Prices for livestock and livestock products did not 

warrant specialization in the latter. Crop farming was a little dissimilar and 

had a local bias although overall it was directed at foodstuff and fodder 

production, where mainly farms registered an interest in livestock raising as 

well as in the rising of cereals. There was special stress in wheat production in 

East Anglia, Essex, Kent, Dorset, parts of the Midlands and Monmouth, 

Hereford and Pembrokeshire. Barley was the special crop of Cambridgeshire, 

Hertfordshire, Berkshire, Wiltshire and parts of Yorkshire; and in 

Northumberland, Durham, Lancashire, Cheshire, Derbyshire, Nottinghamshire 

and Lincolnshire, oats farming had pride of place. Although such divisions 

coincided with dietary preferences, specialization was more often connected to 

other factors: the clay soils of the Midlands were ideal for wheat production, 

for instance. There was much production for the market, for swap flanked by 

regions, as well as sale to centers of industrial and commercial concentration, 

such as London. 

 

Commercial Production - Nature   

Commercial production was primarily on the farms of the big tenants of 

greater and lesser landowners. These proprietors (the Howards, Talbots and 

other less eminent squires), were not concerned with the productivity of their 

land as much as the rent it acquiesced, but they instituted major improvements 

in order to assure themselves of high rents. They worked with a diversity of 

tenants, some of whom had tenancies for life, and some of whom were cotters 

(i.e. tenants who could be evicted at will). A number of freeholders (who paid 

a small quit rent to a proprietor to be "free" of his demands) and copy holders 

(whose rights depended on copies of manorial rolls they possessed) lived on 

such estates, and they rented additional land from such estates to supplement 

their holdings. In all this, in relation to the half the land of the country, in a 



belt from Hampshire and stretching to Yorkshire, was still held in strips in 

open meadows, where a three-field rotation operated. Here, crops were grown 

on two meadows (often sown with dissimilar crops in dissimilar seasons) and 

the third field was left fallow, for recovery from soil exhaustion. Meadow and 

pasture were held in common, and the system had the advantage of enforcing a 

farming cycle and overcoming troubles of location. It was undoubtedly a 

flexible system, where rotation of crops could be varied, but it discouraged 

individual initiatives, especially in drainage, since strips were small. 

 

In such circumstances, where capital was often tied up in agriculture, and 

substantial profits could or did accrue from farming, either as rent or as 

outright profit, transfer of capital from agriculture to industry was a major 

requirement of the rise of industrial capitalism in the country. Equally 

significant for the rise of industrial capitalism was the improvement in 

agricultural productivity and the ample availability of food for seasonal and 

perennial industrial labour. Such improvement was initially the result of 

reorganization of farming; but from the end of the eighteenth century, 

improvement was also the result of the application of industrial technology to 

farming. In the first of these cases, transfer of capital to industry could be 

observed piecemeal in excess of the course of the eighteenth century and early 

nineteenth century, as investments took place in mining in the middle of the 

great estate owners of the north and the Midlands; arrangements for letting out 

urban real estate were also noticeable. The second case involved the 

development of changes in the technology of production and adequate means 

to ensure that such changes were widely implemented. 

 

Here, several technological innovations necessary for improved 

productivity had been in use from the end of the seventeenth century. Crucial 

in the middle of these was the introduction into a crop rotation of root crops 

and legumes (mangel-wurzel, beetroot, clover, sainfoin etc.), which 

reinvigorated the soil, and allowed farmers to forgo the necessity of leaving it 

uncultivated (fallow) to avoid soil exhaustion. Mixing marls (soil which was a 

mixture of carbonate of lime and clay) in sandy soil, as a fertilizer, also 



became the recognized practice on some estates at this time. The 

improvements were associated with Viscount Townshend, Thomas Coke (Earl 

of Leicester) and Lord Lovell, who showed, thereby, how to augment fodder 

and food supply, as well as land under regular farming. They developed 

centers of display (their estates at Wobum, Petworth, and Wentworth), and 

their achievements were joined through those of midland proprietors (such as 

Robert Bakewell), who developed breed sheep and cattle. 

 

Upto the middle of the eighteenth century, such techniques received wide 

application as great tenants, who were commercially minded, increased land 

under their farming. Small holdings were systematically enclosed through 

Acts of Parliament. Some of this was the result of changes in the status of the 

tenant. For great proprietors, in their search for higher rents ceased to allow 

tenancies for life, and increased rents at regular intervals, demanding, thereby, 

greater market-orientation from those who held land. They also bought out 

freeholders and copy holders where they could, and they therefore provided 

more land for short- term tenancies. "Enclosure" of land which was held in 

common or cultivated in open meadows, and which belonged to big 

properties, was initially piecemeal and the result of agreements with tenants at 

times of low harvests and high prices of food. Strips and commons were 

consolidated to introduce improvements and augment productivity to preserve 

income stages. This also was to release sizable sections of rural population for 

industrial labour. 

 

Increases in population and big-scale manufacture, as well as the growth in 

the size of towns, throughout the mid-eighteenth century, recognized that 

higher profits were to be obtained through commercial farming. When this 

coincided with times of high foodstuff prices, enclosures through Acts of 

Parliament were undertaken in big number from approximately 1759. After 

that year, until 1781, the number of Acts of Enclosure seldom fell below 

thirty, and the years of maximum action centered approximately periods of 

high food prices (1764-65, 1770-74, 1777 etc.). For such Acts, public 

meetings were described, a draft private bill was framed, it was eventually sent 



to a Parliamentary Committee, who passed an Act and appointed 

Commissioners who assessed land value before and after enclosure, 

establishing an amount which was to be used for improvement and assistance 

to the poor who were affected through the redistribution. In such 

circumstances, although reliable figures are hard to establish, "it is beyond 

doubt that annual production rose considerably in the second half of the 

century" (T.S. Ashton). 

 

This trend sustained into the first decades of the nineteenth century, when, 

in the 1830s, it was reinforced through further scientific inputs into farming. 

For the latter, the behaviors of the Royal Agricultural Society, founded in 

1838, were partly responsible. But there were other signs of major 

improvement: under-drainage, which was necessary for farming of heavy 

clayland, was begun extensively in the 1820s; and extensive use of fertilizer 

became noticeable in the 1840s. In the circumstances, com output in England 

and Wales increased from 14.8 million quarters at the beginning of the century 

to 21.1 million in 1800. A portion of this came from the increased land under 

farming; and a portion from the increased intensity of farming, as a result of 

which, for instance, yield of wheat per acre increased through roughly a third 

throughout the second half of the eighteenth century. In the case of animal 

husbandry, there are disputes concerning the increases in the size and number 

of sheep and cattle that were reared and sold. It is hard to speak of a 

substantial augment in the availability of meat, especially since epidemics (as 

in 1745), and droughts (as in 1730) struck. Under the "high farming" of the 

1830s and 1840s, cattle breeding and dairy orientation in farming became 

more common. Several industries benefited directly from the changes in 

agricultural output. Obviously, milling and baking took the lead, but a big 

portion of the wheat and barley crop also went to distilling (for the production 

of beer and whisky) and also for the production of starch. Clearly, increases in 

the supply of animal products led to output of wool and tallow. 

 



Population Increases  

Clearly associated with rises in agricultural output, and a crucial factor in 

the growth of industrial capitalism, was the augment in population in excess of 

the eighteenth century. At the time, the methods of rising consumption in a 

stable population were comparatively limited; and technological innovation 

had not yet created the concentration of labour and population which might 

maintain "self-sustained growth". The augment in demand and labour that a 

rising population supplied were crucial to the development of industrial 

capitalism; and substantial growth in population undoubtedly did take place in 

excess of the century, from c 5.83 million in England and Wales in 1701 to 

9.16 millions in 1801 

 

How such growth took place and what its impact was, though, is a subject 

of the following debate. The source which underlies all estimates are the 

parish registers of baptism and burial for the period: registers which are often 

measured distant from reliable in determining actual birth and death at any 

time, their accuracy varying from occasion to occasion Disputes in excess of 

this source raise questions concerning sure hypotheses; 

 The actual chronology of growth, which was normally recognized as 

slow growth to 1751 (when the population stood at 6.14 million) and 

rapid growth thereafter 

 Whether the increases in population were due to a rise in the birth-rate 

or fall in the death- rate. The recognized explanation is in favor of the 

fall in the death-rate, based on data for improvements in medical 

facilities, shifts in epidemic patterns, and changes in consumption with 

the nutritious potato becoming accessible to the country's population. 

 

But the significance of the augment in the birth rate for population growth 

has been enhanced through several researches. Some illustrate that prosperity 

could lead to superior families. Other research shows that the social effect of 

improvements in medical facilities in the eighteenth century has been 

exaggerated. Concretely, though, no suggestion is wholly able to establish the 



ascendancy of the birth rate hypothesis, since this requires a more solid 

justification than the parish registers can give. 

 

Supply of Capital  

So that these changes could be successfully exploited through industrial 

capital, a reasonable and regular source of funds and money was essential. In a 

country where the output of coin was subject to vicissitudes and where there 

was a regular shortage of silver, gold and copper coins, proper credit facilities 

were of inevitable importance. Land inevitably attracted investment and loans; 

but industry, with its few guarantees was a dissimilar matter. Major banks 

such as Hoares, Coutts, Childs and Drummonds would lend to the aristocracy 

(who secured their loans with mortgages), and they would also deal in 

government securities. But they were not recognized for industrial business. 

 

Until mid-eighteenth century, entrepreneurs lent to themselves within the 

same trade, or drew on the funds that merchants made accessible to them. 

They could also call for loans on goldsmiths and others who dealt in valuable 

metals. Turnpike trust and canal company officials, jointly with tax receivers 

also put money in their hands into circulation. Strange as it might appear, sure 

categories of tax officials like the local collectors of the Land and Assessed 

Taxes and Stamp Duties (unlike those of the Excise) were allowed to retain, 

for as extensive as a year, the money they drew from the public. They lent 

money to local agriculturalists, manufacturers, and traders. With a pick up of 

commercial action in agriculture and industry, such "bankers" were joined 

through several country banks which were set up throughout periods of 

expanding trade after mid-century (e.g. 1750-3, 1762, 1765-6, 1770-3, and 

1789-92). These organizations were small, depended on a set of local 

industries, and had one office. They were also backed through London banks 

in times of difficulty. A network lived, so, for redistributing possessions at the 

time that manufacturing industry increasingly came to require it, in the middle 

years and last quarter of the eighteenth century. 

 



Manufacturing Industry  

The manufacturing units that absorbed the consequences of several of 

these changes were recognized in England in several regions just as to 

advantages of location and possessions. This was inevitable in the case of 

mining. Tin was mined in Cornwall, lead in Cumberland, West Durham, and 

Derbyshire, while clay for the potteries was primarily establish in 

Staffordshire and coal in the colliery regions of Shropshire Worcestershire, 

Staffordshire, Yorkshire and South Wales. Iron ore was mined in the colliery 

regions after Abraham Darby began smelting ore with coke in 1709. Trading 

centers, meanwhile, were concentrations of industry. This was especially the 

case with London, which was not only recognized for its com-mills, breweries, 

distilleries and tanneries, but also as a centre of fashion-goods production, and 

manufacture of coaches, furniture, millinery, silverware, and jewellery. 

Elsewhere, Bristol built ships, and was active in refining West Indian goods 

(sugar, tobacco) and had thriving units for the manufacture of glass, pottery, 

and brass. Shipyards were to be establish in Liverpool (recognized also for a 

range of manufactured goods); and in Newcastle, where there were also steel 

furnaces and workshops for anchors, chains, picks, shovels and cutlery. 

 

The structure of such enterprise varied. In one form, the skilled artisan 

could work at home or in a nearby shop, owning his apparatus and stock-in-

trade and selling his product on the market; often he employed an apprentice 

and one or two journeymen, and sometimes he put out work to other men in 

the same trade. Another form could be a superior enterprise, typically in textile 

industry, with a cluster of structures for spinning, weaving, dyeing, storage, 

and finally for living quarters for the master and his family.  

Innovation and its Impact  

In excess of the eighteenth century, such manufacturing industry reacted to 

the factors mentioned above (rising availability of agricultural foodstuffs, and 

labour etc.) and also to considerable technological innovation. The mainly 

well-known inventions are well recognized: 



 For the textile industry, mainly important were Kay's flying shuttle 

(1733), which increased the pace of weaving, Arkwright's Spinning 

Jenny (1769), and later more advanced innovations which further 

revolutionized spinning, i.e. Crompton‘s "mule" of 1779 Arkwright's 

water frame of 1785 and (for weaving), Cartwright's Power Loom of 

1785. 

 In the coal and iron industry, the development of coke through 

Abraham Darby (1709) and the use of "puddling" and hammering 

through Cort, allowed the use of the country's big reserves of coal for 

iron smelting. Hitherto, the consequences had been production of 

brittle iron, full of impurities, which broke easily. This required use of 

charcoal (which was in short supply) for smelting. The innovations, on 

the other hand, in the case of coke, altered the excellence of coal, while 

other innovations permitted the quick removal of impurities. 

 The application of steam power to production through the Newcomen 

Engine (1705-06) and, more significantly, James Watt's engines, 

allowed the running of big wooden and metal machines which 

permitted the entrepreneur to undertake major economies of 

possessions. 

 

To these were added the infinite number of small inventions constantly 

improving machines and speeding up business. The results were impressive. 

The innovations led to economies in several characteristics of the for 

production, for instance, was extensive before the introduction of machines 

based on atmospheric force or steam power; it led to major investments in 

horses, their maintenance, and in "dams, ponds, culverts, troughs and water 

wheels". The use of the atmospheric engine avoided some of these 

investments, as did the rotary engine of James Watt when it replaced the 

water-wheel as a "prime-mover" in machinery. Such innovation also gave the 

entrepreneur greater flexibility: he no longer had to have big supplies of water 

for his machines. Again, the major fall in iron prices allowed the use of cheap 

iron instead of expensive copper or brass in machinery; it also permitted the 

replacement of timber through the more durable iron in construction. 



 

Crucial was the economy in time. As Sir John Barnard, a merchant, 

advised: "Above all things learn to put a due value on Time, and husband 

every moment as if it were to be your last: in Time is comprehended all we 

possess, enjoy or wish for; and in losing that we lose them all." (A present for 

an Apprentice [1741]). Ending ―putting out‖ did presently that; now the 

factory was the centre of production, and the production procedure was at the 

entrepreneur‘s finger tips. Overall, the inventions at this time led to 

"economies of scale", i.e. producing more in such a method that the cost per 

unit fell. 

 

Social Incentive to Entrepreneurship  

It has been repeatedly pointed out that the character of British society 

stimulated the rise of entrepreneurship. The pursuit of wealth in trade and 

manufacture (or in the professions) led to the accumulation of fortunes which 

gave individuals rank and status. Utter rejection of such fortune as ―tainted‖ 

was not a characteristic of English society, as it was in Europe. Nobles 

themselves invested in behaviors which connected their estates to 

manufacturing. This is certainly true of the proprietors of coal land. Britain 

also possessed groups of Protestant ―dissenters‖, such as the Quakers, who 

were well- knit, could depend upon each other for support and who distanced 

themselves from the landed gentry. These groups made a virtue of thrift, and 

focused their action on trade. The Barclay family is an instance of such a type, 

and its contribution to banking is well recognized. 

 

Consequences  

The results of this for output of manufacturing industry were considerable. 

In the case of the coal industry, in the great northern field, exports increased 

through a factor of four flanked by 1701 and 1791-1800. In Cornwall, in 1731-

40, the average annual production of copper was 7,500 tons; but in the period 

1794-1800, it was 48,000. In the iron industry, in 1720, the production of pig 



iron was approximately 25,000 tons; in 1788, estimates put it at 61,000, in 

1796, and in 1806, 227,000 tons. In the case of textiles, the number of pieces 

of broad cloth milled in Yorkshire averaged 34,400 in 1731-40, while in 1791-

1800, the figure stood at 229,400. Flanked by the 1700s and the 1790s, the 

output of printed cloths increased from 2.4 million yards to 25.9 million yards, 

and the value of exports of cotton goods rose from in relation to the pounds 

annually in 1701 to 5,851,000 pounds in 1800. 

 

Markets and Demand  

This growth depended on a combination of favorable circumstances in the 

foreign and home market for English goods. This has been outlined through 

M.W. Flinn as follows: 

 Production received some encouragement throughout the period before 

1740 from a rise in income in northern England and Scotland, but this 

cannot be overstressed since only one third of the population lived in 

this region. The bulk of the rise in income, though, almost certainly 

went on buying foodstuffs. Overseas demand rose, but only 

moderately. The importance of the period was that, in the case of the 

poorer population of the north, ‘‘even if, as yet,.... [their] rising real 

income was buying little in the method of manufactured goods, [their] 

rising real income was slowly leading [them] into the market for this 

type of expenditure". Overseas, a range of new products (textiles, 

metal goods, and other manufactures) replaced the focus on wool in the 

country‘s exports. 

 After the 1740s, the growth in real wages declined but there was a 

substantial rise in the overseas market; while, after the Seven Years' 

War, decline in overseas demand was balanced through an augment in 

real wages. This see-saw motion repeated itself in the 1780s, when, 

after the American War of Independence, overseas markets recovered 

and rising prices bit into real wages. A persistence of low real wages in 

the middle of the poor, throughout the 1780s and 1790s, was 



compensated through rising purchasing power in the middle of the 

middle and upper classes and through buoyant foreign demand. The 

latter was the consequence of the French Revolutionary Wars, 

throughout which England came to control the markets traditionally 

dependent on French products. This advantage was intensified 

throughout the Napoleonic Wars of 1805-1814, when the British 

government blockaded continental ports. This further reinforced 

British control of markets in the Americas. 

 

In this course of affairs, although, at home, demand from the poorer 

classes undoubtedly led to increases in agricultural production and the 

transport industries which were connected to it, it was middle class demand 

that merits attention. It was a big class, proportionately superior to on the 

Continent. There was an extensive history to this development, but it created a 

market for substantial rather than fine goods, in other words, those appropriate 

for machine production. Extraordinarily, although the eighteenth century is 

associated with the origins of apologia for free trade and laissez-faire, the 

period was marked through major combinations of manufacturers who fixed 

prices and production. Hence, the industrial growth of the time cannot be 

delinked from this phenomenon. There is proof of falling mills, in 1707, close 

to Huddersfield, which fixed times of work and minimum prices for their 

products, in consultation with each other. Iron masters of Furness decided the 

maximum they would pay for charcoal. In the 1760s, when demand for 

atmospheric engines increased, a common sales' policy was recognized 

through Abraham Darby and John Wilkinson. Combinations also lived flanked 

by steel filters, silver plate manufacturers, file smiths, and tool makers. 

 

True, some of these combinations were recognized through statute, 

indicating the interest shown through the British government in regulating the 

circumstances of growth. These bodies were permitted through law to control 

their members and their behaviors. This was true of the Cutlers' Company of 

Hallamshire and the Framework Knitters' Company. Old organizations with 



similar powers lived in the mining industries of Cornwall and Derbyshire, and 

in the Forest of Dean. But the greater number of combinations were thrown up 

through manufacturers themselves, and undoubtedly persisted into the 

nineteenth century, and that too on a national scale. T. S. Ashton points out: 

 "In 1785, the Cornish Metal Company and the Anglesey Company 

divided the market for copper in agreed proportions. And at the same 

time the local organizations of iron masters, potters, Birmingham 

manufacturers and even the individualist cotton spinners, united in the 

General Chamber of Manufacturers to defend their common interests 

from the threat of taxation and competition from abroad. There 

necessity has been several hidden understandings and agreements of 

which there is no record. But often there was no need for secrecy. The 

industrialists and the public had not yet absorbed the teaching of the 

economists as to the benefits of rivalry flanked by producers, and there 

were not lacking voices to declare that competition necessity lead to a 

deterioration of excellence. Ordered trade, rather than increased output 

and lower prices, was still the aim of several who spoke with power". 

 

The Role of the State  

The role of the state (though small) in the formation of combinations was, 

of course, not untypical of the significant part that government played in the 

economy at this time. Big centers of production were still controlled through 

the government: the royal arsenal at Chatham and several other units at 

Greenwich are typical. They set an instance of intricate industrial organization 

and employed several, while smaller units were run through local authorities 

to prevent destitution and were organized through contractors on their behalf. 

Sizeable government orders for munitions were of importance to the iron 

industry (firms such as the Wilkinsons, the Walkers and the Carron partners); 

and the same necessity be said for the wool and textile industries, who 

supplied orders for uniforms, blankets etc. Elsewhere, the scale of excise 

duties (for licenses to produce) determined the behaviors of several concerns. 

 



The Navigation Act (initially passed in 1660), and related legislation, were 

significant to the shipbuilding industry, since they required that trade with the 

colonies and carriage of goods from Asia, Africa and America could only be 

done on English ships. The same held good for the trade in timber, naval 

stores, and wine from the Continent. Anyway, all goods accepted in foreign 

vessels attracted a special "alien's duty", and the government followed a 

protectionist policy of considerable scope (general import duties rising from 

10% in 1698 to 15% in 1704 to 20% in 1747, 25% in 1759, 30% in 1779 and 

35% in 1782). Several goods attracted special duties and, in the case of 

agricultural products, the mainly celebrated was the duty on com imports, 

recognized through the Com Law (initially passed in 1670) through a sliding 

scale, which varied from 25% of the home price to a minor charge when that 

price was particularly high. 

 

A major measure of relaxation of England's protectionist regime was 

ultimately to be recognized from the 1820s, under the Tory regimes of 

Canning and Wellington, when Huskisson at the Board of Trade relaxed or 

abolished several duties. The major social, political, and fiscal troubles of such 

a relaxation, though, were indicated in the protracted thrash about in excess of 

the abolition of the Com Laws (which were only ended in 1846). The welfare 

legislation of the second Whig government of the 1830s (especially the new 

Poor Law of 1834), moreover, told a clear story: that even a party staffed 

through liberals and utilitarians such as Owen Chadwick, was determined, for 

all its talk of laizzez faire, to commit the state to events which protected the 

"greatest happiness of the greatest number" from the greed of the minority of 

entrepreneurs. If free trade was the regime under which England's 

industrialization ultimately developed in the mid nineteenth century, its power 

was seriously contested at the time the industrial revolution occurred. 

 

REHABILITATING THE INDUSTRIAL 



Revolution  

The main questions which have been raised of the type of explanation 

presented here of the rise of industrial capitalism in Britain have been aptly 

summarized through Maxine Berg and Pat Hudson in their recent effort to 

"rehabilitate" the Industrial Revolution. 

 

The Gradualist Argument and its Critics  

 A "gradualist" perspective has come to draw serious attention - a 

perspective where "new statistics have been produced which illustrate 

the slow growth of industrial output and gross domestic product". 

Arguments stress that "productivity grew slowly; fixed capital 

proportions, saving and investment changed only slowly; workers' 

living standards and their personal consumption remained largely 

unaffected before 1830 and were certainly not squeezed". Such 

contention has come to imply that "the macroeconomic indicators of 

industrial and social transformation were not present"; hence, "the 

notion of industrial revolution has been dethroned approximately 

entirely, leaving instead only a extensive procedure of structural 

change in employment from agrarian to non-agrarian occupations". 

 Major arguments stress "stability flanked by eighteenth and nineteenth 

century social protest and radicalism".  

 

Also, "in demography, the dominant explanation of the late eighteenth 

century population explosion stresses its stability with a much earlier 

recognized demographic regime which remained intact until at least the 

1840s"; and ".. socio-cultural historiography...has argued that the English 

industrial bourgeoisie failed to gain political and economic ascendancy..." The 

mainly significant literature which stresses the "gradualist" approach is the 

writing of N.F.R. Crafts and the output of the Cambridge school of 

demographic studies (best seen in the several writings of E.A. Wrigley and 

R.S. Schofield, especially The Population History of England, 1541-1871). 



Berg and Hudson have strongly criticized the gradualist arguments statistics 

saying: 

 Crafts use records which have ignored the role of women and children 

in industrial labour. Their wages were less than standard men's wages 

and innovation was adapted for their specific use: "The peculiar 

importance of youth labour in the industrial revolution is highlighted in 

many instances of textile and other machinery being intended and built 

to suit the child worker. The spinning jenny was a celebrated case; the 

original country jenny had a horizontal wheel requiring a posture 

mainly comfortable for children aged nine to twelve. Indeed, for a 

time, in the very early stages of mechanization and factory 

organization in the woollen and silk industries as well as in cotton, it 

was usually whispered that child labour was integral to textile machine 

design.";. 

 Crafts' use of "sample industries" for his big scale data also understates 

the significance of changes in food processing, metal wares, distilling, 

lead, furniture, coach creation, chemicals, and engineering. Such use 

tends to downplay the impact of change in scrupulous regions, whereas 

a "revolutionary" picture of change would emerge from aggregate 

assessments of the impact of the industrialization which interconnect 

local studies. 

 

Berg and Hudson so consider that "gradualist" assessments of slow 

productivity growth would be seriously revised if figures for female and child 

labour were properly incorporated. Indeed, it is bluntly stated that this was a 

specific characteristic of industrialization which was crucial to rapid and 

"revolutionary" growth. 

 

Consolidation of Industrial Capitalism After 1840  

After the period of spirited growth described above, industrial capitalism 

in Britain was consolidated in the mid nineteenth century, partly through 



participation in international construction of railways. Though, the rising 

importance of textile, and steel production elsewhere, in Europe and the 

United States, increasingly placed British production under severe competition 

after the 1870s, which is described as the beginnings of the Great Depression. 

This ―depression‖ affected both agriculture and industry: the former as a result 

of the arrival of cheap grain from North America on British markets from the 

1870s, and the latter because of competition from new industrializes. Britain 

faced difficulties in revamping her existing infrastructure, as innovation took 

place in several meadows; and in some cases, the innovation was more 

applicable to her competitors than to her (as in the case of the Thomas- 

Gilchrist procedure of steel creation ). Although production stages were high 

in the late nineteenth century, Britain did not have a monopoly in excess of 

industrialization as she had had at the beginning of the century. In sectors such 

as electrical and chemicals production, she was quickly bypassed through 

Germany and the United States. 

 

The Importance of Railways  

The gradual development of steam-engine drawn railway rows in England 

after the first Darlington-Stockton rail was built (1825), considerably affected 

the iron and coal industries in Britain, which provided rolling stock, rail etc. 

The railways contributed to "economies of scale", because, for a diversity of 

industries, they cut down the time taken for transport (which was hitherto 

through an intricate series of turnpike [or toll] roads, canals, and waterways) 

and the cost of transport as well. Their significance, finally, for English 

industry was not limited to the consequences of construction in England, but 

owed from structure in the Americas, India and Europe, which provided major 

avenues for exports. The Dowlais Iron Company, for instance, throughout 

1830-50, did business with 12 British companies and 16 foreign companies. 

The relative scale of the demand here is indicated through the following 

figures: 

 

Hobsbawm points out that at peak construction (1846-8), the British 



railway industry absorbed investment of c.200 million pounds and directly 

employed c.200,000, It accounted mainly for the augment through 100%, 

throughout c.1835-1845, of the country's iron output. If cotton had been 

crucial to the economy of industrial capitalism to the 1840s, it was coal and 

iron which led thereafter. The figures for increases in production in the 

industries are given below, while it should be noted, as Hobsbawn points out, 

that employment in coal alone rose from in 1850 to c. 500,000 in 1880. 

Production of pig-iron, steel and coal (1000s tons) 

 

Year Pig Iron Steel Coal 

1850 2250 49 49,000 
1880 7750 1440 1,47,000 

 

Innovations  

Crucial for the iron industry was the procedure which allowed the 

production of steel, a more tensile and malleable product than iron. This was 

the consequence of Henry Bessemer's innovation of 1856 whereby air blasts at 

the bottom of masses of molton metal reduced the carbon content of iron, 

producing steel: a procedure which was perfected further through Sir William 

Siemens and Pierre Martin (1866) in the open hearth procedure. Other 

innovations in this region, such as the changes introduced through Sydney 

Thomas and P.C. Gilchrist (1878) to allow iron ore with high phosphoric 

content to be processed into steel, were applied more too European industries 

rather than British. 

 

Capital  

Much of the industrial expansion of this period was the consequence of the 

big amounts of capital generated throughout the early stage of the industrial 

revolution. Hobsbawm estimates that through the 1840s, approximately 60 

million pounds was accessible for investment in British industry (presumably 

after some consideration of possibilities of plough-back); and that this could 

only be invested in government stocks which acquiesced in relation to the 

3.4%. Such capital inevitably flowed to railways, given their considerable 



attractions (the Stockton Darlington generated c.15% interest on investment in 

1839-41, and the Liverpool-Manchester, a 10% dividend in 1830). Once the 

procedure began, the pool of ingestible capital increased, until, through 1870, 

some 700 million pounds were invested abroad (c.25%> in the United States). 

It also generated a whole arena of capital action which was not wholly tied to 

industry, and which thrived on the major stock exchanges which rose in 

Manchester, Liverpool, and Glasgow throughout the railway mania of the 

1840s. 

 

Competition and the Colonial Market  

It was with rising competition from European economies and the economy 

of the United States, from the 1860s, that the international location of British 

industrial capitalism declined. The consequence was the resort to 

underdeveloped and colonial markets which became of increasingly 

significant to the country through the end of the nineteenth century. In this 

context, though, Eric Hobsbawm correctly points out that with time the 

colonial market and the market of underdeveloped regions were of importance 

to the British economy (and other European economies) in view of the ease of 

sale and the poor likelihood of immediate competition. British techniques 

were imbibed quickly in Europe and used to help competition against British 

manufacture. This was less easy in colonial and underdeveloped 

circumstances. Crucial to Britain, as markets, in the nineteenth and twentieth 

centuries, were Argentina, Brazil, India, and the Distant East. Colonial control 

in excess of India also permitted the government to encourage railway 

construction in this country, through British manufacturers, under conditions. 

 

INDUSTRIAL CAPITALISM IN FRANCE AND GERMANY  

France  

A number of characteristics, which contrast with the circumstances of 18th 

and 19th century England, have traditionally been attributed to the character of 

the development of industrial capitalism in France. In the middle of these 



characteristics, has been the association of the country, throughout the 

formative period of the eighteenth century, with the habits of the "Ancien 

Regime", i.e. with the prevalence of customs and conventions which were not 

strictly conditioned through productive and commercial thoughts. Connected 

to this was the association of France with "peasant" agriculture, which 

survived the Revolution and Napoleon (1789-1815): it stressed immemorial 

custom and subsistence, rather than extensive commercialization. Further, it, 

lacked sure possessions like coal and iron, which underpinned the extension of 

the power of industrial capitalism in England. 

 

In such circumstances, the economic historian Tom Kemp has argued, the 

slow growth of industrial capitalism necessity also is connected to the 

character of the French bourgeoisie, which he associates with preferences for 

premiership, and professional and bureaucratic location. Kemp contends that 

the ascendancy of this class in Revolutionary and post Revolutionary France 

was crucial to the slow development of the power of industrial capital in 

France. Revolutionary land settlements, which prevented the accumulation of 

land in the hands of great magnates, allowed such a situation to persist. The 

land settlements also gave peasants a firm stake in small-scale proprietorship: 

a phenomenon which acted as a brake on the formation of a pool of industrial 

labour and maintaining extensive demand for the production of small 

workshops operating on backward technology in small towns. 

 

The Eighteenth Century Background  

Like England the territories of the French crown, in the eighteenth century, 

registered substantial increases in population (flanked by 1700 and 1770, 

population increased in excess of the country from 20 millions to 25 millions), 

considerable interest in commercial agriculture and the thriving development 

of major centers of industrial production. Though, the pace of growth and the 

incorporation and scale of innovation, here, was not as substantial, and this 

requires explanation. 



 

Agriculture  

The broad outlines of agricultural development and change would be as 

follows. At the time, mainly land was in the hands of seigneurs or landlords 

who were sometimes powerful noble magnates but who might equally be 

lesser squires with impeccable noble pedigree. Their estates were divided into 

two segments, one for direct farming through the nobleman using hired labour, 

and the other, the region in the hands of their "peasants". These had no rights 

of ownership, but had been associated with the estate for many centuries. 

Several of them had rights of tenure which practically made them proprietors 

in their own right, especially in the Alpine and Pyrenees regions; in other 

cases a fixed monetary payment (cens) had to create to the seigneur at fixed 

times as a form of quit-rent. Others, recognized as main mortables could pass 

on their land only to their direct heirs, but otherwise, their situation was like 

that of other, more powerful peasants. Farming of land in the greater part of 

the northern reaches of the country (from the south of the Cotentin peninsula, 

through Maine, Touraine, Orleanais, Nivemais, Berry and into south 

Burgundy) was dominated through the open-field, although rotation of crops 

varied. South of these regions, mainly land was enclosed (both in the middle 

of peasants and seigneurs). Some of the country was remote, yet sufficiently 

fertile to give adequate living; others were desolate unreclaimed bog and 

marsh, as in the case of the coast of Gascony and Guyenne, or dominated 

through soil which was not very fertile, as in much of the Central Massif; and 

still other land was immensely rich and commercialized, as in the Garonne 

valley. 

 

Major improvements in farming were introduced in several regions and 

especially in the north east, i.e. French Flanders (where innovations in 

agriculture in Holland and Belgium had initially made their method to 

England and were now quickly disseminated). Knowledge of "improving 

methods" which were prevalent in England and elsewhere came to be 

recognized through publications such as Duhamel du Monceau's 6-volume 



introduction to improving agriculture (published 1751-60), through cheap 

literature and through word-of-mouth. The information was a focus of 

discussion in the learned societies (academies) of provincial France; and major 

royal officials, such as the Intendant of the Limousin, Turgot, and other 

"physiocrats", who were concerned with improvement of agriculture, 

attempted to provide the details wide publicity. 

 

Partly as a result of the application of "improving" techniques, a 

substantial augment (in excess of 40%) in agricultural production was 

registered throughout 1725-1789. Le Roy Ladurie links the development 

specifically to the increased farming, on reclaimed land, of food crops which 

did not require that land be kept under fallow, and whose popularity increased 

with the knowledge of improving agriculture. Such farming also released land 

for cash crops - primarily fine cereals and vine, which were recognized 

products of farming in mainly of France. This characteristic in turn increased 

commercialization in a rural economy where specialization was already well-

recognized and where regular swap of goods flanked by regions was normal. 

Meanwhile, a number of major improvements in transport (in Languedoc, 

Burgundy, Provence, Brittany, and Auvergne), brought costs of commerce 

down and intensified commercialization further. These improvements centered 

approximately major works such as the canal network of the south (the Canal 

du Midi). 

 

The upshot of this range of changes, throughout the eighteenth century, 

was a fall in prices of agricultural goods crossways the territories of the 

French crown, of 60-80% throughout 1730/39 - 1780/89 for mainly goods, and 

in some cases of 100%. This was a development which benefited the 

innovative landowner. The fall in prices and costs also benefited several types 

of enterprising peasant cultivator, who had substantial fixity of tenure on 

seigniorial holdings. It could also benefit several mainmortables. For even 

here, where land tenure was relatively secure, these least privileged of 

cultivators could, on the surface of it, benefit from low prices, at a time of low 

costs, provided they interested themselves in rigorous farming and occasional 



involvement in agricultural or artisanal labour (where wages increased in the 

same period through 25-30%). 

 

A major problem, here, as Le Roy Ladurie points out with considerable 

documentation, was that fixity of tenure could only guarantee a modicum of 

security to mainly French cultivators at a time of population augment. True, 

only land in the seigneur's direct farming was subject to direct proprietorial 

action and the majority of cultivators could not be dispossessed since the 

signeur‘s control was indirect. Though since much farming on peasant land 

was still based on the three-field rotation in an open field, improvements were 

hard to initiate on smaller holdings and strips. Here, and on the standard and 

smaller peasant holdings of the West, where the open field was less 

recognized, land was increasingly insufficient to give the necessities of a 

rising family. Peasants were driven to share cropping (metayage) or to renting 

lands under the seigneur's direct control. With population growth, rent rose in 

relation to the 142% for the period mentioned above. Tax and tithe increases 

(60% and 25-30% respectively) increased the burden on peasant incomes still 

further. 

 

As a consequence, although commercialization in agriculture was 

substantial, and major surpluses of grain were accessible for rising urban 

populations, big fluctuations, and disparities in income stages were a 

characteristic of the French countryside, as was dire poverty in sure quarters. 

This explains the two (apparently contradictory) characteristics noticed 

through Arthur Young, the contemporary English traveler, and the historian 

and philosopher, Alexis de Toqueville, in his work of the 1850s. De 

Toqueville argued that on the eve of the French Revolution (1789), the 

economic location of the French peasantry was improving, while Young 

pointed to extreme poverty and backward agriculture through Young, for the 

same time in whole regions of the country. 

 



Trade, Industry and Manufacture  

The marketing of agricultural products and their processing clearly 

generated centers of employment outside the business of ordinary farming: in 

the milling of grain on a big scale, the production of wine, the transport, 

storage and sharing of such products etc. Although the intensity of market 

orientation varied crossways France, from high stages in the north and east 

(the regions of the Nord and the Franche Comte) to the low stages of Brittany, 

and interior Gascony, distant from the Garonne Valley, major communities 

and townships grew approximately the trade in agricultural goods. 

 

Major fortunes were to be made in this trade; to these were added the 

profits of trade in such products with Italy, Germany, Spain, or crossways the 

Mediterranean, from Marseilles, and beside the coast of the English Channel. 

French ports thrived on such swap, and shipping industries developed to 

further the trade. Clearly significant here were towns such as Bordeaux (which 

was crucial to the trade with Canada and the French West Indies) and 

Marseilles (which took on the full range of trade with the Levant in scrupulous 

and the Mediterranean in general). The French crown, moreover, following 

mercantilist policies, would only allow transport from its colonies in French 

shipping, which reinforced the strength of this industry still further. 

 

Other commercial and industrial centers, meanwhile, thrived, until the 

French Revolution and beyond, approximately the production of iron, at Le 

Creusot (recognized with crown patronage in 1782), and approximately the 

great coal pits at Anzin on the Belgian border. Extensive coal mining was also 

to be noticed in the upper Loire, close to Lyons (where the more substantial 

pits of this time were recognized). The production of cotton piece goods, often 

with the use of English machinery, flourished throughout the eighteenth 

century in Lille, Amiens and St. Denis in the north and northwest, at Lyons 

(on the Rhone/Saone, in central-western France) and Mulhouse (in Alsace). 

The production of fine wool (especially worsted) gathered pace following the 

local breeding of merino sheep, in the region approximately Rheims. In the 

case of textiles, the bulk of production shaped approximately "putting out" 



arrangements that were customary in England earlier in the century. 

 

A rapidly-rising internal market for manufactured goods, though was not a 

characteristic of this development; for this was prevented through major 

troubles of trade within the country, and the troubles of industrial organization 

and capital availability (leave alone troubles of low peasant incomes). Such a 

situation, in turn, led to the persistence of small-scale manufacture and local 

markets for industrial products in the form of industrial capitalism that 

developed in France throughout the 18th century. The cardinal characteristics 

of the troubles here are well recognized. The country was distant from uniform 

in its administration, and could not strictly be treated as a well integrated 

market through traders and producers. Some territories were subject to 

dissimilar taxes (e.g. for the payment of the salt tax, they were divided into the 

regions of the grande and the petite gabelle) and also differed in the very 

system of tax payment. Territorial rights were dissimilar (some regions having 

rights to "estates", while others only had parliaments); and even legal 

arrangements were varied (Roman Law in the south of the country, unlike the 

north and centre). Again, industry was curbed through guild restrictions, 

which prevented the easy implementation of innovation in recognized 

manufacturing regions Guilds had privileges in mainly central regions of 

towns, and they had ready access to markets, while non-guild members faced 

discrimination in the location of their enterprises and in attitudes of the royal 

administration. Finally, country banks were not accessible in the country, as in 

the English case, and capital for industrial growth had to be establish from 

recognized traders or producers (which limited the scope of the enterprise) 

 

A significant additional problem which discouraged the fostering of trade 

and manufacture in such circumstances was the poor status enjoyed through its 

practitioners. Unlike England, the practice of trade and manufacture attracted 

social disapproval in the middle of the French elite, in the middle of whom 

status through privilege, either through venal offices (i.e. official positions 

which could be bought), or through titles of nobility. Communities such as the 

Quakers, who prided themselves on their tightly-knitted excellence and who 



were featured prominently in the middle of capitalists, were not to be establish 

in such authoritative number in French territories. The significance of such 

cultural incentives and disincentives to entrepreneurship, though, can be 

overstated. For the rich centers of Bordeaux, Marseilles and Paris were good 

testimony to the response that trade and manufacture inspired at this time. 

 

The Revolutionary and Napoleonic Period  

A considerable portion of the political and social construction of France 

throughout the 17891815 period had major economic repercussions, and 

affected the location of industrial capitalism within the country. The broad 

contours of the changes have already been discussed in the section on the 

French Revolution, though, and only sure salient implications require to be 

drawn out here. Hence, although the matter had significant results for the 

creation of a national market, this section foregoes a discussion of the 

implications of administrative reorganization (the abolition of the diversity of 

legal and other distinctions in excess of the country) associated with French 

Revolutionary legislation and Napoleonic events. The section also bypasses 

the introduction of the Code Napoleon, which gave the country a uniform 

legal system. Characteristics of these issues necessity, though, be subsumed 

under the two major themes of the period which require some attention and 

necessity discover discussion, since they were decisive to the consolidation 

and extension of industrial capitalism. These contain the attack on privilege 

and the consequent changes in land tenure, and the abolition of guild 

structures 'and, equally significant, the impact of war and expansion on trade 

and production. 

 

The Attack on Privilege  

The concerted legislative and social attack on privilege, throughout the 

Revolution, was initially characterized through the renunciation of privileges 

through the nobility (4th August 1792) and the violence in the countryside 

throughout 1789. Thereafter, the decision of 10th August 1792, that all 



seigneurial rights to monetary dues had to be backed through the proof of 

charters, intensified this attack; and the internal disagreement in the country 

throughout 1792-94 accepted the attack yet further. These growths once and 

for all recognized the proprietorial status of wealthy peasants, and led to a 

major redistribution of property in the countryside. 

The consequences of the emigration of the nobility, and the confiscation 

and sale of their lands, added a further dimension to the redistribution of 

property, although the redistribution here was not equal in any manner, since 

the sale of land primarily benefited bourgeois who wished to invest in land 

and the wealthier peasantry. The decision to abandon the traditional direct 

taxes of the Ancien Regime (the taille, the capitation and the vingtieme), 

which were paid through the peasantry and the bourgeoisie primarily, 

improved income stages in the short term in the middle of the peasantry. In the 

case of industrial enterprise, the ban on the guilds of the old order loosened the 

restraints on innovation and enterprise in industry. 

 

The Impact of War and Territorial Expansion  

The benefits of much of this for the growth of industrial capital, though, 

were customized through inflation which resulted in the period 1789-1797 

from the crisis of the state's finances, as a consequence of the bankruptcy of 

the Ancien Regime and the lack of revenues which was a consequence of the 

reorganization of taxation. Enormous losses of life in the revolutionary wars 

also led to shortage of labour, which was crucial to a labour rigorous 

economy. Manufacturers' attempts to resolve their troubles through the import 

of machinery from England were made hard through the hostilities flanked by 

France and Britain. Much of this was balanced after 1797 and the territorial 

expansion of the French state under Napoleon - an expansion which not only 

ensured the flow of tribute to the country, linking its currency with that of the 

conquered territories, but which also provided a preference for French 

manufactures and producers in the Cisalpine Republic, the Helvatian 

Republic, the Batavian Republic and their later successors in the Italian 

Kingdom, the Kingdom of Holland, and the Napoleonic states of Germany. 



The imposition of the Continental System on Europe after 1806 further 

assisted French manufacture, especially as Napoleon ensured that this was 

accompanied through events to acquire machinery through overt and covert 

means from England. British goods were excluded from continental markets, 

at the time of the ascendancy of Napoleonic administrators, and hence French 

manufactures had a field-day. The debit side of the system was the loss of 

American markets as a consequence of British blockade of European ports, 

and the collapse of major centers of the Atlantic trade, such as Bordeaux. 

Furthermore, innovation in several sectors of industry in England could not be 

introduced in French industry as might have otherwise been possible. Hence, 

the country was poorly prepared for the re-entry of British goods into Europe 

after 1814. 

 

Protectionism and its Consequences under the Restoration and Orleanist 

Monarchies (1815-1848)  

The sudden influx of cheap goods from England after the end of the 

Napoleonic Wars immediately led to decline in demand for several items of 

French manufacture on the Continent, and confronted producers with the 

possibility of bankruptcy. It was approximately natural, so, that the 

government of the country's Restoration rulers (Louis XVIII and Charles X), 

turned to a continuation of Napoleonic and pre-Revolutionary policies to 

"protect" national industry. A regime of high duties on goods of foreign 

manufacture was imposed through the tariff of December 1814. Substantial 

duties (which represented an augment of flanked by 10% and 50% on previous 

duties) were imposed on linen, hemp, and iron. Import of cotton goods was 

forbidden and special taxes were levied on the import of grain. In the colonies, 

all trade with foreigners was forbidden, transport of goods was restricted to 

French shipping, and refining of raw materials (such as molasses) was banned 

to provide French industry a monopoly in the region. Several advantages were 

also given to the French merchant marine. The policy was set in motion 

through the first Finance Minister of the restored Bourbon monarchy, Baron 

Louis, and it was extensively justified through significant theoreticians - 



Charles Ganilh, F.L.A. Ferrier, and Louis Say. 

 

The consequence of such events, clearly, was that the national market was 

"protected" for French producers; but it made the lot of those who benefited 

from foreign trade hard, since they were unable to cope with the low prices of 

British goods. Import of machinery from Britain became a necessity in the 

circumstances, and the dearness of such import led to major criticisms of the 

protective tariff from some quarters through 1828 on this score. The fear of 

British competition though, ensured that no steps were made for any broad-

ranging introduction of free trade. 

 

It required the growth of industry, throughout the Orleanist monarchy, to 

create it that these demands for relaxation of protection grew stronger. Such 

growth within the country's protected market, began to look for technological 

improvement and cheaper imports to augment profits; and it also understood 

the possibility of using geographical advantages and imported machinery to 

develop the foreign market for French goods in territories neighboring France. 

The leading arguments for the relaxation of protection came from Frederic 

Bastiat (1801-1850), who organized the Association pour la Liberte des 

Echanges (1845) [Association for Free Trade], with branches at Bordeaux, 

Paris, Marseilles. Le Havre and Rheims; and the arguments were stated in the 

Journal des Economistes (founded in 1841). Demands for free trade coincided 

with the arguments of Comte, Proudhon, and Louis Blanc that there should be 

a degree of state regulation of runaway market forces, but one location did not 

always exclude the other, the period witnessed a separate augment in the 

prevalence of free trade opinion. 

 

Industrial growth of the 1830s and 1840s underpinned this trend. This 

growth was linked partly with the rising mechanization of the textile industry 

both in Normandy and in Alsace. In the latter, growth was more rigorous, the 

new spinning industry counted 500,000 spindles in 1828 and 1,150,000 in 

1847, and the power loom came to be used widely throughout this period. 

Elsewhere, the coal industry, in its traditional centers on the Belgian border 



and the upper Loire, expanded considerably. In the case of the iron industry, 

Le Creusot was considerably reworked with English machinery through the 

English company of Manby, Wilson and Co., flanked by 1826 and 1836, and 

finally developed considerably through the Schneiders thereafter. At 

Fourchamboult, the experience of M.Dufaud, who had wide knowledge of 

English methods, was extensively applied after 1822 through a partnership, 

and at Decazeville (in the distant south), there was also substantial 

improvement in production. 

 

Overall growth followed a greater flow of capital into industry after the 

establishment, from 1837, of societes en commandites, based on a form of 

limited liability, through the Caisse general du commerce et de l'industrie, 

owned through the banker Lafitte. In the railway boom which followed after 

1842, and the supply through the government of land for private railway 

construction, once companies guaranteed arrangements for structure and 

rolling stock, under the Dufaure law, these societes played a leading role, 

drawing increased shares and supplying capital to railway companies. 

Traditional sources of capital also followed suit and contributed to industrial 

growth, and the "conservative" bankers of Paris, the Rothschilds, controlled 

some eight rows through 1848. 

 

In all this much production still focused in small units, though, which 

explains the popularity of protection until 1848; and that production was 

dependent on less productive water power. Several of the old charcoal blast 

furnaces thrived in the 1815-1848 period, and their number grew till 1839, 

since the fuel was in ample supply in contrast with the situation in England. 

True, the manufactures on the English style registered impressive rates of 

growth in conditions of output and scale of employment, and they were a 

region where major investment was to be establish. But it is telling that the 

first railway rows could not in any method be built with French home 

production, and either iron production had to proceed with construction, or big 

amounts of rail had to be imported from England. The greater number of 

industrial units in the country sustained to be water-powered until 1848, even 



though there was a substantial augment in the application of steam power in 

the coal industry especially. John Clapham points out that in 1839, the English 

cotton industry used 1641 steam engines and 674 water units, while, a little 

later, the French used 243 steam and 462 water installations. Again, in 1839, 

the English textile mills used more steam power than all France used in 1848 

 

Industrial Capitalism 1848-1870  

It was a consequence of the availability of gold throughout Europe 

throughout the period following the revolutions of 1848, and a continuation of 

the railway boom until c.1860, that extensive capital investment in the 

standard regions of growth at this time - textiles, coal and iron and railways - 

became possible in France. And this in turn stimulated the changeover from 

water-power to steam power in big sections of French industry, and a general 

move absent from charcoal centered iron production to coal-based production 

The period witnessed the extensive use of the coal deposits of the Nord and 

the Pas de Calais, which now became the country's prime source of the fuel, 

although much of it was not appropriate for smelting since it could not 

produce coke. In 1852, of a total national coal output of 5,000,000 metric tons, 

the North basin produced 1,000,000 metric tons compared with 1,640,000 in 

the upper Loire (Le Creusot and Blanzy produced 400,000 and smaller 

deposits the rest). While, in 1869, of a national production of 13,000,000 

metric tons, the North produced 4,300,000 compared with 3,100,000 in the 

upper Loire. Elsewhere, output of pig iron increased dramatically (1,400,000 

tons in 1869 compared with 600,000 tons in 1853); steel production increased 

considerably to 1,000,000 tons in 1869, incorporating Bessemer techniques, 

and ranking second to international production to that of Britain. In the latter 

case, the main production was at St. Etienne (the Terre Noire company and the 

enterprise of Petin Gaudet), at Le Creusot (in the Schneider enterprise), in 

Lorraine (in the several enterprises of the de Wendels) and in Niederbronn in 

Alsace (in the Dietrich enterprise). Recognized companies at Commentary and 

Fourchambault (on the Belgian border) and Anzin and Denain in the north, 



sustained to concentrate on iron production. 

 

In the case of the cotton industry, while the circumstances of enterprise 

remained static in the region of Normandy and the Lille district (where hand 

weaving predominated into the 1860s and beyond), production in Alsace 

reached the same stage of mechanization and sophistication as Lancashire 

through 1870. Alsace produced improvised power machinery which could 

compete with England's; and what held good for cotton also held good for 

wool, where expansion was based in this period on imports of Australian clip. 

Beyond international circumstances, though, much of the augment in 

production here was the consequence of the interventionism of the Bonapartist 

state under the Second Empire. Here, government encouragement of growth, 

prompted through Napoleon Ill's Saint Simonian principles, was apparent in 

the official assistance to the creation of the Credit Foncier (a national 

mortgage bank) and the Credit Mobilier (a joint-stock bank dominated 

primarily through the Pereire brothers). Both were set up shortly after 

Napoleon became President, and the latter speculated extensively on the 

bourse and invested its profits handsomely in industry. Following their 

instance, a number of credit institutions were born throughout 1850-1857, of 

which the Credit Lyonnais was the mainly well-known. As Gerschenkron 

points out, the behaviors of this state- sponsored or state-encouraged banks 

brought more "conservative" banking homes, such as the Rothschilds, which 

had hitherto dealt in government bonds and land mortgages, to take an interest 

in industrial banking. This great period of economic growth, so, came through 

the active interest of the state, even if it witnessed minor acts of free trade, in 

the Cobden Treaty, which relaxed several duties on imports from England, to 

placate lobbies mentioned in the previous section. The interest cannot be 

compared with that of the British government of the end of the 18th century: 

for it was more forcible and well-directed. While hardly "managerial" such 

interest was substantial and important in the extreme. 

 



Further Development of Industrial Capitalism 1871-1914  

Following the defeat of France in the Franco-Prussian War (1870-71), a 

general impression prevailed for many decades that the country experienced a 

decline. Though, the impression always bore reference to comparisons with 

Germany and the United States (where productivity rates grew more quickly 

and population increased more rapidly). Or it bore reference to rates of growth 

of the past, when combined rates of growth for industry and agriculture were 

higher for 1815-1870 than for 1870-1914. 

 

At the time and thereafter, commentators understated the importance of 

changes in the French economy and the strengthening of industrial and finance 

capitalism in the country. The proportion of the labour force employed in 

agriculture and forestry fell from 53% in 1870 to 37.4% in 1913. The 

productivity of labour sustained to rise and the national product increased 

(after sluggishness until 1895, through 1.8% per annum throughout 1896-

1913). Per capita, the value of exports and imports increased two-fold. Savings 

in the country increased, while the volume and investment of capital in 

enterprise outside the country grew considerably. 

Much of this change integrated economic action in Africa and South East 

Asia where France had colonies in West Africa and Indo-China. General 

indicators of industrial growth are provided through the following figures. 

Average annual rate of growth of output of specific industries in France (%) 

 

 

 

In addition, it is worth mention that the country showed substantial 

headway in research and development in the meadows of chemicals' 

production and the electrical industries, which were prominent regions of 

growth at this time in Germany and the USA. For soda and sulphuric acid 



production, introduction of significant innovation (e.g. the Solvay procedure 

for soda manufacture) was standard, and the St. Denis company made 

important strides in dyestuffs' research and manufacture. In electricals, 

American and German companies such as Thomas-Houston and Siemens 

undertook production in France, while the French firm of Breguet undertook 

telegraph and telephone equipment manufacture. Herault's use of electrolysis 

for the manufacture of aluminum was one of the several innovations of the 

time. A proportion of electricals' production was used for motor car 

production, where the French firms of Panhard and Peugeot competed with the 

German firms of Otto and Benz, and even withstood competition from Ford 

until the 1900s. 

 

In general, the loss of Alsasce and Lorraine in 1871 (to Germany) was less 

important for French industrial capitalism than may initially appear the case. 

True, the textile innovation of Alsasce was now within the German tariff and 

territorial region. This led to a pass off of spin- off effects in the region to 

Germany mainly. But firm links flanked by erstwhile French manufacturers in 

Lorraine, and other French companies, survived the integration of the region 

into Germany. Hence, co-operation flanked by the great steel and iron 

producers of Lorraine, the de Wendels, and the Le Creusot company of 

Schneider, led to use of the Thomas-Gilchrist procedure of steel manufacture 

on both sides of the border, despite de Wendels' possession of the rights of the 

procedure from 1878 to 1895. 

 

Germany  

The German states until 1871, and thereafter the German Empire, were 

another major focus of the rising power of industrial capital in Europe in the 

eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Here, there were major regions of 

industrial action, which depended on master craftsmen, the guild, and the 

putting out system, throughout the eighteenth century. The region also 

provided instances of innovative agriculture (especially in the Rhine valley). 



Though, several circumstances hindered economic growth of a more 

substantial nature. Availability of labour was poor for much of the eighteenth 

century in sure regions - the consequence of heavy mortality throughout the 

wars of the time (the War of the Austrian Succession and the Seven Years' 

War). The territory of the German states, moreover, did not give 

manufacturers with a well-integrated market, since each state had its tolls and 

duties, and transit required the payment of these. In the eighteenth century, the 

mechanism of the Holy Roman Empire did nothing to alleviate this situation; 

and the same necessity be said for the German Bund after 1815. This was a 

formidable problem, given the subsistence of in excess of 300 states of several 

types - although the extent of the problem was limited through the largeness of 

some of these territorial units. Other troubles were also of significance: the 

excellence, for instance, of the coal and iron deposits in the region (which 

were dissimilar to those establish in Britain, and which could not benefit as 

effectively from the development of the coking and puddling procedures). In 

the East of the region, labour mobility was severely restricted through the 

prevalence of serfdom. Capital supply was, unlike Britain and like France, 

limited to the wealth of powerful traders and manufacturers, and could not call 

on a wider network of availability of capital. Finally, paternalism in the 

German states, which, in order to prevent destitution, restricted the residence-

rights of those from outside a region and backed guild arrangements, also 

limited labour mobility and inter-local enterprise. 

 

Such troubles became of decreasing significance with the Serf 

Emancipation in the 800s, the creation of the Zollverein (the Prussia-centered 

customs' union) in the4830s, the dismantling of paternalist conventions in 

1848-49, and the creation of joint-stock banks on French model in the 1850s. 

Jointly, these growths lay the foundation of the industrial boom of the middle 

decades of the nineteenth century, and, following the formation of the German 

Empire, industrial capital systematically developed on this basis. 

 



Agriculture in the 18th Century  

In the greater number of the central and eastern German states, the War of 

the Austrian Succession and the Seven Years' War severely depressed the 

production and productivity of agriculture. Crops were lost, livestock 

destroyed and manpower severely affected: hence, any improvement in 

farming that was to be noted in the pre-Austrian war period and throughout the 

inter-war period, was wiped out throughout periods of disagreement. It was 

after 1756 that major increases in agricultural production without serious 

ruptures became noticeable. The figures were approximately wholly indicative 

of the reclamation of land and the settlement of migrants in regions that had 

suffered devastation. Such settlement was especially feature of the policies, in 

Prussia, of Frederick II, who encouraged the settlement of royal possessions, 

giving the cultivators extensive rights. Meanwhile, settlement through free 

peasants in marshland on the Baltic coast sustained at this time; and similar 

settlement was to be establish in the forest colonies at the end of the North 

German Plain. 

 

The, institution of serfdom, which conditioned control of much land-

holding in the eastern regions of the German states - the greater part of which 

belonged to Prussia - ensured that the land that was recovered after the Seven 

Years War was regularly cultivated. The institution recognized ownership of 

land in the hands of major lords of the manor (Junkers, or Rittersgutsbezitzer), 

and required that peasants settled on the land obtain the permission of the 

Junker to move absent. Runaways who ignored these stipulations were 

efficiently pursued and seized; but "running absent" it was not so common, 

since generous rights were conferred through Junkers on the more competent 

and well-endowed in the middle of the peasantry. Junkers made a distinction 

flanked by those who had ploughing cattle (Spannfahig), those who tilled 

systematically (Kossuth) and those who made do in several methods (as in the 

case of cotters, or Hausler). Improvement in production in the latter half of the 

eighteenth century, though, was not wholly a consequence of reclamation. It 

took place in the homesteads of the river valleys (the Mosel, the Main, the 

Necker and the Rhine), and on major properties of the West and South West. 



Here, proprietorship was comparable to France: i.e. it was confined to the 

nobility, but peasants had fixity of tenure, and, in several regions, the right to 

inherit. In the south-west, peasants were comparable to French censiers. 

 

Trade and Manufacture in the 18th Century  

Small scale industry, based on putting out and guild organization was a 

characteristic of eighteenth century industry in a number of regions of the 

German states. The major regions of concentration were Berlin, the Rhineland 

and Silesia (within Prussian territory) and Saxony. The state played a major 

role in encouraging the development of concerns in the Prussian case; and, 

from in relation to the 1720 to in relation to the 1790 it recruited a small group 

of competent businessmen as managers for industries which were of special 

interest to the government. The king attended to industries such as cutlery, 

sugar refining, metals and munitions. Of the concerns, Splitgerber and Daum 

of Berlin were the mainly significant and dealt with war industries, and, like 

other concerns of this type, depended considerably on state patronage and 

demand. 

 

In Silesia, the state appointed directors to boards of companies; and it 

retained substantial control in excess of mining especially, which was 

exercised through von Heinitz (head of the Prussian industrial and mining 

agency) and Graf von Reden (who exercised charge of industry for Silesia). 

Reden traveled extensively in Britain, and, thereafter, introduced the puddling 

procedure in Silesia a little after it had come into use in Britain, as well as 

coke furnaces at other production units and a steam engine at Friedrichsgrube 

(for a lead plant). Reden also brought the brother of the British iron 

manufacturer, John Wilkinson, to Prussia, to manage the Silesian ironworks, 

the Malapane Hutte (recognized in 1753). 

 

Sources of Change  

The character of capitalism in the region was decisively influenced 



through official events that were taken in the region throughout the period 

1789-1815. These events took the form of copies of French legislation, in 

regions which were under the direct administration of France's revolutionary 

or satellite governments - such as the Rhineland, and later the Kingdom of 

Westphalia. Or they were the result of attempts to alter the nature of social 

dealings in order to withstand the Revolutionary and Napoleonic onslaught. 

Approximately all regions also benefited from the exclusion of British goods 

from the Continent throughout the time of the Continental System and the 

British Blockade of Continental ports (1 806-1813)'. 

 

Legislation of the Revolutionary and Napoleonic Period  

In the first case, the industrial settlements of the Rhineland underwent the 

dismantling of the guilds, and the abolition of their privileges - which 

improved the status of competitors in a number of industries and gave greater 

scope to innovation. The Continental system increased demand for the 

products of this region, and, despite French exactions the towns of Julich, 

Krefeld, Aachen, the Wupper Valley and the Duchy of Berg, witnessed a 

boom in the 1800s. Trebilcock points out, in this regard, that flanked by 1800 

and 1807, the number of Aachen's woollen factories increased through a factor 

of five, and exported extensively to Russia and Spain. 

 

Emulation of Revolutionary practice in order to rescue a state of the 

Ancien Regime, occurred in Prussia, where serf emancipation was clearly 

intended to alter dealings flanked by lord and peasant, and peasant and state. 

Despite their immediate impact, the institutional configuration in Rhineland 

would ultimately be forced to coexist with guilds elsewhere in Prussia after the 

territory was restored to the kingdom in 1815. The impact of self 

emancipation, though, in Prussia was limited but decisive and ubiquitous. 

Here, the Emancipation Edicts of 1807-1808 (inspired through the minister 

von Stem) recognized the serf as free, but gave him no rights to land. Further 

events, taken under the supervision of minister Hardenburg, in 1811, provided 

that serfs who had rights of inheritance on Junker property would lose only 



one third of their holdings, while those who did not have such rights would 

cede one half of their holdings; possessors of very little land were to pay rent. 

A settlement procedure of many years, though, was recognized for fixing serf 

rights of property, permitting the old dispensation to continue until such 

fixation should happen. In 1816, finally, it was decided that regulations 

concerning property where peasants possessed cattle; and no compulsion to 

regulate property arrangements was envisaged until 1850. 

 

The legislative events, though, coincided with the creation of 

Rentenbanken which provided landowners with redemption payments and 

peasants with arrangements to pay in excess of a tolerably extensive period. 

Depression in agriculture, moreover, accompanied the fall off in demand all 

round after 1816, and, hence, a sure amount of land did change hands. The 

Emancipation decrees extended the impact of earlier events to create an 

extended land market possible, since their conditions allowed rich tenants and 

others (hitherto "serfs" and precluded from land purchase), to buy land. This in 

turn allowed greater commercialization of agriculture than had been possible 

in the past. That commercialization in turn assisted the improvement of 

agriculture in the eastern lands once the depression was in excess of. 

 

The Zollverein  

Crucial also to economic growth after 1815 was the gradual development 

of big local markets in the 1820s, before the formation of the Prussia centered 

Zollverein (Customs Union; in 1834. This development removed the several 

hurdles facing sharing of manufactured goods in the region of the German 

states - a phenomenon which dampened the growth of industrial capitalism in 

the region since the only alternatives for producers was the protected French 

market or the excessively competitive English market. The local units created 

in the circumstances were: 

 The Prussian market, under the tariff of 1818, which recognized low 

duties on raw materials, heavy duties on "colonial goods" such as 



coffee or tea (of 20%), a low duty on manufactured goods (10%), and 

high duties on goods in transit 

 The South German League (shaped 1928) of Bavaria and 

Wurtemmberg 

 The Central League (Saxony, Hanover, the Thuringian states, Coburg 

and the Hanse) 

 From 1834, Prussia, basing her initiative on a powerful geographic 

location (her territories stood astride the highways into Poland and 

Russia and divided the fair towns of Frankfurt and Leipzig, while she 

controlled both banks of the lower Rhine), persuaded other states to 

form a superior market through customs agreements with her. All 

states, with the exception of the Hanse towns, Hanover, Holstein, 

Mecklenburg, and Oldenburg joined this "Zollverein", which extended 

the conditions of the Prussian tariff of 1818 (with minor amendments) 

to all member states. 

 

The Railways  

Within such a system of trade agreements, the development of railways in 

the German states acted as a major incentive to production and innovation in 

the enclaves of iron and coal production in Silesia and in the Rhineland. 

Railway rows allowed the extension of a home market which was reasonably 

well-knit approximately the internal river system based approximately the 

Rhine, the Elbe, and the Oder, all of which had canal networks working off 

them. 

 

Railway construction began in the 1830s, following extensive discussion 

of the subject in Prussia and Saxony, with protagonists of railway construction 

ranged approximately Friedrich List and Friedrich harkort of Wetter and 

antagonists centered approximately the advisor to the Prussian King, Christian 

von Rother. Private rows dominated the development in Prussia with rows 

built in 1838, 1840, 1841, 1843 and 1848), while state construction of the 

railways was the rule in Baveria and Baden. Through 1850, 3660 miles of 



track were in operation, and the expansion sustained exponentially thereafter. 

 

In the iron and coal industries, in such circumstances, growth with foreign 

assistance now moved ahead. The main centre of increased coal production 

was Upper Silesia, although the 40 state-supervised meadows in the Ruhr and 

the Saar were also significant. Iron ore output increased throughout the period 

1838-1850 from 266,000 tons to 545,000 tons. 

 

The Growth of Joint-Stock Banks  

Much of this expansion was possible because of the development of joint 

stock banks in the German states on the model of the Credit Mobilier in Paris 

and the Societe Generate in Belgium. Hitherto, industry had had to rely on 

plough back, merchant capital, or the "conservative" banking homes of the 

region, which preferred to lend to the government or to landowners (homes 

such as Schaffenhausen or Rothschilds). Though, with the formation of the 

Bank of Commerce and Industry, a new model for capital investment was 

recognized. 

 

This was a banking home set up through Moritz von Haben, a banker from 

Karlsruhe, with backing from the Cologne bankers, Oppenheim, Mevissen, 

and Deichmann. It faced immense opposition from the Rothschilds, who stood 

against it in the Frankfurt Senate; it also faced discouragement from Prussian 

civil servants, who were content to see investment dominated through the 

Schaffenhausen Bankverein in Cologne. Vital capital, though, came from the 

Pereires, with whom a syndicate was shaped, and thereafter, the bank 

undertook extensive investment in the North German Lloyd Shipping 

Company, in Austrian railways and in state loans. 

 

The formation of a number of enterprises followed: 

 The Diskonto-Geselleschaft under the leadership of David Hausemann 

(and later Bismarck's banker Bleichroder, who played a substantial role 



in raising state loans to the Prussian government through the "Prussian 

Consortium"). 

 The Berlins Handels Geselleschaft, which brought Rhineland and 

Berlin bankers jointly under the leadership of Bleichroder and 

Mendelssohn (Berlin) and Mevissen and Oppenheim (Cologne). This 

handled extensive investments in railways. 

 The Dresdner Bank, the Deutsche Bank and the Darmstadter Bank 

 The Magdeburg Handels Geselleschaft, which focused on local 

markets 

 On a dissimilar scale the F.W. Raiffeisen rural co-operative banks 

(beginning in 1862) and 

 The Schulze Delitizsche Co-operative Bank (involving craftsmen and 

shopkeepers), which 

 Operated primarily in Wurtemmberg and more broadly in South 

Germany.  

 

Growth After 1871  

After the creation of the German Empire in 1871, the steady growth in 

industrial production which followed the boom of 1852 sustained unabated. 

The payment of the indemnity from France after 1870 ensured high stages of 

public expenditure to reinforce the incentive provided through the increasingly 

integrated market of the Zollverein. High rates of growth in net domestic 

product have been noted for the 1870-1874 period, the Grunderjahre 

(foundation years) of the Empire. The slump which followed the financial 

crisis of 1873, which affected Europe usually, as well as the USA the 

Grunderkrise (foundation crisis), did not ultimately retard economic 

expansion, although it lasted extensive (until 1879). Thereafter, demand for 

railway equipment in the USA, which occurred at the time of the patenting of 

the Thomas-Gilchrist steelmaking procedure, which allowed Germany to 

create extensive use of her phosphoric iron ore possessions.  

 



 

INDUSTRIAL CAPITALISM IN RUSSIA  

Environmental Factors for Backwardness in Russia  

The backwardness of Russia stemmed mainly prominently, perhaps, from 

what has been described the constant imbalance flanked by the vast size of her 

territory and the sparseness and small size of her population. Until the 

nineteenth century the population was too limited to support enough 

productive action that could then be taxed through the state. Moreover, the 

administrative and population centers of central and northern Russia were 

distant from the raw material deposits in the south and east. They could be 

linked only through expensive and slow passage beside rivers in summer and 

roads in winter. This raised the cost of transporting possessions and made 

economic action highly seasonal in nature. This situation began to be corrected 

only with the railways. 

 

Being so distant up north, Russia was exposed to extreme climatic rigors. 

Agriculture was possible for a shorter period of the year than anywhere else in 

the world. Lower grain yields and shorter seasons for pasturage than in Europe 

kept cereal and livestock product surpluses low. Peasant incomes, and 

purchasing power for industrial items, remained low and trade throughout the 

empire was constricted because mainly of the output was consumed rather 

than exchanged. The lack of capital in the middle of the peasants hindered 

investment in better agricultural inputs like fertilizer, seed, and machinery. 

 

Faced with the naturally ungenerous lands of northern Europe, comprised 

of infertile podzol soil, thick forests, marshes and numerous waterways, 

Russian rulers turned to the conquest and colonization of fertile arable land, 

eastward to the Urals and into Siberia, southward to the Black Sea littoral, and 

south-east toward the Caucasus and the Caspian. Indeed, colonization shaped 

so constant a motif in Russian history that the Russian historian, V.O. 

Kliuchevsky, described Russia as ―a country which colonizes itself.‖ Since 



crucial energy sources for industry, like iron ore and coking coal, were 

situated on the peripheries of the Russian empire, industrialization had to 

await the railways. Before that, higher transport costs than in Europe raised the 

unit cost of production of mainly manufactured commodities in Russia. The 

smelting of iron ore with coke helped England and other European countries 

develop their industrial production rapidly on which The Krivoi Rog iron-ore 

basin and the Donets coal basin were situated in territories which were 

conquered from the Turks throughout the 1730s. But factories using this fuel 

were situated in the Central Industrial Region close to Moscow and farther 

north towards St.Petersburg. The railways connected Krivoi Rog to Donets, 

and both of them to the rest of the country, only after the 1860s. Until as late 

as then, the Russian economy was built on grain, timber and forest produce as 

its main natural and exportable possessions. 

 

The Agricultural Inheritance  

In 1913, the rural population of Russia was still in relation to the 85% of 

the total; but only half of Russia's national income was produced through 

agriculture. The per capita income in towns was low, but it was still more than 

double the rural figure. The economic growth of the country largely depended 

on agricultural advance. Indeed, mainly explanations for late industrial 

development in Russia have concentrated on the prolonged predominance of 

the agricultural sector. 

 

From 1860 to 1913, the estimate for the annual augment of agricultural 

output is 2%; this barely surpassed the annual rate of population augment of 

1.5%. This augment was due in relation to the equal measure to the expansion 

of acreage and to higher crop yields. Agricultural productivity though, or 

output per person occupied in agriculture, scarcely improved and remained 

very low in international comparison until 1913. 

 

Grain production dominated agricultural production throughout the 



nineteenth century and through 1913 grain cereals comprised approximately 

half of total agricultural output but were cultivated on approximately 90% of 

land. In addition, livestock products and dairying provided a small share of 

agricultural incomes, and fodder crops and pasture lands occupied limited 

amounts of acreage. 

 

Institutional Factors: Serfdom  

Through the fifteenth century serfdom had mostly disappeared from 

Western Europe. In Russia, on the contrary, a free rural population was 

ensured flanked by almost 1550 and 1650. They discharged their obligations 

either in labour (barshchina) or in cash or type (obrok). The conquest of the 

khanates of Kazan and Astrakhan in the 1550s opened much of the fertile 

southern Black Earth belt to Russian colonization. As peasants flooded this 

region of virgin soil and freedom from landlords, big stretches of central and 

northwestern Russia were deserted. This posed troubles in maintaining 

revenue collections and of a labour force for the landowners. Enserfing the 

peasants through tying them to the land and to scrupulous landlords 

(pomeshchiks) provided a solution to both threats. Serfdom curtailed the 

mobility of more than the peasantry. Other laws bound townsmen and 

clergymen also to their designated behaviors and residences.  

 

Institutional Factors: The Commune  

Communal responsibility for tax payments and military recruits in the 

countryside was sought to be ensured through the functions ascribed to the 

field commune (obshchina) and its political counterpart, the mir. Family units 

cultivated the land, but the commune collectively owned it. The mir acted as 

the smallest local administrative unit in the empire. Separately from jointly 

owning the land of its members, the commune was responsible for providing a 

diversity of local services related to agricultural production, education, health, 

and communications. Within the commune, arable land was divided into 

sections corresponding to the excellence of the soil and aloofness from the 



village. Each household had the right to claim, in every such section, one or 

more strips corresponding to the number of its adult members; and these strips 

were periodically red vided in the middle of them. This system was meant to 

guarantee every household an equitable share of good and bad land to support 

itself and to pay its taxes. 

 

The absence of private ownership and periodic redistribution reduced the 

incentive for peasants to create extensive-term improvements and invest 

capital in their farms even if they could afford to do so. Strip fanning 

discouraged new crop rotations in the widely prevalent three- field system 

(that always left one-third of land fallow to regain its fertility), while their 

uneconomic size and the time lost in traveling to them depressed agricultural 

productivity. This led to the low land yields of newly-settled regions and poor 

labour productivity in the heavily populated regions of extensive settlement. 

 

The Effects of the Emancipation upon Industrialization  

Serfdom was clearly incompatible with the necessities of an industrializing 

economy. It ensured a restricted home market, a low stage of agricultural 

technology, and low per capital incomes. Its social structure mainly consisted 

of a small apex stratum of gentry and a vast peasant base; this permitted only a 

small middle class with the mobility, literacy, and incomes necessary for an 

industrial society to emerge. Serfdom bred values and attitudes inimical to 

industrialization because of the preference for trade in land and serfs in excess 

of investment in industrial production. 

 

Through the middle of the nineteenth century, the belief that serfdom was 

incompatible with modem economic growth was spreading in Russian society. 

Its opponents argued that it was incompatible with the rising 

commercialization of agriculture, with a modem army, and with free labour in 

industry. On the eve of the abolition of serfdom in 1861, described the 

Emancipation, serfs made up only 13% of the factory labour force. Industries 



like metallurgy employing forced labour were performing worse than those 

like textiles that employed free labour. In the first half of the nineteenth 

century, more and more serfs preferred to commute their labour obligations 

(barshchina) to payments in cash or type (obrok); with it rising non-

agricultural employment injected social mobility into the rigid feudal social 

system. The Russian countryside was convulsed through peasants protesting 

against serfdom in the 1840s and 1850s. Then, Russia's defeat in the Crimean 

War in 1856 made the abolition of serfdom seem urgent. It had failed to 

ensure either internal security from peasant unrest or external security from 

foreign agency. Through the decree of 19 February 1861, serfs were granted 

equal civil status with members of other social estates, including the freedom 

to marry, conclude legal contracts, and to independently establish and run 

industrial and commercial enterprises. The land they tilled was to become their 

own, but they were required to pay for it; and the commune was made jointly 

responsible for these payments. These were recognized as redemption dues. 

Finally, the gentry were given some of the peasant land to compensate them 

for the loss of them serfs. 

 

The positive side of this measure has been seen as follows: peasants could 

now engage freely in industry and trade and retain the profits; and the scope of 

the money economy would be expanded because peasants now paid their 

redemption dues in cash. Conversely, several historians have contended that it 

is misleading to speak of the abolition of serfdom in 1861, because the newly 

emancipated serfs were burdened through extensive-term debt, and granted 

inadequate and unbalanced allotments of land. Further because the commune 

was now jointly responsible for payments of dues, it restricted peasants 

moving out until they had paid off their dues. Therefore the problem of 

peasant mobility remained acute. 

 

The redemption payments were a severe tax burden on the peasantry They 

were actually a tribute drained from agriculture. Little of it was reinvested in 

agriculture, since, after 1861, mainly landowners preferred to trade in land 

rather than improve its output and yield. When these payments are measured 



jointly with a series of high and rising indirect taxes on items of necessity like 

alcohol, sugar, matches, tobacco and kerosene, it is clear that they were an 

enormous burden for peasants. But these indirect taxes provided a significant 

component of funding for the railways and other shapes of industry from the 

1880s. 

 

While the peasants lost only in relation to the 4% of land as a country-wide 

average, they lost in relation to the one- quarter of their land in the 16 Black-

Earth and Steppe provinces, and in relation to the 31% in the Ukraine, which 

were the mainly valuable and fertile. The Russian economist Yan son 

estimated that whereas the subsistence needs of peasant farmers required a 

land allocation per capita of acres of black soil or 20 acres of non-black soil, 

the actual provision to 75% of liberated serfs was only 10 acres or less. 

Although this was not small through western or central European standards, 

two factors made agricultural development hard. Firstly, rural population 

increased through 50% flanked by 1862 and 1914, while the land under 

peasant control grew through only 30%. This reduced the accessible supplies 

of land through 25% down to 1881 and through 50% down to 1905. 

 

The supply of land fell despite increased purchases and rentals in a context 

of rising land prices and rents, and falling cereal prices. The average price per 

desiatina (2.7 acres) of rural land rose through 615% flanked by 1854 and 

1905, or through 12-13% annually. This dramatic surge was not accompanied 

through a corresponding growth in agricultural productivity. The growth of 

productivity was constrained through the enormous ―surplus rural population‖ 

of Russia, estimated flanked by 33% and 40% of the total, as well as through 

backward agricultural methods. From 1876 to 1896, the "Extensive 

Depression" in grain prices on the world market, caused Russian prices too 

slowly but inexorably decline through one-half. This trend affected state 

revenues from grain exports, and the incomes of both the gentry and the 

peasantry. Since the land supply accessible in the commune grew slower than 

the population within it, the prospects for improving agricultural crop yields, 

barring individual effort, were dimmed through overcrowded villages, 



underproductive labour and through shrinking holdings. 

 

Through its functions of communal liability for tax obligations the 

commune controlled peasant movement to cities and industry. If peasants 

wished to leave, they had to purchase a permit, described a ―passport‖, and 

clear all past debt, as well as remain liable for their share of communal taxes 

in the future. Though, from the statistics of passports issued to peasants for 

seasonal work outside the commune, it seems that it did not actually restrict 

peasant mobility when better non-agricultural work opportunities were 

accessible. Some historians are of the view that real freedom to the peasants 

came with the removal of per head poll tax (18821885) and the abolition of 

redemption payments in 1905. 

 

The proof on whether the emancipation furthered the expansion of the 

home market, a necessary if not enough condition for industrial capitalism, is 

mixed. The need for cash to pay redemption payments customized the passive 

nature of rural markets. Railways, local fairs and urban necessities made it 

possible, often compelled, peasants to market their crops. The depth of peasant 

poverty, only slowly ameliorated in the twentieth century, made them small as 

well as irregular customers for industrial items since their incomes could be 

abruptly and profoundly disrupted, every third or fourth year, through poor 

harvest or famine. 

 

The Role of the State in Russian Industrialization  

The backwardness of the Russian economic and social systems, had 

legitimized state intervention more than anywhere else in Europe. This is 

particularly valid for the first, but short-lived, wave of Russian 

industrialization launched through Tsar Peter the Great (1689-1725). This was 

accomplished through structure serf-manned factories to provision and arm the 

army and navy, undertaken at a frenzied pace and underscored through the 

best techniques that could be borrowed or stolen from Europe, often through 



Peter the Great himself. The landowning aristocracy was averse to 

industrialization until at least the 1890s. The state appropriated the tasks of 

investment, consumption and production which in the west the capitalists had 

From the mid-nineteenth century, the state focused on four issues in order to 

promote industrial capitalism They were the budget (balancing revenue with 

expenditure); the currency (stability in its value abroad); the balance of trade 

(the values of imports versus exports); and, the balance of payments 

(payments on loans). 

 

Budgetary stability was to give the infrastructural facilities necessary for 

industrialization. A sound currency was essential for the inflow of foreign 

capital. A healthy balance of trade was necessary in order to pay for imported 

technology through exports of grain. Finally, Russia's international prestige 

was connected to prompt payment of interest on the debt, since the vast state 

debt was mostly held abroad. Russia enjoyed a rapidly rising population and 

rich natural possessions; but the peasants were poor, hence internal demand 

was limited. Given such weak individual demand, the state itself had to 

function as the leading buyer It did so in several methods, including bulk state 

orders for heavy industry, guaranteed profits, and loans. 

 

Having started late, Russian industries could not compete well with 

western industry. The state so provided protection through setting tariff rates 

for imports and exports. But it had to do so through striking a balance flanked 

by and within the interests of agriculture and industry, on the one hand, and its 

own revenue necessities, on the other Tariffs were relatively low in Russia 

flanked by the 1850s and the 1870s. Throughout this period of low tariffs, 

imports rose considerably. Despite an expansion of agricultural exports, 

Russia had a trade deficit (the value of imports exceeded that of exports) 

throughout the 1860s and 1870s. Through keeping tariffs low, the Russian 

state sought to stimulate light industries (like cotton textiles) to meet popular 

demand, rather than heavy industry whose demand would come from within 

the industrial sector. From 1877, and in 1881, 1884, 1885 and 1887. import 

duties began to be raised in order to protect the emerging metallurgical and 



mining industries. 

 

The Gershchenkron Model  

Alexander Gershchenkron, whose explanation of Russian industrialization 

has been mainly influential, devised a model to explain the scrupulous nature 

of Russian industrialization in scrupulous and industrialization in 

circumstances of ―economic backwardness‖ in general. This model rejects 

both the thought that the procedures of development led through the ―leader‖ 

(or first) industrializing country and ―follower‖ (or later) nations in the 

procedure of industrialization are essentially similar, and even the very 

concept of prerequisites for industrial revolutions. Instead it emphasizes the 

ideological and institutional distinctions flanked by these procedures in 

dissimilar national settings depending on the relative degrees of backwardness. 

In his view, it is these differences that determine variations in the suddenness 

of the ―spurt‖, the speed of industrial growth, and the resulting industrial 

structures. 

 

Depending on a given country's relative economic backwardness at the 

start of industrialization, the course and character of industrialization tended to 

vary in the following methods in this model: 

 The more strongly its industrialization tended to start as a sudden great 

spurt proceeding at a relatively high rate of growth of manufactured 

output. In Russia, important industrialization began from a low base in 

the 1890s and throughout that decade industrial growth attained the 

highest rates in the world then. 

 

The more pronounced the stress on bigness of plant and enterprise. Indeed 

through 1900 Russia was the mainly highly ―concentrated‖ economy in the 

world, because the superior enterprises had a higher share of output and 

workers here than elsewhere. The more pronounced the stress on producers‘ 

goods as against consumers‘ goods. Although the cotton industry (the pre-



eminent consumer industry) remained the single main industry in pre-

revolutionary Russia, state attention and capital investment favored the mining 

and metallurgical branches of industry from the 1880s to 1913. 

 

The heavier the pressure on the consumption stages of its population. From 

the 1890s, state-directed industrialization proceeded on the basis of high 

indirect taxes, the export of grain, and the relative neglect of ‗social‘ 

investment in regions like health, housing, and schools. Taxes and the lack of 

social facilities affected peasants and workers mainly, and their consumption 

of industrial essentials appreciably improved only after in relation to the 1900. 

The greater the part played through special institutional factors intended to 

augment the supply of capital to the nascent industry and in addition to give it 

with less decentralized and better informed entrepreneurial guidance. 

Gershchenkron contends that the more backward the country, the more 

pronounced was the coerciveness and comprehensiveness of these factors. 

 

Russian industrialization was indeed accompanied through the emergence 

of an overgrown state, dominated through a powerful Finance Ministry, whose 

sway in excess of the economy exceeded this anywhere else in the then 

industrializing world. Coercion was comprehensive in that it thoroughly 

permeated patterns of work, life and the response to legitimate grievances 

through peasants and workers alike. The less able was agriculture to play an 

active role in the industrialization procedure through offering nascent industry 

a rising internal market based in turn on rising productivity of labour. In this 

respect, recent research suggests the need to qualify this proposition in the 

model. The per capita rates of growth of agricultural output were more 

respectable than was formerly assumed. Moreover, in the 1880s and 1890s the 

productivity of agricultural labour also rose, at in relation to the 75% of the 

industrial rate. After 1905, the Stolypin Reforms (that sought to promote 

individual farming) and rising migration to Siberia, generated better incomes 

and marketing‘s, rising farm consumption and a diversification of production 

patterns. Agriculture was so performing as a progressively better complement 

for industry after 1900. 



 

A distinctive trait of the Gerschchenkron model is provided through the 

attendance of ―substitutes‖ to compensate for the absence of essential props 

for industrialization in dissimilar countries and periods. In Russia, the state 

substituted for factors that were missing or in short supply. It stepped in to 

perform the role that individual entrepreneurs had played in the English 

Industrial Revolution or the big investment banks in Germany. Gershchenkron 

regards this role of the state as an inevitable result of the tension that emanated 

from the rising gap flanked by Russia and her European rivals. 

 

The state in Russia did this in several methods. It remained the major 

single customer for industrial goods like iron and steel in order to offset the 

smallness of individual enterprise orders. Even in 1913, the number and 

possessions of banks overshadowed private banks. Given the shortage of bank 

credit, the state itself supplied credit to selected entrepreneurs. Or again, it 

sought to create good the deficiencies of a small and poorly-qualified 

entrepreneurial class through encouraging the import of foreign capital and 

skills. The earlier view was that private enterprise was unable to assume the 

burden of mobilizing possessions for rapid industrial growth because of the 

size and urgency of the task; and that the state‘s own predominance stifled 

private capitalists. Revisionist enquiry increasingly reveals that the 

government was unwilling to accept rising private business action outside state 

regulation,  

 

The Gershchenkron model gives for the state‘s active role to diminish as 

the industrial boom gathers its own dynamic with expanding non-state 

enterprise and capital. Industrial growth after 1900 was considerably less 

reliant on state orders and railway expansion than earlier, as explained in 

section 11.8. Banks assumed a greater role as sources of investment funds, the 

share of light industries increased in total manufactured output, the per capita 

consumption of several vital items grew, and flanked by 1900 and 1910, the 

rate of inflow of foreign capital into Russian industry and banking slowed 

down. 



 

Industrialization before the Emancipation of the Serfs  

The advance of modem technology in Russia before 1861 had been 

confined approximately entirely to cotton spinning, distilling, printing and 

sugar refining. Even the cotton textile industry was largely rural in 1860, but 

its size was impressive: there were some 2 million cotton spindles in Russia 

then, a number exceeded only through Britain, France, Austria, and the United 

States. The excellence of output was low, though, and sales were restricted to 

a highly protected home market. Within the textile industry, wool weaving and 

the linen and silk industries retained their character as artisan industries. In the 

metallurgical sector, steam engines and turbines provided only 12% of the 

power used in 1861, while the rest came from water-mills. 

 

Russian industrialization achieved important growth only after the 1890s. 

It has been noted in sections 11. 1 and 11.2 that the provisions for 

Emancipation had been intended primarily to strengthen state control in excess 

of agricultural surpluses and peasant labour rather than to promote industrial 

capitalism. Even if the motives for the Emancipation had been more favorable 

to industrial growth, the low economic stage and inherited characteristics of 

backwardness would have necessitated a preparatory period for industrial 

development. Other reforms through the state in the 1860s and 1870s laid the 

foundations for industrial capitalism, like the reform of the judiciary, local 

government, schools, and the military. Even moderate industrial growth had to 

await the resolution of the first crises that came in the wake of Emancipation 

Firstly, although only 13% of industrial workers were serfs in 1861, the 

abolition of serfdom adversely influenced all industrial branches, including 

cotton textiles. The second affected the cotton industry initially. It relied 

entirely on imports of raw cotton, mostly from the United States. Owing to the 

American Civil War, cotton consumption dropped, and the slump affected the 

rest of the economy. The metallurgical industries, mainly reliant formerly on 

serfs, made little progress until the later 1880s, and the output of coal rose 



only slowly from 1861 to 1887. 

 

The Railways  

It has been argued that railway construction rather than the abolition of 

serfdom was the watershed throughout the nineteenth century. The railways 

stimulated an internal and foreign market for grain in the 1860s. After that, it 

is widely accepted that railway construction represented the mainly significant 

structural change in the Russian economy in the pre- revolutionary period. As 

the length of railway rows increased from in relation to the 1,000 miles in 

1860 to more than 40,000 in 1916, a decisive factor in the advance of heavy 

industry and in the commercialization of agriculture was created. The first 

efforts in railway construction date from the pre-reform period: the first row, 

the Tsarskoe row, opened in 1838, to be followed through the Warsaw-Vienna 

row (1851), the St.Petersburg-Moscow row (the Nikolaevskaya row, 1851), 

and the St. Petersburg-Warsaw row (1859). One factor in the abolition of 

serfdom had been the rising importance of agricultural marketing‘s; 

accordingly, railway policy in the 1860s concentrated on linking the two 

capitals with the grain-producing regions in the Central Black Earth Zone. 

This was accomplished through 1868. Through the mid-1870s, rows to ports 

on the Black Sea facilitated the export of grain. The length of track increased 

through 329% flanked by 1868 and 1878. 

 

Flanked by 1861 and 1880 more than 80% of Russia‘s railways were built 

and operated through private companies, which usually benefited from 

guaranteed profits and subsidies. After 1880, though, the government itself 

stepped in more actively, through constructing and operating the majority of 

new rows, buying out private companies, and strictly controlling those that 

remained. Through 1914, more than 70% of the railway network was owned 

and operated through the state.  

 



Industrial Trends from the 1860s to the 1880s  

The late 1860s and the early 1870s saw a considerable boom in the growth 

of industrial output and trade turnover, the founding of joint-stock companies, 

and the expansion of the railway network. From 1873, under the impact of a 

general European crisis, the Russian economy experienced a crisis of 

overproduction of goods, falling prices, and the failure of numerous industries 

and banks. Since this was primarily a crisis affecting iron, steel, and fuel, 

contemporary observers correctly traced its roots to a decline in railway 

construction, and this soon affected industrial investment in the consumer 

industries too. The importance of the peasant consumer was highlighted 

through shrinking markets caused through poor harvests and famines in the 

first half of the 1870s. In 1877, under the impact of the Russo-Turkish war, 

industry was stimulated through military orders, as well as the good harvests 

of 1878 and 1879 which led to record grain exports. 

 

This was short-lived. Industrial development went into decline from 1882 

until 1885. There was another recession affecting mainly sectors in 1890 and 

its effects were sharpened through a catastrophic harvest failure and 

subsequent famine in 1891. Separately from the crop failure, the crisis was 

again prompted through declining investment in new railways, as well as 

through shortages of credit from western Europe, itself in crisis from 1880. 

This was expressed in slower rates of formation of new share-holding capital 

and railway network, in the closure of factories, and mass unemployment. 

Industrial output doubled flanked by 1862 and 1882, which implied an annual 

average growth rate of 3.5%. Flanked by 1860 and 1890, coal output leapt up 

through 2005%, iron and steel production as well as petroleum extraction 

quadrupled, and, the railway network expanded through in relation to the 

2000%. The industrial labour force doubled flanked by 1860 and 1890. 

 

The Background to the Industrial Spurt of the 1890s  

Through the late 1880s and early 1890s economic circumstances in Russia 



were ripe for a revival. The growths in metallurgy, coal mining, and oil 

production, jointly with the mechanization of cotton production and the 

revival of railway construction provided a springboard for the industrial spurt 

of the decade of the 1890s. This spurt was critically dependent on two 

characteristics: government policy towards industrialization, and, peace in 

Europe. In the 1860s, the Russian government had been apprehensive in 

relation to the industrial development because the birth of new social classes 

like the proletariat and the ensuing tensions from worker unrest would 

introduce dangerous strains in the fabric of a largely agrarian society 

dominated through the interests of the nobility. 

 

The cost of reimbursing the nobility for the loss of their serfs in 1861 had 

economic effects that lasted through the 1860s. From the 1850s to the 1870s, 

the Crimean War and the Russian-Turkish War had diverted state revenues 

absent from productive investment towards the military, weakened the value 

of the Russian ruble abroad, and induced inflation within Russia. International 

peace was an essential background to the movement of capital, goods, and 

specialist technical advice on which the industrial leap of the 1890s depended. 

Russian Finance Ministers like Nikolai Khristianovich Bunge (1881-87), and 

Ivan Alekseevich Vyshnegradsky (1887-92) fruitfully utilized peace in Europe 

after 1878 to lay the foundations for budgetary expansion, monetary stability, 

and foreign investment in Russia. 

 

From the 1890s, industrialization became the accepted as well as the 

central goal of the Russian state. This aspiration was mainly forcefully 

represented through Sergei Iulevich Witte, the Finance Minister from 1893. To 

a big extent Witte's motives were political. Since Russia was the mainly 

backward of the world‘s great powers in 1890s, industrialization was a race 

against time for Witte. Economic strength had to be built up rapidly since 

political power was measured in conditions of industrial productivity. 

 



The Witte System  

Witte recognized the taproots of industrial strength in railways and heavy 

industries. The Witte system was characterized through tariff protection, 

monetary stability and financial reform, heavy taxation and the encouragement 

of foreign investment. His plan was to stimulate private enterprise, and use 

Russia's rich natural possessions through a vast programme of state capitalism. 

Developing the metallurgical and fuel industries would spark light industry. 

 

Agricultural marketing‘s would be boosted through rising urban and 

industrial demand. For Witte, the delayed start to industrialization had to be 

compensated for through its rapid rate of growth, the import of the mainly 

advanced technology from Germany and the United States rather than 

England, and the establishment of mammoth factories with big work forces. 

All these salient characteristics sprang from the shortages of domestic capital, 

entrepreneurship, and skilled labour as well as from anxieties in relation to the 

widening gap flanked by Russia and her political rivals. 

 

It should be emphasized that although the Witte system represented a bold 

and timely exercise in huge state intervention, it was not entirely novel. 

Several of its characteristics had been foreshadowed since the 1860s through 

former Finance Ministers like Mikhail Khristoforovich Reutern ((1862-78), 

N.K. Bunge and I.A. Vyshnegradsky. Events had been undertaken through 

them to improve budgetary balances, stabilize the ruble, and encourage foreign 

investment. 

 

Fast Growth  

Railway construction dominated the industrial upsurge of the 1890s. The 

length of track approximately doubled so that 37% of the whole network, or 

one-half as much as was built in the preceding fifty years, was constructed 

throughout the 1890s. The total inventory of railway rolling stock 

(locomotives, passenger and freight wagons) also doubled flanked by 1890 



and 1900. Annual additions to the railway capital stock usually exceeded 

additions to the industrial capital stock flanked by 1890 and 1905, and it was 

investment in rail and rolling stock that generated demand on a scale broad 

enough to sustain the new iron and steel industry in the Ukraine and the 

engineering industry in St. Petersburg. Throughout the 1890s as much as one-

third of Russian iron output might have been absorbed through the railways, 

which also provided a major market for coal. In 1890, Russia had ranked fifth 

in the middle of nations in the length of her railway network, but through 1900 

only the United States was ahead. Relative to her vast region of course, 

Russia‘s network remained thin and inadequate, as was starkly revealed 

throughout the First World War, but the railways undoubtedly represented the 

major industry. 

 

From in relation to the 1895, railway investment was approximately 

evenly divided flanked by private and state capital. But the financial 

participation of the government was considerably greater, since, in addition to 

the direct state railway loans, the government guaranteed the profit on every 

loan as well as was prepared to buy back significant or indebted railway rows 

from private companies. Through 1900, the total capital of the Russian 

railways amounted to 4.7 billion rubles, of which almost 3.5 billion, more than 

half the total state debt at that date, belonged to the state. Foreign investment 

in Russian railways in the 1890s, standing at in relation to the 341 million 

rubles, was proportionately much smaller than in extractive industry or banks.

  

 

Textiles remained distant and absent the leading individual industrial 

sector in the 1890s as it had been throughout the nineteenth century. Though 

cotton manufacture was not particularly fostered through Witte, its fastest 

period of growth in the century came in the 1890s with output rising at in 

excess of 8% annually. Through 1899 this industry was the main single 

employer, with one in every seven industrial workers. Throughout the 1890s 

the cotton industry was mechanized. The basis of this highly impressive 

performance, the fastest in the world till then, lay in heavy industry, as the 



Russian state planned. In percentages, the annual rates of growth in the middle 

of sectors were: mining, 11.2; chemicals, 10.7; lumber, 9.3; metallurgy, 8.4; 

ceramics, 8.0; textiles, 7.8; and food processing, 1.7. There were striking 

increases in productivity too. Whereas in the cotton industry, the augment in 

the value of output was accompanied through an equal rise in the number of 

workers, in mining and metal production, output rose through 152% from 

1887-97 and the work force through only 39%. A conspicuous measure of the 

industrial spurt of the 1890s was that 40% of all industrial enterprises in 1900 

had been founded since 1891. 

 

The industrial upsurge of the 1890s was accompanied through the 

emergence of big factories that employed high shares of the labor force and 

produced high proportions of the output, in the given branch of industry. 

Through 1900 Russian industry was more highly ―concentrated‖ in this 

manner than that of either the United States or Germany. In 1890, 40% of 

Russia‘s industrial labour force was to be establish in enterprises employing 

more than one thousand workers, and this rose to 50% through 1902. In 1911, 

only 7.5% of the main companies (with a capital of in excess of 5 million 

rubles each), accounted for in excess of 38% of the capital invested in 

industrial and commercial companies. The banks were able to replace the state 

in the financing of industry after 1900 largely because of the occurrence of a 

similar procedure of ―concentration‖: through 1900 there were only 43 banks 

(from 73 in 1873), six of them carrying 47% of total liabilities (loans), and this 

rose to 55% in 1914. 

 

Revenue and Taxation  

Witte needed to support his industrial policies through events to bring in 

more revenue and to stabilize the external value of the ruble. Mainly of the 

1890s were good years for borrowing abroad because the rate of interest's low; 

through converting expensive domestic loans to cheaper foreign loans he was 

able to reduce expenditure through in excess of one billion rubles. Witte strove 

to preserve the favorable balance of trade secured in the 1880s through 



continuing a highly protective tariff policy and the encouragement of import 

substitution through direct state support for Russian industry through means of 

tax remissions and guarantees of profit. The Tariff of 1891, one of the mainly 

prohibitive in the world then, allowed free entry to only fourteen products for 

which there was little demand in Russia. Raw materials and manufactured 

products suffered heavy import duties. But owing to these high duties the 

output and efficiency of the metallurgical industry rose, therefore encouraging 

the emergence of a Russian machine-structure industry. 

 

But Witte still faced two troubles. Since state investment in railways rose 

massively, he needed income to balance his budget. Secondly, as grain prices, 

Russia's chief export, fell to their lowest in the early 1890s, he had to face a 

deteriorating balance of payments. To balance Russia's domestic budget and 

stimulate exports, Witte turned to higher taxation. He favored indirect 

taxation, which accounted for in relation to the half of all revenue throughout 

the 1890s. The fact that the main weight of these fell heaviest on the poorest 

has lent substance to the charge that the peasantry bore the brunt of the cost of 

Russian industrialization. State-initiated growth was to be financed through 

policies of taxation and loans, on the one hand, and through stabilizing the 

currency and introducing the Gold Standard, on the other Witte wanted to 

accelerate the rate of flow of foreign capital into Russia. Since foreigners were 

unwilling to lend to a country with a depreciating currency unless interest on 

their loans and profit on their capital were guaranteed through the ruble being 

backed through gold reserves, the adoption of the Gold Standard for Russia 

became essential  

 

This became possible after 1877, when all import duties were composed in 

conditions of the gold, not the paper, ruble. Secondly, the ruble itself was 

stabilized through swap control and through the policy of the State Bank to 

hold very high reserves relative to its issue of notes. In addition, the policies of 

heavy taxation contributed to structure up substantial gold reserves and, 

eventually, following a good harvest in 1896, the ruble was placed upon the 

Gold Standard in January 1897. The gains came in the shapes of stabilization 



of the swap rate of the ruble, easier borrowing circumstances abroad and a 

stage of foreign investment flanked by 1897 and 1913 that was twice as high 

as that flanked by 1881 and 1897. But its cost was a vast burden of additional 

taxation, of extra forced exports of grain and the immobilization of Russia's 

gold reserves. 

 

Role of Foreign Capital  

Foreign supplies of capital were indispensable to create good the 

inadequate supply from domestic sources. Through encouraging its inflow, 

Russia had become Europe‘s main debtor nation through 1914. The proportion 

of Russia‘s national debt that was held through foreigners rose from 30% in 

1895 to 48% in 1914. Perhaps one-half of this foreign investment was 

accounted for through state railway loans. The rest was distributed within 

industry, particularly the southern mining and metallurgical industries and the 

oil industry in the Caucasus, as well as in banks and trade. France and 

Belgium provided the bulk of foreign investment after 1890. Just as to 

estimates through J.P. McKay, the author of a study on foreign 

entrepreneurship in Russian industrialization, the cumulative total amount of 

foreign capital in Russia increased from 215 million rubles in 1890 to 911 in 

1900, 1,358 in 1910 and 2,206 in 1915. Its share in new industrial investment 

rose from 33% in 1890-92, to 47% in 1900-02, and to 50% in 1909- 13. 

 

Why did such big volumes of foreign capital flow into Russia in this 

period? At one stage, the European bourgeoisie had enough surpluses after 

1850 to invest in foreign lending. Why was Russia more successful than other 

countries in attracting this capital? The rates of profit were higher in Russia 

than in western Europe. The government ensured tariff protection, guaranteed 

loans and profits, provided security against industrial action through workers. 

The adoption of the Gold Standard enhanced Russia's creditworthiness, at in 

relation to the same time as the fact that the exceptionally low stage of world 

interest rates in the 1890s made investments in Russia attractive. 

 



Political factors also contributed. For instance, the German and French 

governments encouraged such investments in Russia as they competed to 

secure a Russian alliance. The alliance with Germany, recognized as the 

Dreikaiserbund of 1879, promoted the flow of German capital to Russia 

throughout the late 1870s and early 1880s. It then shifted to an alliance with 

France in 1894. Similarly, the Entente with Great Britain in 1907 led to a 

marked augment in the flow of British funds into Russia. 

 

An Assessment of the Industrial Spurt of the 1890s  

Through the beginning of the twentieth century Russia had undoubtedly 

been transformed into a major industrial power. With 6% of world output of 

iron and steel, Russia occupied fourth place in this useful ranking of industrial 

powers, after the United States (42%), Germany (18%), and Great Britain 

(14%). In addition, Russia had the makings of a modem engineering industry 

while newer industries like vital chemicals had also begun to appear. 

Consumer goods industries thrived, largely on explanation of the growth of 

urban population. The construction of a vast railway network promised further 

wide-ranging economic advance, through reducing transport costs, improving 

inter-local trade, and stimulating population movement to regions of economic 

opportunity like Siberia and Central Asia. 

 

These impressive achievements rested, though, on the fragile foundations 

of state investment in industry, the taxability of the peasantry and the 

continuous possibility of loans and investment capital from western Europe. In 

the Witte system, agriculture was barely affected through state policies that 

focused attention and investment on industry. Witte was an advocate of the 

view that industrial improvement would somewhat automatically ―trickle 

down‖ to agriculture and stimulate output and productivity in that sector too; 

the necessity of a separate policy was overlooked. Within the industrial sector, 

heavy industry received considerably greater relative investment and 

protection than consumer industries. These were the serious limitations of the 

Witte system. It encountered mounting opposition in official circles and in the 



middle of the nobility who were anxious to guard the interests of agriculture. 

The durability of the drive was weakened through the lack of an autonomous 

Russian capitalist stratum. 

 

Industrial Capitalism from 1901 To 1914  

The spurt of the 1890s came to an end in a recession from 1901. The 

mainly vital cause lay in the fact that the living standards of the peasantry had 

fallen and their tax-paying capability had shrunk throughout the 1890s. 

Flanked by 1897 and 1901 there was a series of well below-average harvests 

which hit the leading grain producing provinces; arrears of redemption and 

other payments rose and export earnings declined. This meant that capital 

expending through the government in industry could not be maintained at the 

stages of the 1890s, while its balance of trade and payments were adversely 

affected. 

 

Crisis  

The immediate cause of the industrial crisis appears to have been a 

tightening of the money market from the middle of 1899. Rising world interest 

rates and a slowing in the flow of international investment had severe 

repercussions not only in Russia but in western Europe also. The industrial 

crisis manifested itself in numerous bankruptcies, sharply falling industrial 

prices, contracting output (especially in heavy industry) and in excess of-

production in leading branches like pig iron, iron and crude oil. Throughout 

1902, the worst year, some 2,400 industrial concerns closed down, including 

one-third of the mining ventures at Krivoi Rog and one- quarter of the main 

metal producing enterprises. Industrial unemployment rose to the novel height 

of 90,000. Interest rates rose and share prices fell. The banks restricted loans 

to protect their capital reserves and working capital became harder to discover. 

The depression mainly affected those branches of heavy industry which had 

expanded mainly rapidly in the 1890s. 

This crisis led to the dismissal of Finance Minister S. Iu. Witte in 1903. 



Opponents of government industrial policy took this industrial crisis as proof 

that the thought of heavy taxes on peasant consumption was deeply flawed and 

that Russian industrialization was intrinsically artificial because it depended 

too heavily on government orders. 

 

Monopolistic Devices  

This crisis in Russian industry stimulated the growth of several 

monopolistic devices for regulating production and sales. In each sector, 

―syndicates‖ of the main firms were shaped for this purpose. This movement 

spread rapidly from 1902, above all in those dominated through foreign 

capital: Prodamet (1902) in the metallurgical industry; Prodvagon (1904) for 

railway carriages; and, Produgol (1906) for Donets coal are examples. 

Through 1914 there were in excess of 150 such organisations and they 

controlled not only the mining and metallurgical sectors, but also sure 

branches of light industry like textiles and sugar. 

 

Unlike similar organisations in Germany described ―cartels‖ with which 

they have been compared, they were loose associations concerned with 

holding prices and controlling competition in the branch of industry they 

represented. Their methods varied. Some took in excess of the allocation of 

orders to save on transport and sales costs while others controlled the 

conditions of credit. The syndicates were usually sales agencies that rarely 

intervened to regulate output Industrialization sustained at a slightly lower 

annual growth rate of in relation to the 6% from 1901 to 1914. The crisis of 

1901-3 had exposed the weakness of industrial policies based on state orders 

and railway construction since the industries producing consumer goods had 

been less affected. Accordingly, in the final pre-war years to 1914, industrial 

capitalism proceeded at a slower pace and in an altered framework. The war 

with Japan in 1904-1905 and the first Russian Revolution of 1905-1907 had 

strained the budget, as also had the abolition of redemption payments and the 

principle of joint responsibility for the payment of taxes. Railway construction 

proceeded at a slower rate and on a smaller scale. 



 

In the Gershchenkron model, the patterns of substitutions changed with 

banks rather than the state playing the leading role in the financing of industry 

through tapping foreign investment but deploying it mainly now through 

Russian companies. A fresh depression hit many industrial sectors in 1907-8. 

A slump in the production of coal, iron and steel, cotton goods and refined oil 

was accompanied through a fall in prices and rising unemployment. 

 

The Growth Years of 1908-13  

All the sources agree that the last five years before the war, 1908-13, were 

years of steady, even impressive, growth in both industry and agriculture. 

Russian industry again expanded at a rapid rate after 1908, aided to an extent 

through excess production capability in factories that had been recognized 

before 1900. Flanked by 1908 and 1913, the output of pig-iron rose through 

61%, that of coal through 73% and of iron and steel through 60%. This 

contributed to the output of big-scale industry rising, from 1908-13, at an 

annual average rate of more than 9% in current prices and more than 7% in the 

1913 prices. These were impressive rates of growth, approximating to the 

rapid rate of growth of the 1890s, and distant in excess of the modest rates 

achieved flanked by 1900 and 1907, when the annual rate of growth barely 

exceeded 1.5%. Agricultural output rose faster flanked by 1905 and 1913 than 

it had flanked by 1895 and 1905. This was based on an augment in the sown 

region, and higher grain yields, although yields still remained low in Russia. 

Grain prices, and those of other agricultural products, rose relative to the 

prices of industrial goods both on domestic and world markets. With grain 

exports rising too, the peasants were able to give a greater market for domestic 

industry. 

 

On the eve of the First World War, output, investment, prices, and profits 

all testified to rapid growth. The growth in the output of heavy industry 

sustained to affect all sectors. But the growth of output in consumer goods did 

not lag distant behind. It was mainly marked in rubber, footwear, woolens, 



fats, and some foodstuffs. Indeed, through 1913, it was not the vital industries, 

such as mining and metallurgy that dominated industrial production so much 

as consumer goods. Even after three decades of industrialization through 1913, 

the two broad categories of textiles and foodstuffs jointly accounted for in 

relation to the one-half of gross industrial production. This was twice as much 

as mining, metallurgy and engineering combined. The Stolypin Reforms 

(1905-11), that permitted the voluntary disbanding of the commune and the 

abolition of joint land holding and joint responsibility for tax payments 

stimulated the growth of the labour force and augmented real incomes of the 

peasants. The increased volumes of purchase of industrial items through them 

were reflected in the fact that the average rates of profit in light industry 

exceeded those in heavy industry. 

 

Russia in 1914  

In the last year before military hostilities disrupted economic action, 

Russia remained predominantly an agrarian country. Agriculture claimed the 

bulk of the population (more than 85% in rural regions), employment (67%) 

and national income (more than 70%) and the burdens of backwardness, 

poverty, and illiteracy in Russia were essentially borne through the peasants. 

Goldsmith has estimated that from 1860 to 1913, gross industrial production 

annually grew through in relation to the 5% (if both factory and craft 

industries are measured) and per capita production through in relation to the 

3.5%. These were high rates of growth to maintain for half a century in that 

period of history. Russia's economic strength, though, remained her 

agricultural strength. It may be noted that agriculture was also the major 

economic sector where neither the state nor foreign capital were substantive 

entrepreneurs or even the major suppliers of technology and inputs. 

 

Through 1914, Russia had an important industrial sector which was not an 

―enclave‖ as the modem sector in a colonized or contemporary 

underdeveloped economy tends to be. It was closely connected to the rest of 

the economy through the market and fiscal system. In fact, Russia possessed a 



―dual‖ industrial sector, made up of big factories and small-scale peasant and 

artisan establishments. Even throughout the 1890s, and just as to the Russian 

economist S. G. Strumilin, the value of small-scale industrial production may 

have doubled, compared with a tripling in big-scale manufacturing. This dual 

industrial sector, with a high proportion of rural-based manufacturing, testified 

to sustained economic backwardness. 

 

In international comparison Russia was still an underdeveloped country 

and this gives another indicator of the persistence of economic backwardness. 

Real income per head, the best simple overall measure of the stage of 

economic development, in Russia in 1913 was only in relation to the one-third 

as high as in the United States or in Great Britain, the mainly developed 

industrial capitalist economies then, and in relation to the one-half as high as 

in Germany, in several methods Russia‘s economic mentor, instance and rival. 

 

REVIEW QUESTIONS  

 What do you understand through the term industrial capitalism? 

 What was Adam Smith's criticism of the physiocrats and the 

mercantilists? 

 What do you understand through 'proto-industrialization? 

 What exactly were the 'revisionist' historians disputing? 

 How did agricultural revolution help the development of industrial 

capitalism? 

 Have historians been able to clearly demonstrate augment in the 'birth-

rate' as the criteria for population growth in the 17
th

 or 18
th

 centuries? 

 Was rise in income in England the sole factor behind rising the market 

for industrial goods? 

 What were the major changes in industrial capitalism in England after 

1840? 

 What were the early restrictions faced through trade & manufacture in 

France? 



 What were the reasons for the demand of relaxation of 'protectionism' 

throughout the Orleanist Monarchy? 

 What were the initial limitations faced through Germany towards the 

growth of industrial capitalism? 

 How did the events taken through the German state flanked by 1789- 

1815 facilitate the growth of capitalism? 

 What was the impact of‘emancipation‘ on Russian industrialization? 

 What was the background to the industrial spurt of the 1890s? 

 What were the events taken through 'Syndicates' to counter the 

industrial crisis in the beginning of the 20th century? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CHAPTER 4 

MODERN INDUSTRIAL SOCIETY 

 

STRUCTURE  

 Learning objectives 

 Demography 

 Family 

 The social classes in Europe 

 Transition to class society 

 Review questions 

 

LEARNING OBJECTIVES  

After reading the chapter, you should be able to: 

 Identify the several approaches towards understanding demographic 

transitions in Europe flanked by 1750 - 1850; 

 Identify the sources used for constructing this demographic history; 

 Understand how variables like fertility, mortality assume dissimilar 

significance in dissimilar periods;  

 Understand how dissimilar writers have made dissimilar types of 

linkages flanked by population and economic growth; 

 Understand why an analysis of household structure rather than 

membership is a better method of understanding the European family; 

 Understand the debate raging in historical scholarship in excess of 

whether there was a stability or not flanked by the pre-industrial and 

the industrial family; 

 Understand the variables used to test response of the family to the 

changing social and economic context; 

 Differentiate the procedures which brought in relation to the 

integration of dissimilar classes of Europe into the emerging capitalist 

economy; 

 Emphasize that in dissimilar countries these procedures took dissimilar 

shapes; 



 Highlight that with the emergence of new classes in Europe a new 

political consciousness of dissimilar classes also came into subsistence; 

 Understand what we mean through a contemporary class society; 

 Distinguish flanked by pre-contemporary and contemporary class 

societies: 

 Learn something in relation to the factors that led to the emergence of 

a contemporary class society; and 

 Understand the connection flanked by nation and class in 

contemporary class society. 

 

DEMOGRAPHY  

Approaches  

The leading approach in demography until the mid-1970 was based on the 

demographic transition theory. This part-account, part-theory posited a 

tripartite transition composed of a PE-transitional stage of high fertility high 

mortality and consequently a slow population growth; a transitional stage of 

falling mortality and constant or not falling fertility leading to rapid population 

growth; and a third stage of low vital rates with slow or no growth. This 

classic transition theory, a version of modernization theory, argued for a 

unilinear progression from primitive to advanced societies, fuelled through the 

forces of industrialization and urbanization. The past two and a half decades 

have seen major growths in research methods in historical demography. With 

the availability of increasingly powerful computers, it was possible to perform 

intricate iterative calculations on big data sets to reconstruct possible patterns 

of extensive term trends. Further, there has been a shift from the earlier 

emphasis on the Malthusian ‗positive check‘ and exogenous factors such as 

climate and disease strains to social, cultural and institutional factors that 

permitted ‗preventive checks‘ in historical demography. This change was 

signaled for the period flanked by the 16th and 19th century in Wrigley and 

Schofield's path breaking work, Population History of England. 

 



For the post-Black Death period after the middle of the 14th century, it has 

been debated whether low nuptiality or high mortality constrained population 

recovery. For the period flanked by 1500 and 1900 there is a fairly general 

consensus that changes in nuptiality were the crucial element in extensive-run 

English population growth with countries in Europe exhibiting dissimilar 

demographic trajectories. The two decades extensive Princeton University 

based European Fertility Project organized through Ansley Coale composed 

data from 700 provincial-stage units throughout Europe to test the transition 

theory with historical data. The results of the survey greatly undermined 

confidence in the classical transition model: no constant relation lived flanked 

by the onset of the fertility decline and the events of social and economic 

development. What the results suggested was that fertility was significantly 

related to ―culture‖, defined operationally as language, ethnicity, or 

geographical region. Differences in the patterns of age at marriage and 

celibacy significantly explained variations in fertility stages crossways ‗natural 

fertility‘ populations. All this research points to the fact that it is hard to 

conceive of one single ‗European demographic system‘. Further, the 

population history of individual countries and regions necessity is connected 

more closely to their specific economic, institutional, and cultural histories. 

 

Sources  

Regular, reliable, and centrally organized population counts began in 

Europe only in the early 19th century, except for the Nordic countries. 

England, Scotland, and Wales had a regular population enumeration in 1801, 

Ireland in 1821 and France began its quinquennial counts in 1816. In France 

this was preceded through government population counts in the 1690s and 

unstandardized collection in 1801 and 1806. The Napoleonic conquests 

resulted in nationally organized censuses in Belgium, Netherlands, and the 

Helvetic Republic and in some Germanic states. After those regular censuses 

began in Belgium in 1829, The Netherlands in 1839, Switzerland in 1850 and 

the first pan-Germanic census was held in 1852. These early counts were 



limited through partial coverage and were not synchronous enumerations. 

 

These exercises were preceded through the recording of vital events. The 

Church started recording all baptisms in the late medieval period and then 

extended it to marriages and burials. Through 1750 in excess of mainly of 

Western Europe some parish records were kept. Continuous parish registers 

are establish in France from 1579 and for the Nordic countries form the 1730s. 

Vital registration was first secularized in France (1792). The details in which 

this information was recorded varied widely. For instance, nonconformity, 

delayed baptism, and non-registration led to Anglican registers recording less 

than 75 per cent of all births and deaths through the early 19th century. 

Though, this information despite its limitations has permitted the 

reconstruction of demographic history through means of family reconstitution. 

Record linkage has proved to be more problematic for England, Wales, and 

Netherlands than for France and the Scandinavian countries. While family 

reconstitution gives good information on infant and child mortality, its use is 

limited for estimating adult mortality and determining population size. 

Demographic estimates from family reconstitution pertain only to the ‗stayers‘ 

and are based on a relatively small number of ‗completed families‘. 

Generalizations made on the basis of such slender empirical proof have proved 

to be misleading, as with Wrigley‘s study of Colyton. Family reconstitution of 

Colyton suggested family limitation, but when the data base was widened to 

first 13 and then 26 parishes no proof of family limitation was establish. 

Multiplication of reconstitution exercises does not help in estimating 

population size. This is necessary to compute aggregative events such as crude 

birth, death, and reproduction rates. To solve this problem the Cambridge 

Group developed ‗back projection‘ to link the census period to the PE-

statistical period. This technique permitted quinquennial estimations of 

England‘s population from 1451 to 1751. 

For twentieth century Europe the reliability and the size of source material 

for demographic changes vastly improve. Besides statistical data, we also get 

abundant information on state policies and debates concerning population. We 

divide the demographic history of Europe into two periods - Period I covers 



the years form 1750 to the end of the 19th century. Period II deals with 

approximately a century beginning in the 1870s. This bipartite division is 

justified through the onset of a general sustained fertility decline in mainly 

countries of Europe approximately the 1870s. 

 

Population Trends 1750 To 1850  

The demographic history of Western Europe witnessed a rise in 

population, unprecedented since the sixteenth century. Unlike the 12th, 13th 

and the 15th centuries when population increased through similar rates, the 

period from 1750 to 1850 was free of major demographic crises with 

extensive-term effects. Population increased from in relation to the 60 to 64 

million in 1750 to in relation to the 116 million in 1850. Though, this augment 

was not evenly spread crossways the continent. 

 

Flanked by 1750 and 1850 mainly populations in Europe grew slowly with 

an extensive-run growth of 5 per cent per year. The Napoleonic war years saw 

major setbacks to European population growth. France lost approximately 1.3 

million men in its military campaigns. The wars with Russia brought epidemic 

and hunger to Sweden, Norway in Finland resulting in absolute decline 

flanked by 1806 and 1810 and no growth for approximately a decade. Only the 

British Isles escaped, with a medium-term growth at in excess of 1 per cent 

per annum. Population growth speeded up with the end of the war. Through 

1820 growth rates approached or exceeded 1 per cent. After that, growth 

slackened. In the 1830s only Germany, England, Norway, and Scotland 

attained a 1 per cent growth rate. Ireland, Finland, and France registered rates 

below 0.5 per cent. These patterns of population change varied within 

countries too. In England the south-east and industrializing regions of the 

north experienced faster growth than the rest of the country. The Alpine 

regions of Switzerland grew mainly slowly. In Germany growth rates were 

higher in the agricultural east, moderate in the industrializing west and low in 

the south. 

 



Migration  

Internal migration played a key role in the rapid augment in urban 

populations where deaths exceeded births. External migration was not 

demographic ally very important in the period 1750-1850. Though, in the fifty 

years before the First World War Europe lost in excess of 20 million people to 

other regions of the world. Emigration was more significant in Germany and 

Switzerland following the potato harvest failures of 1816-17 and 1847. In the 

1840s in excess of Germans emigrated from a population of presently in 

excess of 30 million. Ireland witnessed the mainly dramatic of out-migration 

in this period. After the famine of 1845-48, l/8th of the country‘s population 

(in 1841) left, in mainly other are as it was the rate of natural augment or 

decrease, i.e. the variation flanked by births and deaths that was the main 

mechanism of population change. 

 

Fertility and Nuptiality  

Variations in birth rates have now come to be recognized as the crucial 

means of demographic change in Europe. Compositional changes, 

illegitimacy, fecundity, and marriage patterns help in understanding variations 

in the birth rate. Compositional effects operate in the birth rate when the 

proportions of population who are female in the fertile age groups sharply 

change. Compositional effects contributed significantly to Norway‘s cyclical 

changes in the crude birth rate. 

 

Flanked by 1750 and 1790 the proportion of births outside marriage or 

illegitimacy increased approximately everywhere. In general, though, 

variations in the rates of prenuptial and extra-marital pregnancy explain little 

of the changes in population growth for this period. In England, the percentage 

of illegitimate births was 3, 5, and 6.5 in 1750, 1800 and 1850 respectively. 

Only in relation to the 10 per cent of the rise in all births are attributable to 

illegitimacy. The quadrupling of French illegitimate births flanked by the 

1750s and the 1820s offset only in relation to the one/eighth of all the 



legitimate births. 

 

In mainly regions, the total marital fertility ratios were flanked by 8 and 

9.5, but they were lower in England and Sweden. Marital fertility showed little 

internal difference in England while it was much skewed in France. English 

marital fertility was very constant flanked by sixteen hundred and eighteen 

hundred. In France though it declined early, only after 1820 did the country as 

a whole have a uniquely small family size. Fecund skill and fecundity are 

major factors in determining the stage of fertility. Fecund skill or the set of 

factors that affect the likelihood of a woman to reproduce if exposed to sexual 

intercourse without contraception did not vary much in this period. The more 

significant factor was fecundity or the physiological skill to bear children. 

Improvements in health and nutrition led to increases in fecundity. Venereal 

diseases, malaria, and smallpox in parts of Scandinavia led to a fall in 

fecundity. There is no conclusive proof that the nutritional stages increased for 

the mass of people in these years, though fluctuations in food supply 

decreased. 

 

Breast-feeding appears to have been inversely related to fertility. In a work 

on German villages, it was seen that when lactation was short the total marital 

fertility rate was high. In France, in urban regions where wet nurses were used 

and breast-feeding was for short periods, there was high fertility. Infant 

mortality was also inversely related to fertility. In Franco, the regions of 

highest fertility had infant mortality rates at least 50 per cent above those of 

low fertility regions. Conscious fertility reduction has been seen for the 

Geneva bourgeoisie after 1700, the French elite, and parts of rural France. 

France was characterized through a marked augment in limitation. While we 

get some early proof of limitation for Sweden Germany exhibits no constant 

proof. Except in France where marital fertility began to decline early in the 

late eighteenth century, mainly of the other European countries new 'natural 

fertility' populations. It is worth mentioning 

 

There that the earlier view, characterized through the European Fertility 



Project, which posited a sharp break flanked by contemporary and pre-

contemporary demographic systems in conditions of the use of or absence of 

deliberate fertility control has been subsequently revised. The European 

Fertility Project equated parity specific control with deliberate fertility control. 

What is now clear is that while stopping births may have been unusual, birth 

spacing did have a significant impact on European marital fertility variations. 

 

Changes in Marriage Patterns  

Recent research has highlighted age at marriage and the proportion 

married as the mainly important mechanism of fertility reduction in the pre-

contraceptive societies It was Hanja who first noted the importance of a 

peculiarly European marriage pattern as a constraint on population growth. He 

pointed out that west of a row drawn from reset to Leningrad the proportion of 

married women (45 to 50 per cent women in the age group 15 to 50) was 

much lower than cast of that row (60 to 70 percent). Just as to him late 19th 

century Europe was marked through delayed marriage and relatively high 

celibacy rates (typically 10 to 20 percent of women in their fertile ages did not 

marry). Though, variations can be seen flanked by social groups. In the Nordic 

countries, which have good records there was a clear tendency for lower class 

men to marry women who were older. This practice suggests a conscious 

desire to restrict completed family size. Wrigley and Schofield have 

emphatically argued for the key role played through the age at first marriage 

and the proportion married, in explaining English fertility changes. In excess 

of 80 per cent of the rise in population augment is attributed to the combined 

effect of these two variables. In Ireland, the low age at married resulted in high 

fertility. In France, the age of marriage increased from the second half of the 

18th century and decline in the early 19th century. Though, the consequent 

fertility rising potential of the fall in the age of marriage was countered to 

some extent through the practice of family limitation within marriage. 

 



Mortality  

Recent research on European historical demography has played down the 

significance of mortality as the key determinant of European population 

change. Earlier writers such as Film accentuated crisis mortality. The 

reduction in the severity and frequency of crises was seen to have reduced 

mortality. Before seventeen hundred, epidemic disease was a major killer and 

even after 1720 when plague finally disappeared, local epidemics of small 

pox. dysentery, typhus, measles, and influenza sustained. Though, the greatest 

national disasters of the early contemporary period were associated not with 

disease but with warfare and famine. Both brought epidemics in their wake. 

The Northern War of 1700-21 with the ensuing disease and disruption killed 

20 per cent of the population of Sweden. France lost approximately two 

million people in the crisis of 1693-94 and another million in 1709-10. 

 

Through early 19th century the impact of crisis mortality declined. Now it 

was change in non-crisis or ‘background mortality‘ which effected a decrease 

in the death rate. Reductions in infant and child mortality were key 

components of the mortality falls in this period. In France 80 per cent of the 

improvement in life expectancy flanked by 1760-69 and 1820-29 resulted 

from falling mortality of children less than ten years. Social and age-specific 

differentials are clearly seen in this mortality decline. Proletarian mortality 

decreased faster than peasant mortality. The European aristocracy‘s mortality 

improved rapidly. Deaths due to small pox declined markedly, but it is unclear 

whether this was due to the reduced incidence of the disease or decreased 

fatality. While the mortality decline was widespread, its fall was greatest in the 

middle of the very young. Mortality reduction in the middle of adults was 

delayed. Small pox, a major infant killer declined, but lung tuberculosis 

increased. Extreme mortality crises lessened especially in England and France 

but lesser and more localized mortality surges sustained. 

 

Mainly of the earlier writers on European demographic change explained 

the decline in mortality in conditions of advances in medical education, 



hospital and dispensary provision, increased number of medical personnel, 

preventive medicine (for instance, inoculation and vaccination against small 

pox) and improvements in town and personal hygiene. In the 1950s and 60s, 

Thomas McKeon demolished mainly of these medical interpretations. He 

argued that innovations in medicine and hospital treatment did not lead to a 

general decrease in mortality. Just as to him until well after 1850 doctors could 

do little to reduce mortality and nineteenth century hospitals were hotbeds of 

infection. The key element in mortality decline was a decline in deaths from 

airborne infections. Similarly, the coverage of population against small pox 

through inoculation was too insufficient to be effective. He suggested that 

rising standards of living, a consequence of contemporary economic growth, 

played a major part in explained the falling mortality. McKeon‘s thesis has 

now been subjected to severe criticism. First, his assumption that mortality 

improvements constituted the prime mover of European population augment 

has been demolished. Second, his suggestion that there was a causative link 

flanked by improvements in the standard of living and mortality has been 

undermined through Wrigley and Schofield‘s work on England. They establish 

no correlation flanked by aggregate measure of mortality and changes in real 

wages. 

 

Population and Possessions - I  

Having recognized the age of first marriage and the population married as 

the mainly significant proximate determinant of fertility augment, we will now 

try to relate these other non-demographic changes occurring in the society and 

economy of early contemporary Europe. The first detailed thesis on the 

connection flanked by population and possessions was advanced through 

Malthus. Malthusian theory postulated that population grows faster than 

economic possessions but that population rise is constantly checked through 

the carrying capability of the land. This check operated as ‗preventive‘ and 

‗positive‘ checks. In the case of England, Wrigley and Schofield have argued 

that the Malthusian positive check was not significant after seventeen hundred: 



more important was the preventive check taking the form of proportions 

married and the age of first marriage. Recent research in Sweden has exposed 

links flanked by real wage fluctuations and mortality even in the post-1800 

period at the local stage. This suggests that the crucial element may have been 

weather which independently reduced harvests and increased mortality 

through disease. But since the Swedish population was rising in this period 

oscillations were taking place against a rising trend, any simple notion of 

population limited through the Malthusian constraint of the carrying capability 

of the land is inappropriate. The Irish case also exposes the weaknesses of the 

simplistic Malthusian notion of population-economy dealings. After the 

famine in Ireland, though the population fell drastically it did not lead to any 

marked augment in living standards. 

 

Wrigley and Schofield‘s work has attempted to put forward the inverse 

side of the Malthus analysis. Just as to them, an augment in population may 

lead to augment in misery but an exogenous rise in living standards can lead to 

higher living standards. This in turn leads to earlier universal marriage and 

consequently a faster rate of population growth. This chain of events was set 

off through the European-wide impact of the potato, since it opened 

opportunities through reducing the minimum size of viable holdings. Another 

effort, which attempted to locate fertility augment within the changing 

production circumstances of early contemporary Europe, was made through 

the proponents of the proto-industrialization. Just as to this view, the putting-

out system allowed the possibility of forming a family primarily as a unit of 

labour'. In contrast to a peasant or artisan economy where skill and capital had 

to be obtained before a niche could be establish, proto-industrial families, 

occupied in relatively unskilled tasks had few external constraints in excess of 

the timing of their marriages. They also had incentives to marry and to marry 

young to establish a balanced productive unit and use peak earning capacities. 

This phenomenon is reflected in popular comments such as beggar weddings‘ 

and ‗people who have two spinning wheels but no bed‘. While this approach 

has the merit of integrating demographic change into the production 

procedure, quantitative support for it is still weak, except for Flanders and 



Shushed in Leicestershire. 

 

Population and Possessions – II  

In older writings we discover demographic growth being accentuated as a 

causal factor in economic change. Just as to Hicks, ‗perhaps the whole 

Industrial Revolution of the last two hundred years has been nothing but a cast 

secular boom, largely induced through the unparalleled rise of population‘. In 

a similar vein we discover Pierre Chuan, in his work on Normandy stressing 

the deleterious effects on economic development of an absence of 

demographic pressures. Though, the fact that the French economy could 

expand so rapidly in spite of France‘s slow population growth suggests that 

connections flanked by demographic and economic changes in this period are 

distant from simple. These older explanations highlighted the impact of 

population on demand. Though, for extra demand to generate economic 

growth per capita the adjustments necessity overcome the tendency for the 

marginal productivity of labour to fall; or else extra labour lowers the average 

productivity and therefore average wages. So it is essential that investment 

increases should be greater than population growth. Research on Britain has 

shown that technical, financial, and organizational constraints of this period 

operated at such small stages that national population changes were not 

relevant for this causal link to work. 

 

We have already mentioned the result of the big-scale European Fertility 

Project that failed to discover any close association flanked by economic 

development and the age at marriage. This led them to attribute cultural ‘ 

factors to explain fertility behaviour. One limitation of the Princeton Project 

was that the studies were accepted out at the aggregate stage. More detailed 

micro level studies, accepted out in north Italy and Sicily, that combine 

ethnographic and historical information have suggested socio-economic 

differences to be closely related to the timing of the fertility decline. In the 

recent past demographers have recognized the need to seriously specify the 



‗cultural' variable and not treat it merely as a residual category. Cultural norms 

are now seen to be the product of political, economic and demographic 

changes Once shaped they appear to assume relative independence and greater 

residence in the face of economic change. 

 

These dissimilar explanations exhibit a broad move from Malthusian 

mechanistic determinism to the discounting of the economic variable and a 

recent shift again emphasizing the need to locate demographic change within 

the political the political-economic procedures. 

 

The Late 19th Century  

We now come to the second period in the demographic history of Europe. 

We discover that national stage fertility rates began a sustained downward 

slide. The French peasantry remained firmly ensconced on the land throughout 

the 19th century and the rate of proletarianization was relatively slow. 

Consequently the prolific capability of the rural masses held in check through 

the land-niche system of the ancient regime was not unleashed as it was in 

England. The French peasants also practiced birth control within marriage 

well before the peasants and proletarians of other countries. Though. French 

fertility rates also did fall considerably through 22 per cent in the 1870 to 1900 

period when the rates of other nations began a sustained fall The timing of the 

onset of the sustained fertility decline in Western Europe has been estimated 

through the Princeton Group as 

 

Fertility sustained to be relatively high in eastern Europe in the first there 

decades of this century But just as to Coale, Bulgaria. Romania, Poland and 

Russia had already experienced a downturn in marital fertility before the First 

World War From 1930 we discover a dramatic fall in fertility in the USSR, 

Poland and Romania The rate of fertility was fastest in the USSR and 

Romania. Through the end of the 1960s all countries in Europe except Albania 

and Ireland registered low birth rates. More refined demographic events of 



fertility such as the gross reproduction rate (GRR) and the net reproduction 

rate (NRR) also declined throughout this period. In the 1920s all nations had a 

NRR of more than one. Throughout the Depression in relation to the five 

countries returned a NRR of less than unity and some twelve countries 

registered a GRR of less than unity Reproduction rates also fell in Austria and 

Czechoslovakia in 1937. almost certainly owing to unfavorable political 

circumstances. Reproduction rates in belligerent countries necessity have 

fallen throughout the Second World War but lack of statistics prevents precise 

estimation. In the post-war period fertility recovery extended up to the early 

1950s and subsequently declined. In the 1960s reproduction rates sustained to 

decline in eastern Europe while some western countries such as the UK. 

France, Norway, and Ireland registered an augment, through the late 1960s 

approximately the whole of Europe was characterized through low fertility. 

 

Mortality  

At the turn of the century mortality was high in southern and eastern 

Europe and low in the north west (Crude Death Rate <13) In the rest of the 

regions of Europe mortality incidence lay flanked by these two extremes 

Morality sustained to fall throughout the 20th century. As in the earlier period, 

infant mortality improvements contributed significantly to the general 

mortality decline. The rate of mortality decline was faster in countries where 

this decline started later. Through the late 1960s mortality was lowest in the 

south-east and the USSR Through the 1960s the USSR had appeared with the 

lowest population to physician and population to hospital bed ratios in Europe. 

The fall in infant mortality significantly increased the expectation of life at 

birth. Sex-wise differentials in life expectancy persisted, favoring females. 

Through the late 1960s there were no big differences in life expectance 

flanked by mainly European countries. 

 

Wars and Migrations  

In twentieth century Europe war and migration resulted in important 

population changes. Though Europe was free from natural disasters in this, 



period the two World Wars had an adverse effect on demography. Separately 

from the war related losses of population the first World War was followed 

through an influenza epidemic. The War also led to deformations in the age-

sex structure of belligerent countries and delayed marriages and deficiency of 

births. The countries mainly affected through the first World War were 

France, Belgium, Russia, Serbia, Germany, Bulgaria, and Austria. Population 

losses caused through World War II were distributed as follows: 

 

 France, Netherlands, Belgium and Austria: 1.5 per cent of the 1940 

population 

 Germany; 6.5 per cent to 7 per cent 

 Southern Europe: 3.1 to 3.4 percent 

 Northern Europe: 0.8 per cent 

 Eastern Europe: 8.9 per cent 

 The Soviet Union: 8.7 to 12.8 per cent 

 

War losses contributed significantly to Eastern Europe and the USSR‘s 

negative growth rate in these years. Migration was the other main variable that 

depressed Europe‘s population growth in these years. Traditionally Europe 

had been a continent of out-migration. This pattern sustained till the last 

decade of the 19th century. 1901 to 1915 saw the mainly rigorous out-

migration from Europe. The annual average migration in 1901-5, 1906-10, and 

1911-15 was 1,1.4, and 1.3 million respectively. Southern and eastern Europe 

were regions of out-migration throughout this period, the north both received 

and sent out migrants while the west changed form an emigrating to immigrat-

ing region after World War II. Though the complementarily flanked by the 

pull and push factors stimulating migration was a chiefly economic 

phenomenon, political changes also contributed to population movements The 

civil wars in Russia and Spain and the rise to power of Nazis in Germany 

greatly encouraged migration. In the pre-World War I period there was a 

laissez-faire situation in the labour markets of the sending and getting 

countries. In the post-War period though the push factors in Europe did not 

alter much, the migration shrunk with the introduction restrictive of laws in 



the US. The 1921 Quota Law and the 1924 Immigration Restriction Act 

drastically reduced the number of immigrants. The Depression and the 

attendant troubles of unemployment in Europe and the US, once again 

dampened labour demand. The post Depression recovery was too short lived 

to stimulate fresh migration. The complementarily flanked by labour demand 

in the US and supply from Europe was broken in the 1930s. 

 

German policies throughout World War II resulted in forced migration of 

Jews, German minorities and political prisoners. This increased demand for 

labour was first met through immigrant‘s forms eastern Europe and the 

Mediterranean countries. Migration of Turkish workers especially to Germany 

was also important. 

 

Urbanization  

At the beginning of this century in relation to the 70 per cent of European 

population lived in rural regions. The United Kingdom was the mainly 

urbanized country with a 77 per cent urban population. 56 per cent of the 

population in Germany was urban. All the other countries had less than half of 

its people living in urban centers. The percentage of urban dwellers was 41 per 

cent in France, per cent in Denmark, 22 per cent in Sweden, 19.8 per cent in 

Bulgaria, 15 per cent in Russia and 10.9 per cent in Finland. In the course of 

the twentieth century we discover urbanization spreading from the north-west 

towards the south and the east. Immigration was the chief source of urban 

growth. The rural-urban shift in this period was not fuelled through low 

productivity in agriculture but through diversification of the economy. Modem 

urban centers were associated with the factory industry, trade, banking, and 

public administration. 

 

FAMILY  

Towards Understanding the European Family  

The pre-industrial family was a significant unit of reproduction, 



production, consumption, socialization, education and in some contexts, 

political action. It also acted as a safety net in times of old age, sickness, and 

incapacity. Given the extensive range of family functions it becomes hard to 

give a clear, unambiguous, general definition of what constituted a family unit. 

So, to adopt any one definition to limit the definition of the family, say 

through reference to commonality would risk simplification and artificially 

introduce rigidity. 

 

Membership  

The membership of a family has been a source of frequent concision and 

controversy in the family history of Western Europe. For instance, does the 

membership of one family preclude membership of another? Marriage brings 

into subsistence a new family unit but it often does not mean that it totally 

severs the ties of the spouses with their original families. Even in a rigidly 

agnatic system, the husband retains close ties with his parents‘ family. In 

Western Europe an important proportion of young people spent some time in a 

family other than the family of orientation or procreation, working as 

apprentices. The life cycle of several people often incorporated membership of 

more than one family. The concept of family should so be capable of including 

simultaneous membership of more than one family. 

 

The family then may be seen not as a unit with one single criterion of 

membership for all its members but as a nesting of units with the conjugal unit 

of reproduction at its core in the case of Western Europe, with a range of 

related ties approximately it, that were linked to dissimilar functions The 

character of a family unit meant for reproduction was very often very 

dissimilar from what constituted a family unit for production. Therefore to 

provide a much generalized definition of what constituted a family based on 

say an index such as commonality would be rather arbitrary. In Western 

Europe, a temporary membership of a family that was not the family of 

procreation was quite frequent as a big proportion of young men and women 

spent some years in service or apprenticeship. Therefore a person might have 



been the member of not only several families but also of more than one type of 

family such as conjugal, stem, extended etc. 

 

Given the changing family membership in the course of person‘s life the 

nature of sources used for studying changing family membership become 

crucial. We have broadly two types of sources accessible. Listings provide 

details of family membership at one point of time, such as the list of 

inhabitants at a given point in time. These though do not tell us if the listed 

adult inhabitants were members of a dissimilar family at an earlier point in 

time. To capture this aspect of families we need to adopt cohort based studies. 

Here individuals are followed through life cycles rather than being recognized 

at single points of time. As in demography, these two methods- current and 

cohort are complementary. If current listings studied after cohort based 

investigations indicate the stem-family to be common, it may be deduced that 

younger sons may have retained the membership of a stem family even after 

their marriage and the setting up of new conjugal unit because the death of an 

older brother can lead to immediate re-entry into the stem family household. 

 

Household Structures  

Unlike the more intricate issue of family membership, household structure 

lends itself to much easier quantification because a number of contemporary 

sources generated through the state and the church used the household as the 

vital unit for information gathering. Social historians and demographers 

continue to debate whether the household is a self-governing characteristic of 

social organisation or whether it was simply an extension of the family. As 

historians tell us that our subjects of study are restricted through the sources 

that are accessible to us. Sure characteristics of family life can be more easily 

and precisely studied whereas others have to be more speculative. The method 

of family reconstitution from birth, marriage, and burial records of the parish 

allows a fairly accurate observation of the family as a reproduction unit 

through time. The age variation flanked by spouses, birth spacing, the practice 

or otherwise of family limitation, bastardy, the connection flanked by parental 



death and the marriage of children, variations in demographic behaviour 

flanked by classes or occupational groups and the differences in size flanked 

by the demographic family size (the number of children ever born) and 

existential family size (number of surviving children at a given point in time) 

are some of the issues that can be studied in fine detail using the technique of 

family reconstitution. 

Where family registers and nominal listings are accessible for the same 

community they complement and supplement each other. Several other 

characteristics of the family are hard to study using the usual sources. These 

contain social networks and behavioral attitudes. Indirect proof from the 

proceedings of manorial courts and later from sessional records given an 

indication of the frequency and nature of get in touch with flanked by 

dissimilar members of kin groups. Studying the choice of a scrupulous person 

for the discharge of some ceremonial function such as the choice of a 

godparent has paid rich dividends in conditions of discovering the dealings 

flanked by an individual, his immediate co-resident family, and his kin in 

other spaces. The psychological structure resulting from the internalization of 

rules of conduct of family and social life is yet another significant region of 

study in family history. This study of mentality is as crucial as the 

investigation of quantifiable characteristics of family structure and change. 

Historical Change  

Earlier, it was usually held that the transition from a pre-industrial to an 

industrial society destroyed an older family type that was marked through 

early ages of marriage, an intricate big co resident group, and close ties 

flanked by kin and households. It was supposed to have been replaced with a 

small family based on conjugal units shaped after late marriage with much less 

ties with kin. This assumption was questioned and establish untenable through 

the research of scholars such as Peter Laslett and John Hanja in the 1960s. 

 

Stability  

At a conference in September 1969, held in Cambridge, England and 



organized through the Cambridge Group for the History of Population and 

Social Structure, Peter Laslett summarized and analyzed the size and structure 

of families in past times. Laslett‘s primary belief was that the contemporary 

nuclear family was not born out of industrialization, and that in England and 

other nations, the nuclear family was the dominant form for many centuries 

prior to industrialization. It has been pointed out that one of the reasons that 

Laslett did not discover more three-genera lion stem families in England may 

be because the data used through the Cambridge Group did not, for the mainly 

part, take the family life cycle into consideration. Research on nineteenth-

century British and American cities has revealed that boarders, roomers, and 

lodgers, some of whom may have been extended kin, were present in homes to 

a much greater degree than today. Yet, Laslett‘s vital argument goes 

unchallenged: there is definitely more stability than discontinuity in the 

structure of reindustrialize and industrial families. 

 

In Laslett‘s survey, The World We Have Lost, he concludes that in 

England the nuclear family has always pre-dominated and that there is so little 

proof of extended or stem families in the past that theories claiming a shift to a 

nuclear pattern in contemporary times cannot be empirically validated. It was 

the form in which mainly people were socialized as children and which they 

were thereby led to reproduce as adults. Laslett saw the continuing prevalence 

of the nuclear family household as a result of learned behaviour on the part of 

its members. Unlike Lawrence Stone, who set forth historical family types 

such as ‗open lineage family", "restricted patriarchal nuclear family‖, and the 

‘closed, domesticated nuclear family'‘ of the contemporary era, the Cambridge 

Group divided households in the early contemporary era into three categories; 

simple (nuclear or conjugal), extended (a conjugal unit plus widowed parent, 

or other relatives) and multiple (two or more related conjugal units). 

 

Comparing Families Crossways Time and Space  

In the early 1970s, Laslett‘s Cambridge Group published a book. 

Household and Family in Past Time, containing a series of articles announcing 



their results of a relative study of the family and household from the sixteenth 

century to the present. Two other significant essays through Laslett are: 

Family Life and Illicit Love in Earlier Generations'‘ and "Bastardy and Its 

Relative History" which study the history of illegitimacy in excess of time and 

flanked by cultures and marital non-conformism in Britain, France, Germany, 

Sweden, North America, Jamaica, and Japan. The four distinguishing 

characteristics of north-western household formation were the nuclear family, 

the late age at childbearing, spouses of similar age and the attendance of an 

important preparation of unrelated persons in the household. The pre-industrial 

household in western Europe was characterized through the subsistence of a 

dominant nuclear pattern and the institution of premarital servitude. In 

conditions of household composition, Laslett notes the greater generational 

depth of household composition, Though nuclear families were also establish 

in parts of Poland and Hungary, suggesting that this form was not unique to 

western Europe, the fact remnants that north-western Europe was 

predominated through the nuclear household. Though the nuclear family 

dominated household formation in reindustrialize Western Europe the average 

household size varied little flanked by North-Western and other parts of 

Europe. This was because of the big number of servants who lived with their 

employers and were so counted as members of the household. Though the 

average household size suggests no unique system of household formation in 

this region of Europe the appearance of similarity is superficial when 

household composition is taken into explanation. Servants have been 

estimated through Hanja to constitute six to ten percent of the populations in 

this region in preindustrial times, with husbandry representing a major source 

of employment for both young men and women. Agrarian servitude prepared 

men and women for the rigors of future self-governing marriage and parent-

hood. Marriages flanked by servants was not welcome as it interfered with 

work and this led an augment in the proportion of single and childless young 

individuals and further postponed the age of entry into marriage household 

formation and allowed the accumulation of savings. Marriage was also 

delayed through the availability of public assistance and the practice of 

contractual retirement. Scope for institutionalized charity for the poor appears 



to have been in widespread throughout northwestern Europe. This appears to 

have devalued the dependence on children as a hedge against poverty in old 

age. 

 

This new view of the western European family in the past at once raised a 

number of questions. If as argued earlier it was not the Industrial Revolution 

that produced the modem small family then it was asked whether the small 

family pattern did not help produce the revolutionary economic change that 

accompanied the Industrial Revolution. Though, even if it is held that the 

Industrial Revolution did not result in any radical changes in the family and 

the household, we cannot maintain that these institutions sustained without 

changes through history. For instance the Elizabethan Poor Law in England 

which shifted to the parish, responsibility that fell earlier on the conjugal 

family and extended kin appear to have accelerated the dilution of personal 

and family ties outside the conjugal family. 

 

Let us now briefly trace the history of the family in England and on the 

Continent incorporating the findings of new research. In England, the 

Elizabethan co-resident group consisted of the vital conjugal unit 

complemented through servants in better off families and occasionally a 

grandparent. Both lateral and vertical extension of the vital reproductive group 

was uncommon. Late marriage was the norm for both men and women with a 

mean age at first marriage in the middle or late twenties. Research based on 

the 1377 and 1381 Poll Taxes suggest that late age at marriage and small 

separate households were characteristics in the late fourteenth century. While 

household size did not change considerably flanked by Tudor (1485-1603) and 

Victorian (1837-1901) periods, significant changes did happen in the 

intervening years. The significance of live-in servants declined, the age at first 

marriage especially for women increased reaching its peak in the late 

seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries. Average family size declined and 

there was an augment in infant and child mortality. Though in the eighteenth 

century nuptiality and fertility patterns again came close to that for the 

Elizabethan period. 



 

Continental Europe showed much greater variations than England. While 

variations could be establish even within a small country such as Holland, at 

the stage of Europe we can divide the continent into two broad zones. Western 

Europe was marked through the small conjugal household but stem families 

were quite common in Austria, France, and Germany. In eastern Europe we 

discover big intricate households extending considerably both laterally and 

vertically. In conditions of nuptiality also eastern Europe differed from the 

west. The age of marriage was much lower and the proportions never married 

were also relatively much smaller. Hanja drew an imaginary row from 

Leningrad to Trieste to distinguish the western and eastern European nuptiality 

patterns. Given the marked differences in the western and eastern shapes of 

family and nuptiality the east consequently underwent a much more severe 

change at the time of the transition to industrial society. The countries of 

central Europe shaped a type of intermediate zone in conditions of family type 

flanked by the extremes of western and Eastern Europe. 

Economic Change and the Family  

The family was closely connected to changes taking place in other regions 

of social and economic life. As in the case of other social institutions, it would 

be very hard to argue for either a mechanistic link flanked by economic 

change and corresponding changes in the family or to assert that the family 

was insulated from growths taking place approximately it. Some writers such 

as Emmanuel Le Roy Ladurie have reconstructed past social life to illustrate 

that family behaviour sustained unchanged in excess of centuries without any 

fundamental change. Others such as R.Braun have showed how the 

demographic and familial institutions in central and north- western Europe 

were transformed in periods of rapid economic change. 

 

Variables Used to Understand Marriage Pattern  

The research of Wrigley and Schofield for England has proved fairly 

conclusively that the age at first marriage and the incidence of marriage 



determined fertility stages, not mortality. The lack of association flanked by 

mortality and fertility has also been noted through other researchers or north-

western Europe also. If these preindustrial populations used economic 

calculations in creation decisions in relation to the marriage then one would 

expect a close association flanked by real wages and nuptiality with real wages 

leading and nuptiality following. Studies on England have established such a 

correlation to exist both for first marriages and the proportions marrying. Later 

studies have suggested some modifications to this formulation. Before 1750 

celibacy was more responsive to real wages whereas after 1750 it was age at 

first marriage that was the key variable. Scholars using a dissimilar proxy 

series for wages have not suggested a 15 to 20 year lag in place of the 40 year 

lag flanked by real wages and nuptiality as proposed initially through Wrigley 

and Schofield. Similar relationships have also been exposed for the 

Netherlands. Given the northwestern European rules of household formation 

that we have mentioned earlier, the association of wages with relatively higher 

ages at marriage and greater celibacy seem logical. In England after 1750; age 

at first marriage fell with the incidence of marriage remaining stable. Some 

writers have stressed the changes in occupational structure, the connection 

flanked by employers and employees and the opportunity structures in 

industry and agriculture to explain this phenomenon. Occupations which 

presented absolute barriers to married women such as agrarian and domestic 

servitude usually produced low stable nuptiality In high-wage industries such 

as coal mining it was possible for men to marry without financial contributions 

from women. In the textile industry we discover moderate nuptiality in the 

middle of the  workers. Here married women were not prevented from getting 

jobs, but unmarried women were preferred and wage stages were low and 

required some contribution through the women too In this case marriage was 

deferred but to an extent in the traditional sector. Nuptiality was therefore 

related to wage stages and the structural constraints of female employment. 

 

Family and the Industrial Revolution  

Coming to the period of the Industrial Revolution several scholars 



assumed that the momentous changes that were taking place would 

automatically have its impact on the family forcing it to change dramatically. 

Subsequent research has established this view untenable. The mainly 

significant demographic change that did happen with industrialization was 

deliberate family limitation or the control of marital fertility. This though took 

place only after an extensive time lag well after economic growth had 

accelerated. Other major changes such as the separation of home and the place 

of work did take place but such changes had also occurred in the past; for 

instance at the time when husbands men became wage laborers. One cause 

why the momentous changes witnessed throughout the period of 

industrialization did not get reflected in comparable changes in the form and 

content of family life was because several of these transformations were not 

linear in character. To elaborate, development such as the pursuit of self-

interest, rationality, the displacement of custom through attainment, and the 

functional specialization have been associated with modernization that 

accompanied industrialization. In this context, it has been assumed that as 

modernization advanced it had its impact on the family creation it more 

'contemporary‘.  

Though, on closer inspection one discovers that the connection flanked by 

modernization and industrialization is contingent rather than necessary. 

Empirical examination of the social circumstances accompanying early 

industrialization suggest an influx of people from the country-side into 

overcrowded urban centers, the absence of state welfare institutions, the 

necessary dependence on kinship networks, overcrowding and big household 

units and so on. These circumstances were closer to the earlier shapes of 

family and the household and therefore under such circumstances one cannot 

expect the ―modem‖ small family to suddenly emerge. It was only when 

industrialization was well under method and the benefits of the increased 

economic productivity of industrial capitalism started percolating down into 

society that one can start discovering some shifts (not always new, though) in 

family life and household structure. 

 

In the above discussion of the features and changes in the European family 



and household structure what clearly stands out is that the there was a fairly 

homogeneous demographic regime crossways a big region of pre-industrial 

Europe that had several parallels with modem industrial systems. The 

differences flanked by modem and premier demographic regimes lay not in 

the willingness to contraceptive but in the means used to do so. Changes in 

industrial productivity, innovations, occupational shifts, and wage stages 

interacted with an older demographic regime altering the patterns of traditional 

nuptiality and family shapes. 

 

 

THE SOCIAL CLASSES IN EUROPE  

Integration of Landlords and Peasants into Capitalist Economy  

In much of Europe, landed property still remained the principal form of 

wealth in the first half of the nineteenth century, and landlords sustained to 

exercise political power. They, though, became integrated into the rising 

capitalism in agriculture and industry, and the social and economic basis of 

their dominance was transformed.  

 

Landed Classes in England  

The landed classes in England were the first to change the basis of their 

economy. In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the wealth of the 

privileged sections had been rising rapidly within a prospering economy of 

increased foreign trade, profitable agrarian ventures (such as sheep farming) 

and expansion in the textile, mining and ship structure sectors. The section that 

profited mainly from these changes was the English landed aristocracy It was 

so, able to determine the nature of agrarian change, economic policy in 

general, and also to have a greater role in early capitalist investment than in 

other European countries. You would have read in relation to the in the Units 

on industrialization. 

 

This whole procedure of restructuring beside rows that ensured a smooth 



and profitable integration of the landed aristocracy into the capitalist economy 

and bourgeois society was helped beside through the political victory of the 

land owning gentry in the Glorious Revolution‘ after the English Civil War, 

followed through the land enclosures of the 18th century. The estates of the 

British nobility ranged from a few thousand to fifty acres, from which they 

received their rents. The nobles owned almost one-fourth of all the land in 

England. Increasingly they came to invest in commerce, canals, urban real 

estate, mines, and sometimes industrial ventures-all of which ensured not 

simply a smooth transition for the English aristocracy into the capitalist 

economy but also a smooth transformation of this English landed aristocracy 

into contemporary landlords deriving their wealth from capitalist ground rent 

and other diversified ventures rooted in Capitalism. The transformation of the 

landed aristocracy into modem landlords also coincided with a change in the 

social composition of the landed gentry, which increasingly began to contain 

sections of the commercial and industrial bourgeoisie who invested in land. 

The law of succession and primogeniture in England further contributed to the 

landed element being more open ended. 

 

This very integration and basis of their transformed nature of dominance 

became, though, also the basis of the slower destruction of the patterns of 

political institutions and of manners and social norms and values. Through the 

corruption in the electoral system that we talked in relation to the in an earlier 

Unit, a mere four hundred families, supervised to control a big number of seats 

in the Home of Commons, separately from ensuring a decisive role in the 

polity for the Home of Lords which they fully controlled. Flanked by 1671 and 

1831 English landowners sustained to have the exclusive legal right to hunt 

game animals, and excluded from this privilege were even those renting land, 

the wealthy merchants who did not own land and all the poor. The agitation 

for the repeal of Corn Laws, the Chartist movement, and the successive 

Reform Acts of 1832, 1866, 1882, made dents in this overriding power of the 

landed gentry, and it is only from, the 1880‘s that we can seriously speak of 

the declining wealth or political power of the landed gentry. 

 



Landed Classes in France  

The situation of the Continental nobilities was not quite the same, although 

they too retained their dominance well into the twentieth century. In France 

the nobility was divided into the nobles of the sword and those of the robe. 

The former families enjoyed privileges deriving from military service, while 

the latter had gained their titles either through serving in the bureaucracy or 

had purchased them. Besides, some of them were what is recognized as the 

Court nobility, who also monopolized all the highest offices in the 

bureaucracy, the church, and the army until the eve of the Revolution. There 

was a great degree of variation flanked by them and those who were based in 

provinces.  

More significant all nobles whatever their status, sustained to enjoy feudal 

privileges extensive after the commercialization of agriculture, growth of 

international trade and commerce, and the emergence of a well entrenched 

bourgeoisie. The nobility in France had not followed the pattern of exerting its 

dominance through control in excess of land or on the basis of reorganizing 

agriculture beside contemporary rows. It had asserted its need for greater 

revenues in a changing world through reasserting its old feudal dues, with the 

result that when the Revolution came it had not transformed its basis of 

dominance. It was also in a much weaker location economically than the 

English or the East German landed aristocracy; at least for a time so it lost its 

pre-eminence which it had regained with the Restoration. Its basis and shapes 

of dominance were not so well integrated into the capitalist economy, with the 

result that its shapes of dominance were more varied, connected to the Court 

and service, particularly throughout periods that combined constitutionalism 

with monarchy. 

 

Landed Classes in Eastern Europe  

The East European landed aristocracy was even more intricate in nature. In 

Prussia, the location of the Junkers became much stronger with the capitalist 

transformation of agriculture, particularly as they were clearly connected to 

more authoritarian political structures after the unification of Germany. The 



landed class was more open ended in the western regions than in East 

Germany, and the shapes of its integration into the capitalist economy and 

social structure were also dissimilar, although there is a need not to exaggerate 

this aspect in the light of new research.  

In the eastern region the landlords were employers of wage labour in a 

more widespread form, while in the west their income derived primarily from 

rent. Though, throughout Germany, the sustained dominance of the landed 

classes in the army, the bureaucracy and in the institutions of political life was 

much more visible and pronounced well into the twentieth century, extensive 

after the English and French landed classes had conceded their pre-eminence 

to the bourgeoisie. Well integrated into the world market, the Junkers were 

able to hold their own in the capitalist world economy, as well as to power 

state policies in their favor, particularly through protective tariffs. The voting 

pattern ensured their political dominance in excess of the nation and in their 

localities. 

 

Landed Classes in Central Europe  

In other countries of Central Europe the landlords retained much of their 

feudal character particularly as agriculture sustained to be the main sector of 

the economies. Polish and German landlords sustained to be establish outside 

the limits of their national boundaries, becoming strong defenders of both 

status quo and social reaction against nationalist aspirations in these regions. 

In Russia the eighteenth century saw what could be described the creation of 

new nobility. Peter the Great s linking of state service with social status within 

the nobility, as well as with the intensification of the institution of serfdom, 

created both unity and a stake in the perpetuation of feudal patterns of 

dominance very separate from the patterns of dominance in Western Europe 

and Germany.  

The landed aristocracy here was able to retain social, political, and 

economic dominance right up to the 1917 revolution through the method in 

which the agrarian reforms of 1861 were accepted out, and through the 

prevention of substantial political reform. You would have already read of this 



in the Units on Russia. But this is not to suggest that the basis of their 

dominance remained unchanged. They increasingly employed wage labour, 

received ground rent, were integrated into the market in a more direct method 

even with regard to their connection with the peasantry, and the exclusivity 

that they enjoyed with respect to land ownership was finished once and for all. 

The dissolution of landed estates and sharing of land to the peasantry dealt a 

final blow to them and destroyed their preeminence in the social and political 

spheres.  

In other words landlordism actually vanished in Russia with the 

destruction of capitalism, which is something that was not achieved elsewhere 

till the end of the Second World War, and the only in Eastern Europe. In the 

rest of Europe landlords remained, if not preeminent, then at least the 

privileged or the ‗elites‘ of West European societies. 

 

The Bourgeoisie  

The second half of the nineteenth century can be characterized as the age 

of the bourgeoisie in Western Europe, although in the eastern parts the 

bourgeoisie having attained its own identity and wealth, was yet to exert its 

hegemony. In those countries where industrialization was early and rapid-

England, France, Belgium and the Netherlands, Switzerland, Scandinavia- its 

success was clear and not so tortuous.  

In Germany and Italy it was slower because of the initial slower 

transformation of the economic and social structures. In Russia, Austria, 

Hungary, Poland, and Spain the persistence of feudal tenures and in some 

cases autocratic political structures hindered its rise to power and its 

consolidation as a class was slower and less effective. In Russia it was to be in 

excess of thrown before it could successfully challenge the dominance of the 

landed gentry.  

 

In general throughout Western Europe the wealthiest and the mainly 

influential sections of the bourgeoisie were now bankers, factory owners, and 



mine owners, i.e. capitalists, particularly after the 1850‘s. The merchants lost 

their eminence as their class gained hegemony. Commercial bourgeoisie was 

not the same as the old merchants. It became multifaceted, including within its 

sphere of identity economic and social linkages with varied economic 

functions. It invested in urban property and land, participated as actors on the 

political stage. The industrial bourgeoisie was no more confined to the earlier 

journeymen or owners of small manufactories whose rise to eminence and 

wealth depended on the slow accumulation of capital from below. Their 

sources of income generation incorporated finance and banking, a result of the 

merger of industrial and banking capital, and the identical interests of finance, 

banking and the cartelization and monopolies in economy. It was the ruling 

class, of equal standing with the landlords. 

 

As industrial wealth became the index of social advance, the middle class 

in general became more influential. It became common throughout Europe for 

wealthy men of middle classes to spend fortunes buying great estates, adopting 

the manners of the aristocracy, even as the landed classes began investing in 

urban property. The virtues of the capitalist ethos-individualism, thrift, hard 

work, competition, use of money power, family, were values basically 

promoted through this class, and came to control industrial society as a whole. 

 

The bourgeoisie also incorporated the professional salaried component that 

grew with the growth of bureaucracies, the sectors of health and medicine, law 

and order, education, publishing, printing and mass media, and culture as an 

industry, with a new system of patronage connected to mass production. All of 

these were characterized through a democratization that contributed to their 

expansion, and an inequality that created the hegemony of the bourgeoisie as a 

class through them. The higher and the more lucrative positions were held 

through members of the wealthy strata in the middle of the bourgeoisie, and 

sections of the landed aristocracy separated from land income. 

 

This whole bourgeoisie shared a critical aloofness from the landed 

aristocracy and the monarchies in their countries as they grew in strength and 



significance, and despite the clear differentiation in the middle of themselves 

were united in their opposition to privilege and despotism, and then 

increasingly even more so from the working classes when challenged as the 

ruling class. Simultaneously they became part of a composite elite beside with 

the landed gentry in turn increasingly ‗bourgeoisfied‘ as we enter into the 20th 

century. Everywhere they gave form to the particularities of nationalism in 

specific periods and specific regions. With the expansion of education into the 

20th century there was infiltration into these positions at the middle stage 

through ‗commoners‘ in the middle of the middle classes that contributed 

members to radical politics throughout Europe, Russia being the outstanding 

instance. Social democracy and the women‘s movement, which questioned the 

status quo, were born as a result of these. 

 

The timing of these dissimilar stages varied, beginning with England, 

France, and then Germany, followed through Eastern Europe. The procedure 

in Germany and Russia, being later was also faster, more compressed, and the 

short period of identity formation also entailed relative, if not great 

homogeneity of the industrial bourgeoisie, and less differentiation flanked by 

the industrial bourgeoisie and other sections of this class. In the more 

backward regions of Europe, particularly in Poland, the Czech, and Slovak 

regions, Hungary and even in Russia, the owners of capital, entrepreneurs and 

managers were often foreign nationals: sometimes Germans and Jews of 

another region. The bourgeoisie crossways Europe had differing religious 

affiliations, Catholic, Protestant, under strong Evangelical power etc. In 

Russia the intelligentsia shaped a section of the landed aristocracy/bourgeoisie 

uprooted from its class affiliations in conditions of political ideology, in fact to 

a very great extent opposed to the very system of capitalism which contributed 

to its birth and growth. 

 

Lower Middle Classes  

The lower middle classes shaped a definable component of the 



contemporary class society, whose numbers increased rapidly with the 

expansion of services of several types under capitalism. Retailing, marketing, 

sharing, banking, and finance - all increased in scale and complexity. The 

result was greater bureaucratization of the manufacturing sector as well, and 

with the expansion of education of schoolteachers, mainly women here. 

 

The lower middle class, though highly stratified, can be divided into two 

main groups - the classic petty bourgeoisie of shopkeepers and small 

businessmen, and the new white-collar salaried occupations, mostly clerks but 

also commercial travelers, schoolteachers, and sure shop assistants. The 

mainly dramatic augment was in the middle of white-collar employees like 

clerks, sales people, secretaries, and low ranking bureaucrats. In Britain 

through 1911, 42 percent of all commercial clerks were employed in 

manufacturing. In the period 1882 to 1907 salary earners rose from 7.0 to 13.1 

percent of the labour force, while the Employees category in France rose from 

772,000 and 5 percent of the workforce in 1876 to 1,869,000 and 9.3 percent 

of the work force in 1911. In Russia too with the rapid pace of 

industrialization there was a considerable augment in their numbers. 

 

The mainly immediate characteristic of these two dissimilar groups was in 

their strikingly dissimilar market situations, although in subjective conditions 

they often came to see themselves jointly at least in some methods. To begin 

with, they did not see themselves as working class, and were scrupulous in 

relation to the maintaining this distinction and underlining the non manual 

nature of their work. The second element drawing jointly these two groups 

was that they shared a similar location of marginalization in relation to the 

bourgeoisie. Their status was precarious in relation to other groups. Their 

greatest fear was that economic adversity would force them back to their 

working class origins, which they made every effort to aloofness themselves 

from. The other side of the need for job security was the fear of the sack, 

particularly in the times of the down swing in economy. 

 

They stood for the broad characteristics of the capitalist economy, strongly 



defended the right to private property and their goals were to aspire to 

bourgeois status and climb higher in the social ladder. They did not agitate to 

overthrow the bourgeois social order or to challenge the right to private 

property, even as they suffered the consequences of rising concentration of 

production and trade, and lost out badly in the ensuing competition. In the 

labour market too their situation was precarious. 

 

As the lower middle classes operated in a local context their actual social 

experience tended to create them discovers individual rather than communal 

solutions to their troubles. In the course of their work and every day life they 

also came into get in touch with a wider range of social groups than the 

working class. Their class consciousness was, so distant less developed than 

that of the working classes or the bourgeoisie and they acted collectively to a 

much lesser degree, the case of Germany being a bit exceptional in this regard. 

In conditions of jobs railways and post offices which had very big networks 

and were impersonal were the exceptions. It was to some extent a result of 

their status consciousness and disdain for the working classes as well. 

 

The local context of their operations also made them less open to change, 

less able to cope with change and in several methods more conservative 

politically and in conditions of culture than the bourgeoisie. This stratum of 

society was particularly vulnerable in Britain, as much due to their inability to 

mobilize politically as to the nature of the British political structure, the Home 

of Lords, the nature of politics in the lower home and Parliament as the main 

vehicle through which political change was effected in Britain. The sense of 

individualism was also distant more developed in Britain than on the 

Continent. 

 

The Working Classes  

The dichotomy of capital and labour determined the character of the 

working classes of Europe. The composition and experience of the working 



classes was quite varied. Industrialization may have reduced the barriers 

flanked by the landed classes and the wealthy middle classes, but it sharpened 

the differences flanked by the middle class and the laboring sections. This is 

one of the reasons for their emerging as a political and social class despite 

their varied composition. The city and social life reflected the strong division 

of the rich and the poor.  

They had dissimilar spaces in the city to live in, and the amenities and the 

facilities were quite dissimilar, very much as it is in our country today. 

Through the end of the nineteenth century new construction techniques began 

to change the face of the cities. Multi storied apartments and office structures 

came up. Sewers, sidewalks and electric lights, cafes and department stores, 

parks and boulevards, concert halls, public libraries, all changed the picture of 

industrial towns as smoky, crowded, dirty tenements with chimneys as 

dominant part of landscape. But all this was for the rich, as were the drives to 

suburban dwellings owned through them. The laboring poor had their crowded 

one- room dwellings in which two or three families may live, taking shifts to 

sleep, little sanitation, poor transportation and great insecurities. While the 

railways and new seaside resorts changed the concept of leisure for the well to 

do, the only trips made through the poor were in the course of their migrations 

for means of livelihood. The lower class behaviors like fairs, cock fighting, 

pubs etc. began to be looked down upon through the former commoners, now 

the privileged middle classes. 

 

Throughout Europe the working class remained stratified and 

differentiated well into the 20th century as mechanization did not come all of a 

sudden and not to all the industries at the same time. Within the cities there 

were skilled artisans who saw their pre-industrial skills replaced through 

machines, others who prospered in the first half of the century as 

mechanization in another procedure created greater demand for their product. 

The classic instance is the disjunction flanked by mechanization in the 

spinning and the weaving procedures in the earlier stages of industrialization 

Some of the skilled trades remained at a premium extensive after 

mechanization.  



Other skilled jobs appeared precisely out of big-scale industries. Skilled 

craftsmen, domestic workers, tailors, laundry men, print workers, masons and 

other construction workers, post and telegraph workers, railway men in a 

diversity of jobs, miners, and unskilled and skilled factory workers coexisted 

in all cities. New additions in the form of former peasants came with the 

growth of factories on a widespread scale to complement second and third 

generation workers. In Russia particularly the peasant link remained strong 

and contributed hugely to the militant character of the working class 

movement there. Women and children contributed a new dimension to the 

composition of the working class. There were separate variations in living 

styles and wages, giving rise to a labour aristocracy. Till the 1850's factory 

workers were still a minority in the work force even in England, after which 

their numbers grew' rapidly. The pace of augment in their numbers was 

complementary to the fast pace of industrialization in the countries that 

industrialized later. In France the skilled crafts person retained greater 

significance for a longer period. 

 

The industrial revolution destroyed the traditional world of the new factory 

worker. The new worker was now entirely dependent on a cash wage, 

subjected to a totally dissimilar work rhythm dictated through the factory 

discipline and the machine. Working circumstances were terrible, often 

hazardous. Cut off from the security and superior family they felt extreme 

dislocation and alienation. Women and children were largely employed for 

unskilled tasks, in equally appalling circumstances, because lower wages 

could be given to them. Unemployment was a dreaded reality 

 

At a general stage the new industrial working class bore the brunt of the 

early industrial growth. There are innumerable descriptions of the working 

circumstances and working class which point towards misery, extensive hours 

of work (15-16 hours, later 12 hours), unending grind and terrible behaviour 

through the supervisors, all of which industrialization in its earlier stages 

meant for the working class, and led to a series of spontaneous worker riots in 

the early decades of the nineteenth century.  



Later as wages improved with legislation and expansion of the industrial 

economy, and as a result of the unequal economic connection with the 

colonies, the working class became aware of the dichotomy of Capital and 

Labour, and of the contradiction flanked by themselves and their employers, 

which gave rise to a diversity of class expressions. 

 

Political Consciousness  

Class experiences gave rise to class-consciousness on the part of the 

dissimilar sections of society, which was expressed through differing political 

affiliations. Throughout Europe the landed classes struggled against the loss of 

their preeminence through a diversity of political FORMATIONS-

AGRARIAN League in Germany.  

Separately from that they supported right wing parties, Church Parties, and 

all shapes of protectionist policies favoring agriculture. They also came to 

conditions with the trappings of democracy seeking to defend their interests 

through democratic institutions and practices. The peasantry, contrary to the 

popular perception of them as uniformly conservative, gave strong proof of 

protest against immediate and local factors. They also had a diversity of 

organisations, and expressed their interests through the use of and demand for 

education and other facilities. In Russia they demanded all that and became an 

inseparable part of the revolutionary movement. 

 

The bourgeoisie expressed its political consciousness initially through 

representing the general demands of society against privilege and despotism. 

Increasingly if began to provide specific form and content to its class interests 

through promoting economic policies opposed to agriculture and landed 

aristocracy and through gaining dominance in the representative institutions. 

Although ideologically it stood through liberalism, in practice it supported and 

initiated centrist and right wing parties as well to counter the working class 

pressure.  

 



The working people were the first to challenge the capitalist order. Theirs 

is a story that began with food riots and machine breaking and evolved into 

varied shapes of organized protests that assumed great political significance. 

Working class protests were sometimes a response to the immediate 

circumstances of life. At other times they were part of a general revolutionary 

social unrest, and implied changes in political structures and state shapes They 

shaped trade unions and the trade union movement grew well into the 20th 

century. With the growth of socialist thoughts the working class movement 

also became connected with social democracy and gave support to the social 

democratic parties. In Russia the working class movement played a major role 

in overthrowing the capitalist order. 

 

 

TRANSITION TO CLASS SOCIETY  

Class Society Defined  

What do we mean when we say that a class society came into being in the 

18th century with industrialization and the French Revolution? Were 

dissimilar sections of society not unequal? In the art and literature of the 

Middle Ages three vital social groups were represented: those who fought as 

mounted knights (the landed nobility), those who prayed and ‗looked after‘ the 

spiritual welfare of society (the clergy) and those who labored in meadows and 

shops (the peasantry and village artisans). After the revival of towns there 

appeared a fourth social group, the aloofness traders, and merchants. The 

central axis of the medieval economy was the connection flanked by the 

landed aristocracy and the peasantry, as much rooted in the specific dealings 

of production as modem class relationships are. The landed aristocracy 

derived its income from the ownership of land, on which it did not perform 

any economic function. The peasant-serf, forced to work on the lands of the 

lord, was reduced to dependence even as he supervised the land that sustained 

his own family with labour.  

The whole edifice of feudal hierarchies, their consumption patterns, and 



social practices/shapes stood on the extraction of surplus from the peasantry 

subject to labour services and feudal dues. This is what Marx referred to when 

he wrote that the history of all hitherto existing society is the history of ‗class 

struggles‘. Even the towns to begin with were dominated through feudal lords. 

Politically, a whole intricate of relationships was shaped when the less 

powerful individuals sought the protection of more powerful lords and 

promised life-extensive loyalty and military service in return, in lieu of which 

they were given land. Therefore landed wealth and appropriation of 

agricultural surplus through a specific connection with the peasantry became 

the basis for decentralization of power in medieval society - a decentralization 

that ensured the social, economic, and political dominance of the landed 

aristocracy, essentially feudal in nature. 

 

Cutting crossways this essentiality and reinforcing this dominance were 

other extra-economic and jurisdictional shapes of control inbuilt into the 

medieval economic system. The source of one‘s wealth, the antiquity of one‘s 

title, and the number of armed and paid retainers at one‘s disposal signified 

one‘s status in society. A noble, though perhaps not as rich as an urban mer-

chant - burgher, entranced him through prestige, so much so that these families 

often tried to marry their daughters to landed aristocrats as a means of 

enhancing their status. Separately from special marks such as insignia and 

dress and social codes, it was the special mark of the nobility that, whatever 

their situation, they lived off the labour of others. They neither participated in 

agricultural production nor occupied in commerce, both of which they 

measured beneath their dignity.  

Their profession was knighthood through which they ensured their 

distinctiveness in society. Knighthood was legally restricted to men of high 

birth. The nobility, both men and women, in that sense constituted a separate 

order or estate. The clergy derived their special place as first estate through 

their self-proclaimed role as mediator flanked by God and humanity, and 

through virtue of this role enjoyed a number of privileges, chief in the middle 

of them the exemption of taxation for themselves and the Church as an 

institution. These privileges had the sanction of the nobility, even as serfdom 



had the sanction of the Church. The Church was an integral arm of the feudal 

system. It owned land and derived income from it through serf labour in much 

the same may as lords did.  

Churchmen also enjoyed immunity from legal jurisdiction. The higher 

clergy were powerful and wealthy, created the legal institutions and justified 

them in the eyes of the common people, controlled education, transformed art 

into sacred art, ruled society and controlled a great deal of its wealth. Beside 

with the nobility they created the notion of the three orders or estates - 

nobility, clergy, and commoners - in which the commoner‘s station in life 

destined them to produce the wealth that sustained the two orders. The control 

in excess of land, the appointment of noblemen to the high ecclesiastical 

offices, the construction of chapels and churches through lords and the 

appointment of their incumbents through them created strong economic, 

political, and social links flanked by the two orders. The legal ordering of the 

three estates which survived serfdom, enabled stability in their dominance 

extensive after serfdom and other medieval institutions were either dismantled 

or transformed. 

 

So, when we talk of the transition to a class society we do not mean that 

classes appeared for the first time. We mean essentially that there was 

transition to a contemporary class society which had no place for privilege 

based on birth, status and legal shackles that bound all outside that circle of 

privilege to being subjects of those who were privileged. The birth of this 

modem class society is inseparably connected with the emergence of 

bourgeois-liberalizing and the development of capitalism. The change did not 

happen overnight. It was a procedure of the old society, sustained through the 

last years of the old regime, and was accomplished in the throes of the 

industrial revolution. It triumphed when capital became the dominant element 

on a global scale. In one method, so, the unfolding of the modem society is an 

extensive, intricate, and a multi-dimensional procedure. In another method, it 

was sudden and dramatic.  

The pace of historical development increased through bounds in 

comparison with the ancient and medieval world and at dissimilar spaces at 



dissimilar times a whole generation suddenly felt their old world uprooted. 

The whole social landscape and their connection with the outside world were 

transformed overnight. They felt themselves transformed, establish new 

identities for themselves, and fell their lives organized in a totally new 

method. They began to belong to new collectivities. New classes appeared and 

the older classes were transformed. 

 

The Transition  

His premises for the transition to the contemporary class society were 

created within the pre-contemporary society. The challenge to the feudal 

social structures came from the class struggles of the peasantry and the 

bourgeoisie, and the nation state as a political formation. The transition was 

quite intricate, as it involved the transformation of the landed aristocracy and 

village communities which were the mainstay of the feudal social structure. 

The terrain and shapes of class thrash about of the feudal economic system 

was undermined and capitalism developed.  

 

Early contemporary Europe saw the establishment of strong centralized 

monarchies, with several of the features of a contemporary state and nation. 

These absolutist states increasingly undermined the political location of the 

feudal landed autocracy, and the growth of trade and commerce and 

improvements in farming techniques transformed the nature of this aristocracy 

The state system of Europe in the second half of the eighteenth century was 

characterized through the tension flanked by monarchies that attempted to 

extend and centralize their power', often through appeal to divine right, and 

landed aristocracies that usually resisted them, seeking to reassert traditional 

privileges.  

In mainly cases the monarchies prevailed to a greater or lesser degree, 

although the claims of t he privileged classes, both nobility and the emerging 

capitalist groups, to a share of state power and patronage in return for 

supporting the royal power remained a limitation on their absolutist powers. 



 

In the new nation states there was a natural alliance flanked by the 

bourgeoisie and the monarchies. They opposed tolls, tariffs and other petty 

regulations that restricted trade and other commercial action. The towns and 

the bourgeoisie became major forces in the transition from feudal societies to 

contemporary class societies organized as nation states. The estate system was 

customized, if not totally undermined, once the economic relationships that 

sustained them were eroded.  

The emergence of a important commercial bourgeoisie, whose sources of 

wealth were based on sources other than wealth, and the development of a 

unified market, domestic and international in scale, set in motion social forces 

in European societies whose interests and value system was very dissimilar 

from that of the former lords, the peasants and even the artisans organized in 

guilds. In the rural society too the putting out system of production 

strengthened the nascent bourgeoisie, which was freed at the expense of the 

artisans organized into guilds. The takeover of Church lands not merely 

decapitated the Church which was a pillar of the feudal order, the sale of 

Church lands resulted in landed property no longer remaining the preserve of 

the older landed aristocracy.  

The growth of manufactories and then factory units resulted in the 

emergence of a working class solely connected to industrial production. and a 

bourgeoisie connected with industry. Entry' of the bourgeoisie as land 

managers or capitalist farmers, particularly in England after the Enclosures, 

created an important agricultural proletariat. Therefore two new classes - a 

bourgeoisie spread out into the commercial, financial and industrial sectors, 

and a proletariat in agriculture and industry - initiated a transformation of the 

social spectrum through the 18th century' 

 

The landed aristocracy, though, retained its social and political dominance 

in excess of Europe. Landed property still remained the basis of status, and an 

important source of wealth social, political and economic relationships of the 

old regime, in relation to the you would have read in your earlier Units, 

remained alive in some form or the other throughout Europe. The landed 



aristocracy still enjoyed a wide diversity of inherited legal privileges, the 

Roman Catholic and Protestant Churches still remained connected to the 

landed aristocracy', a big part of the urban labour force was still organized in 

guilds, and the peasantry had not gained freedom from high and feudal dues 

approximately throughout the Continent.  

Despite the emerging industry', the nobility of every country was the single 

wealthiest section of the population. Though it derived its main source of 

income from land, the role of the landed aristocracy was not limited to its 

estates. Their power was felt in every region of life. The 18th century 

sustained to be the age of the dominance of the landed aristocracy, though this 

aristocracy itself was now rooted in the emerging capitalism. A new type of 

society had come into being, that still retained something of the old. 

 

The Estates and Corporate Bodies  

The mainly visible shapes of the old regime in the new society were the 

survival of the estates and corporate bodies well into the 19th century. Even in 

England where the Revolution of 1640 set England on to the path of 

parliamentary government and economic growths which ultimately resulted in 

full fledged capitalism, the nobility and the gentry constituted an significant 

support base for the state and enjoyed considerable amount of power in the 

countryside. The Parliament of the 18th and early 19th centuries was very 

dissimilar from our present day ones which are meant to represent the interests 

of everyone, rich and poor, who lives in a parliamentary democracy. The 

representative bodies throughout Europe represented only the upper classes as 

participation in them was permitted to only those people who owned sure 

types of property, and were described ‗free‘ subjects.  

The rest of the population, consisting of the poorer classes, was not 

measured as having any rights. So when members of Parliament spoke in 

defense of liberty and property, it meant rather privilege and property. The 

revised order that these parliamentarians wished to bring in, involved rising 

the privileges of their own propertied classes, not of the common people - 



although when they establish themselves facing a ruler who refused to listen to 

their demands they were forced to look for support base outside their own 

class. 

 

Democracy sustained to be interpreted in the light of the interests of the 

propertied classes, and until well into the 19th century the landed aristocracy 

sustained to safe- guard its interests through its monopoly and control of 

parliamentary-representative institutions. 

 

In England the subsistence of pocket‘ boroughs, a property criteria for 

franchise which excluded even the bourgeoisie till the Reform Acts of 1867 

and 1881, and greater representation for countryside as opposed to towns 

where population became concentrated, allowed the landed aristocracy to 

safeguard their own class interest even as the bourgeoisie appeared as a strong 

social and economic contender for power. The Home of Lords in Parliament 

represented through the richest four hundred families in Britain sustained the 

tradition of the estate‘ of the nobility, even after the composition of the Home 

of Commons changed in favor of the commoners‘ through a series of Reform 

Acts of Parliament.  

In France the sustained subsistence of local aristocratic estates and the 

continuing dominance of the landed aristocracy in the parliaments and 

provincial diets ensured the same. After the Restoration, there was a bi-

cameral legislature with the upper home nominated through the King. In the 

assemblies in the dissimilar states and after unification in Germany the landed 

aristocracy dominated the upper home, and Bismarck, the Chancellor was 

responsible to the Emperor, who still held considerable powers. In the Russian 

Empire the charter of Nobility, the pre-reform provincial assemblies, and the 

post- reform zemstvos ensured the separation of landed aristocracy and 

bourgeoisie in a legal sense, as the landed aristocracy and peasantry sustained 

to ‗estates' and legal categories into the 20th century. These political 

institutional arrangements hampered constitutionalism and handicapped the 

class struggles for greater political democracy. 

 



Identities  

The feudal system in Europe strengthened the thought of each state or 

society as a community constituted of numerous smaller communities. People 

till the 18th century did not enjoy what are regarded as individual rights. A 

person enjoyed such rights and privileges as were guaranteed to scrupulous 

communities or groups of which he or she was a part. The community‘ might 

contain the village, the municipality, the nobility, the church, the guild or the 

parish. Each of them enjoyed sure privileges or disabilities as the case may be.  

 

Community  

The basis of this community life and communal consciousness was the 

pre-industrial household economy with the superior extended family 

household as the vital unit of consumption as well as production. The 

customary communal rights of the community were integral to this family 

economy, and the earliest struggles of the oppressed were inspired through 

assertion of these communal customary rights against encroachments and 

denial of these rights through the landed aristocracy. The earliest expressions 

of class struggles also assumed the form of assertion of community rights and 

a millenarian harking back to an ancient past of communal freedom and 

egalitarianism.  

These early anti-feudal struggles shaped the bridge for the dissolution of 

the primordial community and the emergence of peasant consciousness - a 

new identity based on the class interests of those working in the land. In 

France the popular uprisings crossways the countryside in 1789-91, beside 

with those in the cities, transformed the social as well as political life of the 

nation. They were instrumental in the transformation of the Estates General 

into a National Assembly. In England there was a wave of anti-enclosure 

peasant rebellions. In Germany, the peasants did not take the changes bound 

with the change in institutional arrangements lying down. In the Russian 

Empire, there was a considerable transformation in the peasant uprisings after 

the post 1861 reforms. 

 



The Landed Aristocracy  

The landed aristocracy in its perception of itself as a class as opposed to an 

‗estate‘ traversed the same course. To begin with they asserted that to be an 

aristocrat was a matter of birth and legal privilege. In times of change they 

tried to assert their control in excess of offices on the basis of birth and 

lineage. This is true of all Europe.  

Throughout the 18th century and parts of the 19th, in Russia till much 

later, the highest appointments to the Church, the army, and the bureaucracy 

tended to go to the nobles already recognized in court circles. Some privileges 

still remained ‗hereditary‘. Secondly, they attempted to preserve their 

exclusivity through creation entry into their ranks and institutions harder, even 

as monarchies tried to make new aristocracies. On the continent they also tried 

a reassertion of their feudal dues. They also sought to maintain their 

dominance in the countryside in the same manner. In England they legislated 

on game laws which gave them exclusive hunting privileges, and which they 

could guarantee because they also served as local justices of peace who 

administered the laws and imposed penalties for their violation. In France ‗the 

notables‘ tried to prevent the erosion of the privilege of exemption from 

taxation for themselves and the Church through calling the Estates General in 

1789. In Germany they retained a number of privileges even after 1848 

revolution and the Frankfurt Assembly. In Russia, separately from control in 

excess of all posts, they stood through the autocracy in defense of their 

privileges. 

 

With changes in economy and their version to capitalist development the 

aristocracy asserted its direct control in excess of the land especially in 

England, East German states, and the Russian Empire. The enclosures and 

investments in roads, canals, railways, coal mines etc. in England, the 

emancipation of peasants in East Germany without land, the tenancy laws in 

Western Germany, and the conditions of Emancipation in the Russian Empire 

were expressions of class interests/power as a landed class, and the emergence 

of landed aristocracy as a class with a stake in capitalist development. 

 



The Bourgeoisie and the Workers  

The trajectory of the creation of a bourgeoisie as a class for itself is 

slightly dissimilar. From the beginning, as it appeared within the womb of the 

pre-contemporary, feudal society, and even as it was still part of a superior 

‗commoners‘ estate, it had nothing to look back on. It appeared as the 

instrument of the destruction of feudalism, and continually broadened and 

transformed itself from the early merchant-burghers into the commercial, 

financial, and industrial representatives of capitalism. 

 

The first artisans destroyed machinery which they saw as destroying their 

livelihood and method of life, subsequently evolving into the first trade-

unionists. The emergence of a factory proletariat finally led to the dichotomy 

of capital and labour as the primary contradiction in the contemporary class 

society. This proletariat represented in its labour procedure and in its objective 

situation ‗a class in itself whose interests were necessarily opposed to that of 

the bourgeoisie, and to capitalism itself as the organizing principle in society. 

With the emergence of capital as the dominant element in economic 

production, the bourgeoisie became the representative of status quo, and the 

class struggles of the working class the moving forces of history. As Marx 

pointed out, a class had been created whose emancipation would/could result 

in the end of class use itself. The whole basis of economy and society had 

become transformed.  

The connection flanked by those who owned property and those who 

worked it was very dissimilar from feudalism. The birth of modem politics, as 

expressed through the ideals of the French Revolution and the following 

revolutions of 1830 and 1848 meant primarily that no privilege could any 

more remain unquestioned. The forces of democracy unleashed through these 

revolutions ended all legitimacy of estates. Class identities rooted in 

production dealings of capitalism became predominant, and with this the 

transition to a modem class society became complete in mainly parts of 

Europe. 

 



Competing Identities: The Nation  

The emergence and development of modem class society parallels the birth 

of the nation-state and emergence of the nation as an organizing principle. In 

fact the political form given to the modem society was that of a nation. The 

French Revolution in democratizing the concept of the nation to guarantee the 

fundamental rights of all people also legitimized the link flanked by the two. 

The transition to citizenship from being subjects of kings and queens was 

inseparably connected to equality before law as well as private property and a 

unified market.  

Throughout the course of the 19th century the press, the educational 

system, the religious movements, and the inter-imperialist rivalries contributed 

to the strengthening of national identities and the growth of self-conscious 

nationalist movements. In Italy, Germany, and Central Europe, they repre-

sented powerful forces, and incorporated the class interests of the lesser gentry 

and the emerging middle class. The people got naturally accepted beside with 

these nationalist movements, even as their class interest remained unrealized 

and sometimes even unrepresented within them. In some countries which were 

already nations the peasants became Frenchman or German as the case may 

be. With the outbreak of World War I the working classes in all these 

countries rallied approximately the call of their government to ‗defend 

nationalist interests‘. This whole trajectory of events has been discussed in 

great detail in your earlier Units, and you would be quite familiar with the 

dissimilar types and stages of nationalism. Yet, it is worthwhile remembering 

that national identity did not really diminish class affiliations.  

The working class movements were a significant political force in 

Germany, Italy, and Russia, and the Social Democratic Parties, 

overwhelmingly working class in their membership and orientation, were the 

main political parties throughout Europe. In Russia the working class was the 

major social force in the Revolution of 1917, and in overthrowing the 

capitalist order. The bourgeoisie, even in its mainly extreme evocation of 

nation, recognized the nation with its own class interests. It is significant to 

keep in mind this as we talk of nation as cutting crossways class identities. 



 

Other Identities  

Women‘s movements, particularly feminist movements, and women‘s 

studies, have led to the creation of a gender identity, shaped largely through 

the experience of inter-action flanked by women‘s movements and labour 

struggles. There was a rising realization that their aspirations could not be sub 

served within the general class demands. The thrash about for vote, equal 

wages for equal work, inheritance rights, and several manifestations of 

patriarchy contributed to awareness of gender issues. 

 

In recent decades the restructuring of the western economies absent from 

the manual and industrial sectors has meant the dwindling of the old manual 

‗working class‘, and the coming of what has been described post industrial‘ 

society. There has been a corresponding rise of new sorts of employment of a 

non-manual type, in the service sector chiefly. These changes have been seen 

as having considerable effect on people‘s sense of communal and personal 

identity. Particularly the movement ‗from production to consumption‘ is 

perceived as creating new bases for structural divisions and unities in society, 

as well as for people‘s conceptions of themselves and the social order. This 

‗post-industrial‘ society is seen as mass society, with the vital divisions into 

elite and masses, and an end to class society. Gender, local ethnic and commu-

nity identities are at the fore. 

 

This is a view that does not remain uncontested. Perceptions separately, 

classes remain a vital reality of contemporary' society, and class solidarities 

still retain considerable significance. Greater technical expertise is true only of 

a small proportion of the workforce, and several of the new non-manual jobs 

are so deskilled as to be indistinguishable from those performed through 

manual workers. The reality of all wage labour under capitalism today is that it 

is still necessarily exploitative and organized in the interest of Capital. Class 

dealings may have become mystified or hidden under the force of media, and 

more sophisticated shapes of production and consumption, but the connection 



flanked by Capital and labour retains its essential contradiction in the post-

industrial capitalist social order. The dichotomy of capital and labour also 

remnants the essential basis of contemporary society, in the superior sense that 

the use of labour can end only with the overthrow of the capitalist order itself. 

 

REVIEW QUESTIONS  

 What do you understand through the 'demographic transition theory'?' 

 What are the sources used through historians of demography in Europe 

to construct a demo graphic history? 

 What are the two variables accentuated through Wrigley and Schofield 

in explaining the early 19th English fertility changes? 

 What are the limitations of the studies which link demographic 

changes and economic growth? 

 What was the role of wars and migration in bringing population 

changes in the 20
th

 century of Europe? 

 Why is analysis of household structure a better method of 

understanding the family? 

 What were the main characteristics of the pre-industrial household in 

Western Europe? 

 What were the main differences flanked by the English and French 

nobility of the 19
th

 century? 

 How do you see the role of peasantry in France? 

 How is the pre-contemporary class society dissimilar from the 

contemporary class society? 

 What was the role of centralized monarchies in Europe? 

 What role did community consciousness play in the pre-industrial 

society? 

 What can you tell us in relation to the emergence of new identities in 

the industrial society? 

 

 

 



 

CHAPTER 5 

THE NATION-STATE SYSTEM  

STRUCTURE  

 Learning objectives 

 Nationalism and the nation- state 

 Formation of nation-states—1 British and French 

 Formation of nation-states-2: Germany and Italy 

 Empires and nation-states — 1: Ottoman and Habsburg empires 

 Empires and nation-states-2: the Russian empire and soviet union 

 Review questions 

 

LEARNING OBJECTIVES  

After reading this chapter, you shall be able to learn: 

 How the thoughts of nationalism evolved in Europe; 

 The role of nationalism and contemporary state in creating the nation-

state; 

 The role of language and democratic politics in mobilizing people and 

fostering the 

 Growth of nationalism and nation-state;  

 Stages in development of national identities in some Eastern European 

countries; 

 How the absolute monarchies initiated the procedure of nation-state 

formation, 

 The troubles faced in the work of national unification, 

 The procedure of integration in both the countries, 

 The creation of infrastructure for capitalist development, 

 The development of German national thought; 

 The political and economic background of German nationalism; 

 The role of war and popular mobilizations in the creation of the nation-

states; 



 In relation to the composition of two big multi-ethnic Empires the 

Ottoman and the Habsburg; and 

 How the Russian Empire was able to integrate the minority 

nationalities within its fold. 

 

NATIONALISM AND THE NATION- STATE  

The Meaning of Nationalism  

In March 1882, throughout a lecture at the Sorbonne, the French orientalist 

and historian Ernest Renan argued that the nation was a spiritual community 

which wished to uphold its sense of unity through a day to day vote of 

confidence. In a tract entitled Marxism and the National Question, Joseph 

Stalin argued that ―A nation is a historically constituted, stable community of 

people, shaped on the basis of common language, territory, economic life and 

psychological create-up manifested in a common culture". Though Renan 

offered an ‗idealist‘ definition of the nation as against the ‗materialist‘ analysis 

of Stalin, it is motivating that both authors whispered that there was nothing 

eternal or everlasting in relation to the nations. Nations had a beginning and 

they would also have an end. 

 

Hans Kohn, regarded as one of the founders of the academic study of 

nationalism, argues that ―nationalities are products of the living forces of 

history, and so always fluctuating never rigid.‖ Nationalities are not identical 

with clans, tribes, or folk groups nor are they the simple outcome of common 

descent or common habitat. Kohn argues: ―Ethnographic groups like these 

lived throughout history, from earliest times on, yet they do not form 

nationalities; they are nothing but ‗ethnographic material‘, out of which under 

sure circumstances a nationality might arise. Even if a nationality arises, it 

may disappear again, absorbed into a superior or new nationality‖. 

 

Kohn argued that ―both the thought and the form of nationalism were 

developed before the age of nationalism‖. The thought of nationalism was 



traceable to the ancient Hebrews and Greeks. The thought of the chosen 

people, the consciousness of national history and national Messianism were 

three traits of nationalism which appeared with the ancient Jews. But he 

acknowledges that despite their ―fierce nationalist ideology‖, the Greeks 

lacked ―political nationalism‖ and there was only a brief period of patriotism 

throughout the Persian Wars. 

 

Although it is possible to trace the thought of the nation to the earliest 

times and certainly to the 16th century - as in the case of the German word 

Volk for people — there is considerable unanimity in the middle of historians 

that nationalism is a contemporary concept. Despite other disagreements, 

scholars like Benedict Anderson, Ernest Gellner, and Eric Hobsbawm agree 

that nationalism is a phenomenon which appeared in the eighteenth century in 

Western Europe and then spread throughout the 19th and 20th centuries to 

other parts of the world. It is the measured view of historians that nationalism 

in the contemporary sense appeared with the growth of industrial capitalism or 

print capitalism and was then sustained through a diversity of factors — 

through notions of community based on language, ethnicity or religion or 

through the rivalry and competition in the middle of states and imagined 

communities. 

 

Within the Marxist tradition, the definition of the nation has evolved from 

the writings of Marx and Engels, through Lenin and Stalin, to those of 

Hobsbawm. Broadly speaking, within this tradition the nation is regarded as a 

historically evolved phenomenon which emerges only with decline of 

feudalism and the rise of capitalism. Tribes, clans, and peoples lived prior to 

the emergence of capitalism but it was because of new economic dealings 

produced through the emergence of the capitalist mode of production that 

nations were created. Nationalism was regarded as an ideological construct 

which enabled the bourgeoisie to identify its interests as a class with the 

interests of the whole society. 

 

Hobsbawm also emphasizes that nations and nationalist aspirations have to 



be examined in ‘‘the context of a scrupulous stage of technological and 

economic development.‖ Though essentially constructed from above, 

nationalism cannot be understood unless it is also analyzed from below‖ in 

conditions of the assumptions, hopes, needs, longings and interests of ordinary 

people which are not necessarily national and still less nationalist‖. 

 

Thought of Nationalism and Nation-State  

The contemporary concept of the nation appeared throughout the Age of 

Revolution, the American Revolution of 1776, and the French Revolution of 

1789. In America political discourse did not emphasize the unitary aspect of 

nationalism - the Americans were concerned with the inalienable rights to life, 

liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, with the proper relation flanked by the 

American union and the states and with development of a liberal capitalist 

society. Through contrast in France the nation was conceived as ―one and 

indivisible‖. The thought of the nation was inextricably connected up with 

mass participation, citizenship, and communal sovereignty of the people or of 

a given nationality. Hobsbawm draws a distinction flanked by the 

revolutionary democratic and the nationalist conception of the nation. In the 

revolutionary democratic view of the nation the sovereign citizen people 

within a state constituted a nation in relation to others whereas in the 

nationalist view the ―prior subsistence‖ of some distinguishing characteristics 

of a community, setting it separately from others, was necessary to constitute a 

nation. The French insistence on linguistic uniformity after the Revolution was 

quite strong but the Revolution itself recorded bows few people actually spoke 

it. In the revolutionary French concept of the nation, the willingness to speak 

French - through non-French speakers in France - was one of the 

circumstances for full French citizenship. 

 

In the case of Italy the only basis for unification and nationalism was the 

Italian language. In 1860 when Italian unification was achieved only two and a 

half percent of the population used the language for everyday purposes. The 



prophet of Italian nationalism, the leader of Young Italy, Mazzini, whispered 

that the popular sovereignty of the nation necessity be indivisible and that 

several proposals for a federal Italy were mere mechanisms for ensuring the 

longevity of local ruling classes. Mazzini also whispered that the Italian 

people had to be ‗shaped‘ so as to overcome the division of Italy, although he 

had a mystical faith in the sanctity and unity of the popular will. Mazzini 

argued that writers necessity ―explore the needs of the peoples‖ so that Italian 

literature could inspire and revive the nation. Literature could precede and 

help to form political development. 

 

Stages in the Development of Nationalism  

The growth of nationalism can be broadly divided into two stages. The 

first stage occurs before the late 18th century when sure preliminary notions of 

national unity can be said to have lived. Its chronology varies from one 

country to another, but these thoughts of geographical or cultural unity were 

only precursor to the modem nationalism. The latter takes form only in the 

wake of French Revolution, except perhaps in the cases of Britain and France 

where the nation-structure exercise had been going on since 16th century and 

17th century respectively. 

 

Nationalism Before 1789: Proto-nationalism  

In the historical literature, the emergence of the modem nation and 

nationalism is in the late 18th Century. Nationalism acquires a more 

democratic character in the period of mass politics in the late 19th Century. 

Though, there is some emphasis on looking back into the medieval past to 

understand issues in post-medieval Europe in some recent work. Many 19th 

Century observers whispered that elements of nationalism appeared in the 

medieval period - a sense of ethnic or linguistic or national identity. This can 

be described a form of patriotism or of protonationalism. The 19th century 

French historian and politician Guizot whispered that the Hundred Years War 

flanked by England and France (1337-1453) - provoked through 'the claim of 



the king of-England to the throne of France - brought jointly the nobility, 

burghers and peasantry in a common desire to defeat the foreigner who had 

attacked and plundered France. Though contemporary historians regard this as 

a period of crises marked through war, plague, and famine, it did make a sense 

of patriotism. In a later period the growth of monarchy took place which 

brought in relation to the creation of a unified French state. Though some 

historians have accentuated that France was a geographical reality which did 

not depend on the role of the centralizing monarchy this geographical 

determinism is not very convincing. Geographically speaking there was no 

Gallo-Roman predestination of France and there were no real natural frontiers 

of France. The state of France was the accidental creation of history and there 

could well have been a southern Mediterranean France, a Franco-English 

empire or even a Burgundian France 

 

The thrash about of free peasants living in the rural communities and of 

the big towns against feudal tutelage from the 13th century onwards helped in 

the emergence of Swiss national consciousness. The four dissimilar 

nationalities which created a contemporary state in 1648 supervised to make a 

separate Swiss national consciousness only through 1848 after the victory of 

the liberals and the drafting of a new federal constitution. 

 

Contemporary Nationalism: The 19th Century  

The 19th century is regarded as a century of nationalism — a period in 

which the thought of the nation and nation state based on Britain and France 

was generalized and perceived as the universal principle for contemporary 

societies. Friedrich List in The National System of Political Economy (London 

1885) stated that, ―a big population and an extensive territory endowed with 

manifold national possessions, are essential necessities of the normal 

nationality.... A nation restricted in the number of its population and in 

territory, especially if it has a separate language, can only possess a crippled 

literature, crippled institutions for promoting art and science. A small state can 

never bring to complete perfection within its territory the several branches of 



production‖. In practice, the principle of nationality applied only to 

nationalities of a sure size in the liberal period of nationalism because of this 

faith in the benefits of big scale states. It is this tacit liberal assumption of a 

sure size of states which Hobsbawm calls the ―threshold principle‖ of 

nationality which the liberal bourgeoisie broadly endorsed from in relation to 

the 1830 to 1880. It is this threshold principle of nationality which is shared 

through figures as distant separately as John Stuart Mill, Friedrich Engels, and 

Mazzini. It is this principle which explains why Mazzini, the apostle of 

nationalism, did not support the cause of Irish independence. The principle of 

national self-determination in the period of Mill and Mazzini was so 

considerably dissimilar from that in the period of the American President, 

Woodrow Wilson. Mazzini‘s map of Europe drawn up in 1857 based on 

nations incorporated only a dozen states and federations. Through contrast the 

Europe refashioned after World War II on the basis of the right to national 

self-determination had 26 nation states. In the post World War II period 42 

regionalist movements have been recognized in Western Europe alone. 

 

The big change in the attitude towards nationality and nationalism came in 

relation to the in the late 19th century with the growth of mass political 

movements in the era of democratic politics. After 1880 the debate in relation 

to the national question becomes significant with the need to rally voters for 

dissimilar political parties and to gain adherents for new ideologies whether in 

the middle of socialists or minor linguistic and national groupings. In the later 

stage of mass politics and national movements, the state played an active role. 

Colonel Pilsudski, the liberator of Poland, in fact observed, ―It is the state 

which creates the nation and not the nation the state‖. Whatever view one 

takes of the relation flanked by nation and state, it was electoral democracy 

which undermined the liberal theory of the nation. 

 

How Nationalism and the Contemporary State make the Nation State  

Nationalism as an ideal began to grow in the 19th century based on the 



thoughts of the French revolution and the consequences of Napoleonic 

military victories and the political realignments which these victories 

produced. The simplification of the political map of Europe through the 

reduction in the number of states within the German Empire; the quickening of 

the pulse of Spanish nationalism throughout the military campaigns of the 

Peninsular War; and the rise of Italian and German nationalism based on the 

inspiration of the French armies, the Napoleonic role in nation-state structure 

and the contagion of revolutionary and democratic thoughts helped to spread 

the gospel of nationalism in Europe. It appealed to the intelligentsia and the 

bourgeoisie which spearheaded the movement for Italian and German 

unification. Mass politics in the late 19th century was to provide an additional 

fillip to nationalism especially in Eastern Europe, a region which was 

relatively backward compared to the more industrialized parts of Western 

Europe. 

 

Absolutism and Modem State  

The absolutist states, particularly in Western Europe played a significant 

role in the gradual transition from feudalism to capitalism. The dynastic rulers 

of Europe in the 16th century and 17th centuries were responsible for the 

creation of centralized states with substantial standing armies. The absolutist 

states claimed rights to taxation and a monopoly in excess of the legitimate 

use of force within the boundaries of the state. The emergence of strong 

centralized states was the product of wars in the middle of the absolutist 

rulers; the growth of state taxation was connected to the costs of waging such 

wars; and the prime objective of the mercantilist policies of absolutist rulers 

was to enhance the economic power and thereby the military power of their 

states vis-à-vis other states. The wars of the 16th and 17th centuries 

accelerated ―all the fundamental state-creation procedures‖. In the economic 

and military competition of this period, mainly of the 500 or so political 

entities or states perished but the political unification of Italy and Germany 

was possible only with the emergence of nationalist ideology in the 19th 

century. 



 

Tilly observes, "The European state-creation procedure minimized the 

cultural difference within states and maximized the difference in the middle of 

states". The minimization of internal cultural difference within states was 

accomplished through the centralization of stale power as well as the 

development of a concept of sovereignty which was absolute and indivisible. 

The centralizing monarchs tried to overcome obstacles in the method of 

exercising sovereign rights through local and local assemblies or through the 

aristocracy, clergy 01 bourgeoisie. Ultimately it was the ‗revolutions from 

below‘ in Holland, England and France which removed the harriers in the 

method of the contemporary stale. It was only the bourgeoisie revolutions — 

in the Age of Revolutions —which finally led to the rise of the contemporary 

capitalist state. 

 

Contemporary States and System of States  

One can approach the study of the system of states which appeared from 

the period of the 16th and 17th century onwards in conditions of the 

development of the economy — in conditions of capitalist development and its 

uneven spread crossways Europe throughout the 19th century. The 

development of industrialization in Britain throughout the late 18th century led 

to the gradual expansion of industries in Europe in excess of the course of the 

19th century. The procedure was uneven and the late industrializing countries 

had sure disadvantages in competing with those who had recognized a lead in 

industrial production. Gersehenkron argued in his book Economic 

Backwardness in Historical Perspective that in countries like Germany and 

Russia which began to industrialize later than Britain — the first industrial 

nation — the role of the state was much greater. To compensate for a late start 

the state played an active role in creating appropriate circumstances for rapid 

industrialization through creating a system of tariff protection and aiding a 

procedure of cartelization of industry. There was a greater degree of 

concentration of capital in Germany and a much stronger nexus flanked by 

banks and industrial firms than obtained in the case of Britain. The doctrine of 



free trade liberal capitalism as propounded through Britain was challenged 

through the German economist Friedrich List to enable the German economy 

to develop behind protectionist walls and to catch up with Britain. The 

businessmen and industrialists favored political unification because their self-

interest as a class was connected with the creation of a national market for 

German entrepreneurs. In the perception of the German bourgeoisie the 

creation of a German national state was a necessary precondition for German 

economic development. The economic challenge presented through England 

had a no less enduring impact on German nationalism than the political 

challenge thrown down through Napoleonic France, regardless of distinctions 

flanked by Germans based on economic and political ideals, a German 

national state was regarded usually as an essential condition for economic 

progress. The German nation state was created through a revolution from 

above, following the wars of 1864-1866 and 1870-71, through Bismarck and 

the Prussian Army. 

 

In Italy the thought of nationalism was associated with the literary Italian 

of Dante, and the youthful idealism of Mazzini‘s Young Italy before it was 

connected to the economic ideology of the bourgeoisie. Throughout the 1840s 

a programme for economic unification was propagated through journalists and 

intellectuals. This new ideology was connected to the interests of the nascent 

Italian bourgeoisie as well as the rising success of the German customs union 

the Zollverein. The Austrian opposition to the integration of the Italian railway 

- to the linking of the Piedmontese and Lombard railway system fuelled the 

growth of economic nationalism. There was, though, no agenda of the Italian 

industrialists which championed railway structure, customs union, common 

currency and the creation of a national market. The Piedmontese was 

perceived as rivals through the Milanese industrialists and the latter in fact 

favored integration with the superior German market. Industrialists were too 

weak to profit from the widening of markets and often had genuine reasons to 

fear the growth of competition. Even commercial interests were not always in 

favor of the economic unification of Italy. In fact, landlords and farmers 

occupied in production for the market favored unification mainly uniformly. 



Cavour, Minghetti in Bologna and Ricasoli in Tuscany, all improving 

landlords and moderate liberals, played a leading role in Italian national 

unification. In Italy the weakness of the bourgeoisie gave greater salience to 

the role of the landlords and urban professionals in the movement towards 

economic unification.   

 

Contemporary states, nations and nationalism are all territorial in the sense 

that they claim or are based on specific geographical regions. In the 19th 

century, the thought spread that the state and the nation should ―coincide 

geographically in the nation state‖. The contemporary state is often described 

the ―territorial state‖ since it has a clearly demarcated territory in which it 

claims sovereign rights in excess of all its citizens. Nazi is a territorial 

ideology which is internally unifying and externally divisive. As an ideology 

nationalism discourages conflicts based on social class or status within a 

nation but enhances the differences flanked by dissimilar peoples and nations 

Authorities as dissimilar as Max Weber and Lenin have argued that nations 

and nationalism have to be seen‖ primarily in political conditions in relation to 

statehood‖. Nationalism is an ideology which links culturally and historically 

defined territorial communities described nations, to political statehood. 

Nationalism as an ideology may produce a demand for a self-governing state, 

transformation of a pre-existing state, or merely an effort to seek political 

legitimacy for state policy in the higher interests of the nation, i.e. national 

interest. 

 

Three methods in which nationalism has shaped the contemporary state 

have been recognized. In the older states like England and France the rise of 

nationalism was connected to the development of more democratic 

relationships flanked by the state and civil society. Secondly, nationalism 

furthers the internal unification of culturally and economically diverse regions 

into a more homogenous state territory. Finally, nationalism divides one 

political community or nation from another and even determines the 

geographical boundaries of the nation in several cases. 

 



Nationalism can support both movements of unification and separation. In 

Italy and Germany, nationalism and the state created a new nation state. In 

Scandinavia, nationalism produced the separation of Norway from Sweden. In 

the case of Poland, there was both separation and unification which created the 

Polish nation state. In the late 19th century the doctrine of national self-

determination was the basis for creating new nation-states based on language, 

on an invented national language, ethnicity or common culture and tradition. 

The nationalism of Greece, Czechoslovakia, and Ireland appeared before the 

emergence of these nation states which gained their freedom from the multi-

national empires within which they had blossomed. These new nation states 

were carved out of the Ottoman Empire, Austria-Hungary, and Britain 

respectively. As the thought of nationalism spread to Central and Eastern 

Europe - in regions with little industrialization and weak bourgeoisies the role 

of the lower middle class and the peasantry in the shaping of nationalism 

increased. As a result of the growth of industrialization, of the rise of the 

working class and socialism, and of inter-imperialist rivalries, nationalism 

became associated with conservative and right wing ideologies not presently 

with the republican thoughts of the French Revolution. 

 

Relation Flanked by Democratic and Nationalist Mobilizations  

In this section we are going to talk about the connection flanked by several 

popular mobilizations and the rise of nationalism. 

 

Liberal Democracies and Nationalism  

The French Revolution with its ideals of Liberty, Equality and Fraternity 

and the Rights of Man served as a source of inspiration for all subsequent 

democratic and popular movements. The Jacobins inspired the radicals in the 

19th century throughout Europe. In fact, the ideal-type of the bourgeois 

revolution was derived from the experience of the French Revolution. 

Although recent historians have questioned the significance of the bourgeois 

revolution for economic growth in France even the revisionists concede that it 



gave a tremendous impetus to democratic movements and radical thoughts. 

Although the democratization of France took place slowly, and the French 

Revolutions of 1830 and 1848 and the Paris Commune of 1871 are part of the 

gradual procedure of democratization of French politics and society, the 

significance of the radicalism of the years 1792-95 cannot be denied. 

 

The radicalization of French politics throughout the years 1792-95 was 

spearheaded through the sans- culottes who were adversely effected through 

war, poor harvests food shortages, price rise and collapse of the currency. The 

sans culottes were the politically active groups in the towns who had been 

adversely effected through the war and economic crises. Shopkeepers, 

artisans, wage earners and the unemployed who have been designated sans 

culottes not only favored price control and rationing but also whispered in the 

sovereignty of people and the principles of direct democracy. 

 

After the invasion of France in August 1792 and the execution of the King 

a new constitutional convention was elected through universal adult male 

suffrage. Once the tide of war against France had abated through 1794 the 

Jacobin societies and militia were brought under control as also the local 

government assemblies. The stage of direct democracy dominated through 

thoughts in relation to the egalitarian sharing of property, revolutionary justice 

and a right to subsistence came to an end. 

 

Owing to the failure of the liberal democratic state to function adequately 

throughout 1795-1799, France was taken in excess of through the military led 

through Napoleon. The divisions in the middle of the electorate and the lack of 

consensus in relation to the public good within the state, and the successful 

military exploits of French republican armies helped them to achieve political 

ascendancy for the French military. Napoleon subsequently became emperor 

of France and produced an Imperial constitution in 1804. Although the 

Napoleonic dictatorship was a retreat from the ideals of the Revolution it is 

equally true that his military exploits and conquests simplified the political 

map of Europe and spread the thoughts of nationalism and democracy in the 



middle of the conquered people. The Congress of Vienna not only wished to 

contain France but through the Metternich system the conservative European 

Powers — represented through Prussia, Austria, and Russia - sought to restrict 

the spread of both democratic and nationalist thoughts. The Concert of Europe 

actively tried to suppress all liberal and nationalist movements in Europe 

which threatened the dominant location of the autocratic rulers. There were 

revolutions in Spain, Greece, and Italy in 1820. A distant more serious 

outbreak of revolutions affected France, Germany Belgium, and Poland in 

1830. Middle class radicals and peasants and workers produced a revolution 

which won independence for Belgium. Despite the systematic efforts to 

suppress democracy in Europe the spread of liberal thoughts could not be held 

back indefinitely. 

 

The revolutions of 1848 which engulfed mainly of Europe led to an 

accelerated movement towards democracy and nationalism. It brought 

Napoleon III to power in France, hastened the unification of Germany and 

Italy, and stirred national sentiments in the multi-national Austrian empire. 

The procedure of democratization in the first half of the 19th century was 

accelerated not only through revolutions but through a gradual procedure of 

socio-economic change that is the growth of industries and the new social 

classes of the bourgeoisie and workers. There was also the growth of the 

contemporary state and bureaucracy which led to the development of official 

languages and the growth of public education. There was the growth of the 

press which fostered both democratic and nationalist thoughts in Europe as the 

number of publications and the size of the reading public grew steadily. The 

policies of the state became matters of public concern as public instruction and 

public employment increased the size of the liberal middle class and as 

political movements of dissimilar strata began to confront the state. In Britain 

where there was no revolution throughout the 19th century inspired through 

the French Revolution there was the growth of the Chartist movement and the 

widening of the franchise through the Reform Acts of 1832 and 1867. In 

Britain not only did the Industrial Revolution lead to the development of 

capitalism largely on the basis of private capitalist accumulation but also gave 



civil society a decisive advantage in its connection with the British state. 

Nevertheless, the British ruling class and the state represented a compromise 

flanked by the rising bourgeoisie and the older aristocracy. The capability of 

Britain‘s political elite to adapt to the changing nature of civil society or the 

balance of social classes has been observed through liberal and Marxist alike. 

Some have seen it as the creation of class alliances essential to perpetuate the 

dominance of the successful commercial landowners, the rising industrialists 

and finally the finance capitalists based on the export of capital and invisibles. 

Cain and Hopkins have developed the concept of a ‗gentlemanly elite‘ to 

explain the successful coalition of social classes which ruled Britain from 

1688 onwards right until the mid 20th with the dominant element changing 

with the economic transformation of Britain. While Cain and Hopkins regard 

Britain‘s economic performance as satisfactory given its size and possessions 

others who have argued that Britain failed in the late Victorian period and did 

not respond satisfactorily to the second industrial revolution of the late 19th 

century argue that the absence of a bourgeois revolution and of industrial 

capitalist power on the British state led to the retardation of the British 

economy. Perry Anderson developed this point in his analysis of the late 20th 

century crisis of the British economy in conditions of the antiquity of the 

British state and its management of connection flanked by social classes. 

Whatever this skillful British management of social and class disagreement 

might have meant for Britain‘s economic growth it enabled the successful 

development of British democracy based on a progressive extension of the 

franchise. It also enabled a successful integration of the working class and the 

ordinary British citizen in British society. Even the British labour movement 

accepted the ideals of the British nation, the value of preserving the monarchy 

and the British Empire. 

 

Factors Affecting National Mobilization and Democratization  

As the 19th century advanced, the thought of democracy, despite the 

reactionary role of the Concert of Europe and the Holy Alliance, grew in 

popularity. This was associated with the growth of liberal capitalism in Britain 



and France. It is customary to contrast the experience of the first wave 

capitalisms of Britain and France with those of Germany and Italy which were 

late industrializes or part of the second wave. Before going into this issue let 

us observe the general consequences of economic development, 

modernization, and democratization. 

 

As the economy developed new social classes, of which the emergence of 

the working class in scrupulous posed new troubles for the 19th century 

modernizing states and the liberal bourgeoisie. After the 1832 Reform Act in 

Britain the thrash about of the liberal middle class parted company with the 

struggles of the working classes. The inclusion of the propertied middle 

classes within the framework of electoral democracy was typically achieved in 

many European states through the mid 19th century. It was the emergence of 

the labour and socialist movement in the late 19th century which affected the 

balance of social forces. The rise of the Social Democratic Party in Germany 

throughout the late 19th century affected the location of the liberal bourgeoisie 

vis-à-vis the conservatives in German politics and society. Mass participation - 

even the participation of a broad based socialist party - did not successfully 

democratize German society, though the extent of pre-World War I German 

conservatism has been exaggerated. 

 

The modernization of states was accompanied through the development of 

a centralized administration and a big bureaucracy based on rational-legal 

principles. This procedure was accompanied through the development of a 

national language, of a language of administration and not merely local 

communication. The choice of a dialect or language as the medium of official 

communication led to public or state support for its propagation, especially 

through the school system. The growth of a professional middle class and of 

contemporary state bureaucracies was based on the growth of contemporary 

universities, law, and journalism. The expansion of the secondary school 

system and the state choice of the official or national language in schools 

became a source of great disagreement in the middle of rival ethnic linguistic 

groups within multi-ethnic states like Austria-Hungary and in Eastern Europe 



in general. In earlier periods language had been less divisive because literacy 

stages were very low the elite mass connection was not based on regular 

interaction, and the state did not seek legitimating on the basis of some form 

of representative government. The controversies in relation to the language in 

the 19th century were in relation to the ―school and office,‖ and linguistic 

nationalism was connected to the growth of contemporary bureaucracy and the 

aspirations of a rising class of the petty bourgeoisie seeking jobs and cultural 

power. 

 

Language became an issue in international politics with the dispute flanked 

by the Danes and the Germans in excess of Schleswig-Holstein and of the 

Germans and French in excess of the Rhine boundary throughout the 1840s. 

Even more important was the rising importance of language as a factor in the 

emergence of nationality conflicts in the late 19th century. The contemporary 

state and its administrative innovations themselves sharpened a sense of 

linguistic identity in the middle of the general population. The statisticians and 

census data collectors from the 1860s onwards sought data on language. For 

the development of a sense of linguistic nationalism the distinctions debated 

through the International Statistical Congress or the statisticians of the 

Habsburg Empire were of little practical importance. Language itself was 

undergoing change and the choice of a language of public use depended on 

many criteria e.g. the language of stale and school, the mother tongue, the 

‗family tongue‘ or language usually spoken at home. As Hobsbawm observes, 

―In truth, through asking the language question censuses for the first time 

forced everyone to choose not only a nationality, but a linguistic nationality". 

 

Nationalism, State and Class  

In older states like Britain and France a state- based patriotism itself 

encouraged a sense of nationalism throughout the course of the 19th century. 

The procedures which turned subjects into citizens helped to encourage a 

sense of nationalism and patriotism in many states. Popular perceptions of 

natural-cultural differences or distinctions, political and national features 



contributed to both nationalism and national chauvinism in the late 19th 

century in countries regardless of whether they were liberal capitalist states 

like Britain or second wave late industrializing stales like Germany. The 

patriotism of the working classes in Europe did not deny the chasm flanked by 

classes but affirmed its loyalty to the nation state. The mainly important 

illustration of this is the manner in which the working class and socialist 

parties of the Second International which had repeatedly passed political 

resolutions condemning the thought of an imperialist war and emphasizing the 

international character of the thrash about of the socialist parties very quickly 

recognized with their nations and their national interest once the First World 

War broke out. Despite being opposed to the ruling classes and imperialist 

cliques of their respective societies the workers and socialist parties 

patriotically marched into the Great War of 1914-18. Lenin could not consider 

his eyes when he read that the German Social Democrats - the main socialist 

party in Europe which controlled in relation to the one-third of the vote in 

Germany - had voted for war credits no sooner than the war was declared. 

Later day observers have acknowledged that the Socialists and Marxists had 

underestimated the power of nationalism and the patriotism of the working 

classes, even of those groups who professed socialism and recognized with the 

social democratic parties. 

 

Nationalism, Empire and Imperial Rivalry  

The gradual extension of the franchise and the efforts of liberal states like 

Britain, modernizing states like Germany, or survival strategies of autocracies 

like Tsarist Russia to gain legitimacy and popular support, produced a form of 

patriotism. National pride and national identification was also encouraged 

through overseas expansion, through the material and psychological rewards 

which imperial possessions brought to countries like Britain, France, and even 

Holland and Spain. In Britain a sense of national identification was 

encouraged not only because of the ―peculiarities" of the English and the 

glorious tradition of free born Englishmen, but also because of pride in a 

world wide empire. Britain‘s pride in its industrial achievements was 



celebrated throughout the Industrial Exhibition of 1851 and its sense of 

imperial greatness through colorful pageants like the Coronation of Queen 

Victoria and the Imperial Durbar in India in 1877. Although there was a sense 

of Scottish nationalism which developed in the 18th and 19th centuries after 

the Union of 1707, economic development deepened the diversity of regions 

and social classes within Scotland. Scottish workers, Highland crofters, and 

hard pressed tenants were at loggerheads with Scottish landlords, and Scottish 

nationalism was a weak and ineffective force. The Scots played such a great 

role in both the acquisition and management of the Empire that ―their self- 

esteem and sense of identity may have been fortified rather than weakened 

through the imperial adventure, even though the bulk of its profits ended in 

London.‖ Though, as Victor Kiernan argues, the Welsh, unlike the Scots, 

―showed no love of army or empire‖. 

 

The policies of the state intended to achieve greater legitimacy and support 

for state policies, the spontaneous and state-sponsored support for imperial 

exploits and colonial profits encouraged a sense of national pride. Some of this 

form of patriotism was reflected in jingoistic responses in Britain to the Boer 

war fought against the settlers in South Africa at the end of the 19th century, 

in 1898-1902. In the late 19th century, as imperialist rivalries in the middle of 

the European powers increased, it was possible to deflect attention from 

domestic economic difficulties or class conflicts. Though the partition of 

Africa was accomplished without any war flanked by the European powers, 

the thrash about for overseas markets, raw materials, and opportunities for 

investment, jointly with territorial expansion, encouraged identification with 

the nation state in the middle of a broad section of the population. A military 

adventure or successful commercial achievements overseas always helped to 

rally support for 19th century states whether in the middle of countries with a 

big overseas empire like Britain or with very limited overseas power like 

Germany. Part of the nationalism of the 19th century was connected to the 

economic and military rivalry of Britain and Germany, the naval structure 

competition flanked by these two Powers and the general desire of the more 

right wing governments in Germany and Italy to catch up with the British and 



French who had industrialized early and therefore acquired vast colonial 

possessions. The aggressive nationalism of the conservative regimes in the late 

industrializing countries like Germany helped to rally support for the regime 

and to encourage nationalist sentiment throughout Europe. The speech through 

the German Emperor, William II, at Tangiers in Morocco in 1905, induced 

widespread fear in France, encouraged particularly through the big number of 

French newspapers. French anxiety in relation to the Germany‘s hostility 

towards France and the memories of the defeat of France at Sedan in the 

Franco-German War in 1870 helped to make a sense of national unity which 

was able to transcend domestic conflicts in times of acute crisis. Although 

France was divided into two antagonistic blocs and although ideological and 

political differences did not vanish with the outbreak of World War I, the 

French nation was united in the war against Germany. The Nationalists got an 

opportunity to regain French greatness, the Catholics to prove their patriotic 

credentials, the socialists to defend the principles of the French Revolution. 

The period from 1890 to 1914 is often described the period of armed peace‖ 

based on the creation of rival military and diplomatic alliances, flanked by 

contenders for industrial and military supremacy and for colonial possessions 

and profits. The demoralization of major events in national calendars through 

school texts and nationalist newspapers, the reactions of press and public to 

diplomatic military rivalry encouraged both the spontaneous and state 

sponsored support for the nation-state in 19th century Europe. 

 

Ethnic-Linguistic Basis of Nationalism in the Late 19th Century  

Through the late 19th century the procedures of modernization and 

homogenization had produced a sense of nationalism in the older states and 

those big states which had achieved unification through then. The thought of 

unitary nationalism often produced a counter-nationalism in the middle of 

groups - ethnic or linguistic - which felt either oppressed or excluded through 

a procedure of nationalist homogenization. Nationalism in the period 1880-

1914 was no longer constrained through the ‗threshold principle‘ which had 

limited the demands for nation states earlier. Any body of people claiming to 



be a nation could claim the right to national self-determination. In these ―non-

state‖ nationalisms the ethnic linguistic criterion for defining nationalism 

became a decisive, almost certainly sole, consideration. In Hobsbawm‘s view 

the late emergence of the ethnic- linguistic criterion in defining nations is 

insufficiently acknowledged in the literature on nationalism. Although 

linguistic and cultural revival movements grew in Europe flanked by the 

1780s and 1840s it was only a body of agitators who created a national 

thought in the second stage of the national movement. Only in the third stage, 

just as to Hroch did mass support for nationalism emerge in late 19th century 

European nationalist movements. 

 

The reasons for the rising readiness of real and imagined communities to 

create claims of nationhood and national self-determination was because of the 

pace of change, economic distress and big scale migrations of peoples in this 

period. Traditional groups felt threatened through the pace of modernization. 

Educated middle strata with modest incomes - journalists, school teachers and 

petty officials were the torch bearers of linguistic nationalism. Migration 

produced friction and conflicts flanked by groups unused to coexistence with 

dissimilar groups. It was the nationalist, petty bourgeoisie which played a 

major role in the emergence of the new ethnic linguistic nationalism as well as 

the chauvinist and right wing movements within the older nation states. 

Contrary to conventional views Hobsbawm argues that in practice it was hard 

to separate the support which the masses gave to socialism, nationalism or 

religion since they had ―many attachments and loyalties simultaneously, 

including nationality‖. Mass movements could simultaneously express 

aspirations conventionally regarded as incompatible. The movements which 

were creation class appeals were later in post World War I Europe the basis 

for mass based national movements. Hobsbawm, though, overestimates the 

significance of the perspective of 1917 - of social transformation based on 

revolutionary or primarily class based movements - for the assessment of 

nationalism in post War Europe. The oppressed nationalities of Eastern 

Europe did become self-governing states based on Wilson‘s support for the 

principle of national self-determination but it is hardly possible to assert that 



important numbers had dreamed of both social revolution and national 

independence. The collapse of the belligerent states first led to isolated and 

short-lived revolutionary upsurges and then to fascist and right wing 

movements. Nevertheless the relation flanked by revolutionary movements 

and the desire for social transformation requires a more elaborate analysis. 

 

Nationalist Movements and Democracy  

The nation and nationalism as an thought has been recognized with the 

people, popular sovereignty, and democratic rights. Rousseau‘s concept of 

General Will, of the Rights of Man, of the right to elect governments on the 

basis of universal adult male franchise constituted some of the democratic 

thoughts which animated politics in the 19th century. Although the French 

Revolution was an significant power on national movements in the 19th 

century, towards the late 19th century there was an illiberal or right wing shift 

in the nature of nationalist politics. This rightward shift within nationalist 

politics took place even while the stage of mass participation based on regular 

elections increased. In fact the cause for this growth in right-wing orientation 

of nationalism was the fear of popular participation in politics, especially 

through the working class and the left -wing or socialist parties. The liberal 

intelligentsia and middle class who had championed a republican or liberal 

nationalism in the first half of the 19th century made a compromise with the 

conservative landowners and dynastic states after the defeat of the revolutions 

of 1848. It was the liberals who compromised first to achieve national 

unification and subsequently to cope with the political challenge of the 

working classes and the socialist parties. Ideologies of race and empire 

buttressed the conservative version of nationalism. Although less strident in 

their support for social imperialism and social Darwinism the working class 

and even socialist supporters were not immune to such powers. 

 

The relation flanked by democratic and popular movements and 

nationalism and national movements has always been intricate. In the late 18th 

century Britain, Linda Colley has shown that while the common people were 



in favor of a national mobilization of possessions and manpower in the thrash 

about against revolutionary and Napoleonic France, the ruling class and the 

British state were reluctant to unleash popular energies which might endanger 

their local dominance. On the other hand, the resistance to the French 

Revolution in the Vendee - as well as in Brittany - was a rejection of orders 

from Paris and of military conscription. It was not only fomented through the 

local aristocracy and priesthood but had deep-rooted support within the French 

countryside. The ideals of the French revolution did not command universal 

respect and the armies of revolutionary France, especially napoleonic armies, 

were plagued through desertions. Although Mazzini had espoused democratic 

ideals and proposed a people‘s war of national liberation, the Italian liberals 

were unable to the masses and were confined to the towns. Though Mazzini 

derived his notion of people‘s war from the Spanish war of 1808-13 he failed 

to learn from this war the major role played through the clergy in winning in 

excess of the peasants to the cause of Spanish nationalism. Carlo Pisacane, a 

Neapolitan who had played a major role in the protection of the Roman 

Republic and who whispered that the Italian leadership had lagged behind 

popular initiative and that Garibaldi had failed to produce a true revolutionary 

army, was himself slaughtered through local peasants at Sapri in 1857 jointly 

with his own small revolutionary force. In Italy the relation flanked by the 

national movement for political unification and popular participation was so 

weak that Massimo d‘Azeglio observed: ―We have made Italy, now we have 

to create Italians‖. 

 

Nationalism and Social Class: Germany and Britain  

It was the revolutions of 1848 that revealed the weakness of the liberal 

bourgeoisies in Europe. It compelled the liberals in Germany to accept a 

compromise with the Prussian state and led to the ascendancy of Piedmont-

Sardinia in Italy. In Europe the revolutions of 1848 revealed the emergence of 

nationalist sentiment within the Habsburg Empire and Eastern Europe, the 

emergence of working class and socialist ideology throughout Europe, and the 



differences within the liberal democratic movement which separated the 

middle classes from the workers, peasants, and urban poor. Throughout the 

1848 revolutions in Europe the struggles, of the poor and of the middle classes 

had separate characteristics and objectives which were apparent. The middle 

classes were willing to side with conservative Prussia or the Emperor of the 

French, Napoleon III, rather than accept a greater pace of change. 

 

In Germany, liberal nationalism which had an anti-feudal orientation 

acquired anti-clerical and anti-socialist overtones throughout the Kutturkampf. 

While anti-clericalism was partly progressive in its support for enlightenment 

rationalism, it also was regressive in as distant as it criticized the ―black horde 

of Romans without a fatherland‖. Throughout the years 1870-1878 the anti-

clerical element in bourgeois nationalism prepared the basis for the 

disagreement with the Social Democratic party and movement after 1878. The 

new right-wing nationalism which appeared in the late 1870s was hostile to 

left-wing liberals well as Social Democrats. In this new stage of right- wing 

nationalism Prussian big landowners and small manufacturers weighed down 

through economic competition actively began to collaborate with industrialists 

favoring protectionist economic policies. In the economic crisis of the 1870s 

marked through slower growth and international price deflation, social 

tensions multiplied and vindicated Marxist theories in relation to the 

capitalism and class thrash about. The middle classes both old and new, the 

latter consisting of white collar employers and officials, became anxious to 

preserve their economic and social standing as well as to aloofness themselves 

from Marxist intern, nationalism. Winkler states, ―In the late 1870s to be a 

nationalist no longer meant being anti-feudal but instead anti-internationalist, 

and very regularly, anti-Semitic‖. 

 

In Germany liberalism was not very strong, and though there was indeed a 

silent bourgeois revolution in Germany in the 19th century, the traditions of 

political democracy were weaker than in Britain and France. The weakness of 

liberal democratic movements in 19th century Germany certainly led to the 

growth of right wing nationalism and the containment of Socialist Democracy. 



It is important that the only method the liberal sociologist Max Weber thought 

it possible to reduce the power of the Junkers and the authoritarian state was to 

adopt a prestigious German world policy. 

 

Successful overseas expansion was supported through the right wing to 

secure economic benefits which would not only benefit businessmen and 

middle class colonial officials, but also the industrial working class, at least in 

the export industries. Whether or not a labour aristocracy arose in countries 

with substantial overseas trade and investments or not, it is true that economic 

prosperity and cheap colonial and overseas produce improved the lot of the 

industrial workers and the common people in metropolitan countries like 

Britain, France, and Germany. Though recent experts like Davis and 

Huttenback have argued that the return on overseas and specifically colonial 

investments was not very high in the case of British foreign investments, 

cheap food and raw materials from overseas did have some beneficial 

consequences. The popular support for overseas expansion and investments 

was not only in relation to the chauvinism and ideology, but also in relation to 

the economic rewards. Although recent writers like Patrick O‘Brien have 

returned to old Cobdenite free trade arguments in relation to the economic 

irrelevance of empire to Britain there is still much merit in the social class 

analysis of the motivations for imperial expansion and an assessment of the 

economic benefits of empire. In any case the improvement in the living 

standards of workers and urban consumers in the industrial nations like Britain 

and Germany did help in co-opting the labour movements in these countries.  

The reformist trade unionism in Britain and the combination of repression 

and co-optation in Bismarckian Germany diluted the challenge of labour and 

left wing opposition to ideologies of race, empire, and right wing nationalism. 

In Britain the franchise was extended in 1867 and 1884 to incorporate mainly 

adult males into a reformist parliamentary democracy. Repressive laws in 

Germany against trade unions and socialist political parties flanked by 1878-

1890 were combined with progressive welfare legislation, the Hohenzollern 

emperor‘s 'social message‘ of 1881 and a system of social insurance for the 

workers. Though the SPD grew under a repressive and right wing regime its 



weaknesses cannot be attributed to such restrictive circumstances alone. 

Critics of the SPD have argued that though the party vote grew from 5, 50,000 

in 1884 to 2 million in 1898 to almost 4 million through 1913 it was a party 

which had been weakened through its social limitations and ideological 

beliefs. The party had become a prisoner of parliamentary democracy, its 

leaders and sections of the workers had acquired middle, and lower middle 

class incomes and values, and the party‘s beliefs were debilitated through 

revisionism and economism. So, the enthusiastic participation of the SPD and 

its supporters in the Kaiser‘s war in 1914 is not a matter of such great surprise. 

Furthermore through an analysis of the failings of the SPD we get an thought 

of one of the ideological and political factors which allowed German right-

wing nationalism to retain its political ascendancy despite powerful 

countervailing forces which appeared in German politics and society. The 

German right-wing was able to forge an alliance of landowners, industrialists 

and middle class to hold in check the growth of the liberal middle class, 

workers and socialism but this cannot be regarded as an inevitable outcome of 

Germany‘s authoritarian modernization and political unification. 

 

Italian Nationalism and Popular Mobilization  

In Italy the participation of the masses and the peasantry was limited 

because of the conservatism of the rulers of states, the reluctance of the 

landlords to grant concessions to the peasants to draw them into the national 

movement, the inability of the intelligentsia and the revolutionaries to bridge 

the gap flanked by the town and country and the fear of radical change which 

affected the elite which dominated Italy in the 19th century. 

 

It has been argued through Coppa that the 1848 war was an ―ideological 

war‖ on the Italian side. In the War against Austria, Garibaldi‘s volunteers and 

Milanese revolutionaries fought with the troops from Piedmont, the Papal 

States, Tuscany, and Naples. Yet the participation of the rulers was born out of 

fear of revolution or the force of public opinion. In the failure of the Republic 



in Venice and Rome is to be establishing further proof of the failure of the 

Mazzinian ideals of people‘s war. In the period 1859-61 the motives of 

Cavour were ―patriotic rather than nationalist‖ since his objective was to 

secure a dominant location for Piedmont more than an ideological 

commitment to Italian unification. The successful ‗southern initiative‘ of 

Garibaldi produced a revolution in Sicily and after his victory in Naples he 

seemed to have willingly accepted an auxiliary role in the procedure of Italian 

unification which Cavour had assigned to him. Garibaldi had accepted the 

need to work with the monarchy extensive before he launched his movement. 

It was therefore possible to unify Italy both through force and popular consent 

as manifested in plebiscites. 

The centralized form of government of the new Italian state alienated 

opinion in both Naples and Sicily. A war with brigands in the Neapolitan 

provinces flanked by 1861 and 1865 represented the sense of alienation felt in 

the Italian south from the new centralized Italian nation state. The fact that 

only a tiny minority of 2.5% spoke Italian at the time of unification, that in 

excess of 100,000 troops had to be deployed to establish control in excess of 

the turbulent south soon after unification, the fact that Cavour had to instruct 

his mediators in Central Italy to conduct plebiscites to demonstrate that the 

people endorsed the decisions of their assemblies to enter into a union with 

Piedmont, the fact that Napoleon III of France and Cavour of Piedmont 

conspired to ensure that the plebiscite in the Romagna and the Duchies went in 

favor of Piedmont, and in Nice and Savoy in favor of the French, revealed the 

insufficiency of mass participation in the procedure of Italian unification. 

 

In Italy the divisions flanked by the more industrialized north, the less 

developed central region, and the neglected and backward south actually 

intensified after the Italian unification. The Italian south remained an 

alienated, approximately colonized, region. The Italian unification, due more 

to military success and international diplomacy rather than people‘s war or 

mass struggles, was based on the lowest possible mobilization of the masses 

required for achieving independence and unification. Even after the creation of 

the Kingdom of Italy the politics of the nation was dominated through political 



parties with narrow social bases and limited get in touch with the Italian 

masses. The extension of the franchise, the spread of public education, the 

growth of industries and towns in Italy was slower than in France and 

Germany. For these reasons the politics of Italy was regarded as a form of 

‗trasformismo‘ in which despite frequent political realignments and changes 

there was little substantial change.  

In Gramsci‘s words, the procedure of Italian unification was a form of 

passive revolution in which the Italian elite had mobilized the Italian masses 

only to the extent necessary to achieve the political objective of national 

unification and independence from Austria. The democratic mobilization of 

the masses was slow and the absence of organic intellectuals in Italy impeded 

the development of more radical movements. With the growth of industries, 

workers organisations, and socialism, the conservative politicians of Italy and 

the landowners and lower middle class in scrupulous, felt endangered. In fact 

the economic development of Italy and the growth of civil society and 

democratic values were so slow and inadequate that the crisis after World War 

1 created the circumstances for the growth of fascism and Mussolini's victory. 

The post-war crisis led to a fascist victory despite the fact that Italy had played 

a less important role in the war and had joined late. Italian democracy 

developed slowly even after unification and Italian nationalism did not 

succeed in winning in excess of the Italians in the south. 

 

STAGES OF NATIONAL IDENTITY 

Development: Eastern Europe  

The study of nationalism in the small states of Eastern Europe through 

Miroslav Hroch acquiesced the notion of three stages in the development of 

national movements. In the first stage or stage A there was primarily an 

emphasis on culture, literature, and folklore; in stage B pioneers of the 

national thought and its publicist‘s occupied centre-stage. It was only in the 

third stage — stage C — that the national movements acquired mass support 

on any important scale. There may be troubles with this schema but it is a 



appropriate point of departure for the study of nationalism in Eastern Europe. 

It may be more useful to club stage A & B jointly for our purposes. 

 

Cultural Nationalism: Stage A and B  

The development of a European romantic perception of the natural and 

untainted peasantry and a serious study of folklore through the late 18th 

century provided a basis for several a national movement in Eastern Europe 

through the late 19th century. The cultural and linguistic revival movements in 

Europe flanked by the 1780s and 1840s were the handiwork of scholars and 

ruling elites anxious to preserve and develop national tradition of some 

forgotten people or peasants and were sometimes the product of foreign 

scholars and elites. Though, the language based cultural revivalism of this 

early stage has also been regarded as a conscious act of constructing a 

‗national‘ language rather than rescuing an ancient tongue and culture. 

Cultural nationalists chose one in the middle of many dialects to produce a 

national language, standardization of grammar and additions to vocabulary 

being matters of lesser importance. Literary Bulgarian was based on the West 

Bulgarian idiom; literary Ukrainian on its south eastern dialects; Lithuanian 

was based on one of two dialects and Latvian on one of three. While several of 

the East European languages developed or constructed their literary language 

somewhere flanked by the late 18th and 19th centuries, literary Hungarian 

appeared in the 16th century. 

 

Although the Croats spoke three dialects, the Croat proponent of 

Illyrianism, Ljudevic Gaj (1809-72) switched to Stokavian in 1838 since this 

was also the major dialect of the Serbs. This was a conscious effort to unite the 

southern Slavs. Although Serbo-Croat developed as one literary language, the 

Catholic Croats used Roman characters while the Orthodox Serbs used 

Cyrillic ones. In the case of Slovak, the choice of one dialect chosen in 

relation to the 1790 had to be abandoned in favor of another a few decades 

later as the basis for literary Slovak. In Eastern Europe - especially south 

Eastern Europe - the ethnic and linguistic diversity was greater than in the rest 



of Europe, especially Western Europe, and awareness of separate linguistic 

cultural identity appeared late. The Magyars, though, almost certainly had a 

separate sense of themselves as an ethnic group with a language of their own 

even in the 13th century. In fact not only the Magyars, but the Czechs and the 

Poles too had developed a separate identity based on ethnicity or language but 

their concept of the nation did not contain the peasants and the common 

people. 

 

Czech Nationalism  

The emergence of a common Czech national feeling is attributable to the 

fear of competition for senior posts from immigrant German clerics felt 

through the native clergy. The influx of German colonists into Bohemia in the 

12th century where they were successfully occupied in mining and handicraft 

production, led to the emphasis on language through the Czechs in order to 

draw a distinction flanked by themselves and the German foreigner The 

subsistence of a reasonably strong state and the attachment to their language 

gave the Czechs a sense of common identity even in the Middle Ages. 

Throughout the Hussite era language, origin and faith bound the Czech nation. 

 

The Czechs did not have their own self-governing state throughout the 

18th and 19th centuries. As a consequence, the nobility spoke German, 

Spanish or French, the townsmen German, leaving only the peasantry and the 

urban poor to speak the Czech language. The development of capitalism and 

the migration of Czech workers into towns created the basis for contemporary 

Czech nationalism. The revival of Czech language and literature was taken up 

through the intelligentsia in the late 18th century, through the sons of clerks, 

handicraftsmen and servants who had received university education. In the 

1780s Czech language and theatre was patronized even through craftsmen and 

workers. The objective of the rising Czech intelligentsia was to ―acquire equal 

rights for the contemporary Czech nation with that of the German nation in the 

Czech Lands‖. In excess of the first half of the 19th century, the Czech 

intelligentsia, drawn mainly from small town craftsmen‘s families, promoted 



Czech as the language of instruction in schools. Through using newspapers, 

theatres and public discussions, the Czech cause was promoted and connected 

with Slav solidarity. The Czechs who constituted in relation to the 70% of the 

population in Bohemia and Moravia in the mid 19th century had 

approximately no political rights while the Germans had full political rights. 

Discussions in public homes and the Czech debates in excess of the internal 

circumstances in Russia and Germany led the intelligentsia to opt for equality 

with the Germans in the Czech lands within the Austrian framework. In 

Austria it would be possible to live with other Slavs - Poles, Serbs, Slovaks, 

Croats - affording both safety in numbers and a better chance for the Czechs to 

achieve their rights than under the more authoritarian Tsarist autocracy or 

more homogenizing German Empire. The Germanization of the Elbe Slavs 

was a factor influencing Czech thinking on their attitude towards political 

union with Germany. These factors shaped the political concept of 

Austroslavism which appeared in the 1840s. The doctrine wanted to transform 

the Austrian absolutist state into ―a federal state of nations enjoying equal 

rights‖. 

 

Hungarian Nationalism  

In the case of Hungary national awakening in the middle of Hungarians 

took place at in relation to the same time as in the middle of other ethnic 

groups in the late 18th century. Niederhauser distinguishes flanked by two 

stages in the national movements, the cultural and the political. Throughout 

the cultural nationalist stage the national language is created from in the 

middle of numerous dialects and a historical consciousness appeared. In the 

political stage demands for local autonomy and the use of the national 

language in administration eventually makes a nation state. In Hungary, 

diverse ethnic groups lived - conquering Hungarian tribes settled amongst 

Slavonic tribes, German settlers, and Turkish ethnic groups; Vlachs in 

Transylvania added to Hungary‘s ethnic mix. Ottoman job from 1541 until the 

end of the 17th century of the central part of Hungary affected the ethnic 

balance presently as the subsequent Habsburg policy of introducing German 



settlers in Southern Hungary. Only the Magyars and the Croats had produced a 

important feudal elite in Hungary jointly with a legal political life in the Diets, 

though Transylvania had its own Diet. 

 

Spread of National Thought and Nationalism  

Hobsbawm cites proof to illustrate that autonomous popular movements of 

national protection against foreign invaders had ideologies which were ―social 

and religious‖ rather than national. In 15th and 16th century Europe peasants 

who felt betrayed through their nobles decided to take up cudgels on behalf of 

their faith against invading Turks. A popular national patriotism could arise in 

Hussite Bohemia or on the military frontiers of Christian states in the middle 

of armed peasant groups, given enough freedom to enable them to combat 

invaders. The Cossacks are an instance. Protonational feeling lived in the 

middle of the Serbs because they had kept alive the memory of the old Serb 

kingdom which was destroyed through the Turks. Some form of patriotism 

was kept alive through the Serbian Church which had canonized the Serb 

kings. Although the Cossacks were not drawn from any one ethnic group, they 

were united through beliefs. In 17th century Russia, pressures from both 

Catholic Poland and Muslim Turks made religion and holy icons an significant 

element in popular national consciousness. It was only after the growth of a 

sense of cultural nationalism based on a sense of language, culture and history 

that nationalism as an thought influenced the smaller nationalities of Eastern 

Europe. 

 

Czechoslovakia  

The Czech politicians of the late 19th century produced no grand political 

schemes and had to settle for small concessions. Economic and cultural 

advances in the Czech Lands meant that the bourgeoisie had insufficient cause 

to support Czech nationalism. It was World War I which triggered nationalism 

in the Czech Lands as elsewhere in Europe. Wartime difficulties produced 

unrest in the towns, desertions on the battlefield from 1915 onwards and 



Czech writers in 1917 published a manifesto supporting a future democratic 

Europe of free nations. Tomas Masaryk had pleaded for the independence of 

small nations in Europe in October 1915 and the rapid political changes 

throughout World War I led to the realization of such dreams. In 1915 the 

demand for an self-governing Czechoslovak state was made. Czech and 

Slovak military units joined the enemies of Austria-Hungary throughout 

World War I and therefore recognized their claims to recognition through the 

victorious Entente powers. After a thousand years the Czech Lands were 

reunited with Slovakia - the result of Czech nationalism, the effects of World 

War I on big dynastic states, and President Wilson‘s support for national self-

determination. 

 

Hungary  

In Hungary the creation of the Dual Monarchy appeased the Hungarians 

but aroused national sentiment in the middle of the other nationalities. Just as 

to the official census flanked by 1850 and 1910, mannered through the 

Hapsburgs, the Hungarians constituted an absolute majority only from 1900 

onwards. Even including Croatia in 1910, the Hungarians constituted only 

51.5% of the whole population. Under the Nationality Act of 1868, the state 

gave non- Magyars the right to schools in their mother tongue and the right to 

form banks and economic associations but the thought of the nation-state 

demanded that the Hungarian nation and its claims be placed uppermost. In 

1883 the government which made Hungarian compulsory through law in 

secondary schools. It was not to be compulsory in elementary schools until 

1907. Hungarian statesmen tried to assimilate the non-Magyar population 

through means of the state language Hungarian. Just as to Peter Hanak, 

flanked by 1890-1914, as a result of modernization and industrialization, more 

than a million people were successfully assimilated through the Magyars. 

Budapest, which in the mid-19th century had a German speaking and non-

Magyar population, became a Hungarian speaking city through the early 20th 

century. In fact Magyarisation became an essential precondition for economic 

success and social mobility. Emigration to the United States was in fact 



encouraged through the government to reduce the non-Magyar population. 

Almost three million people migrated to the USA, mainly Slovaks and Serbs. 

 

The government could not though power the economic performance of the 

several nationalities. It could not thwart the rise of Romanian-owned savings 

banks. The Churches supported secondary schools where students were taught 

in their mother tongues. Since the Church prelates had representation in the 

Upper Home, they could represent their nationalities there. All the Churches 

were measured ‗national‘ Churches with the exception of those of the Slovaks 

and Germans since these nationalities were divided on the basis of faith 

flanked by Catholicism and Lutheranism. The Orthodox Church took up the 

cause of the Serbs and the majority of Romanians, and the Uniate Church for 

the Ruthenes and the minority of Romanians. The high electoral census was 

planned not merely to keep out the non-Magyars from the political system but 

also Magyar parties hostile to the regime. Through the early 20th century a 

new and more active political elite appeared in the middle of the Romanians 

and Slovaks. 

 

The break-up of the Hapsburg empire of Austria-Hungary led to the 

creation of new nation states of Czechoslovakia, Romania and Yugoslavia. 

Owing to the troubles involved in demarcating precise national frontiers - 

which plagued the post-war settlement - in excess of three million Magyars 

became a minority in the newly self-governing neighboring states of a 

truncated Hungary. It was a ―great reversal of roles‖ which made the dominant 

Magyars a minority in new states, since the Treaty of Trianon in 1920 forced 

one in three Magyars to live outside the country. Hungarian ruling elites lost 

big estates, banks and factories, and so they used discontent produced through 

the reduction of Hungary to one-third of its former size to rally opposition to 

the unjust Treaty of Trianon. The conservative elites, utilizing this Treaty to 

deflect popular discontent into nationalist channels, eventually accepted 

Hungary into the camp of fascist Germany and Italy throughout World War II. 

 



Poland  

In Poland the nobility through the 18th century developed a sense of Polish 

identity based on the acceptance of the Polish language and culture. The 

Polish nobility, constituting 8% of the country‘s population, was big through 

European standards. The peasants and even burghers were not incorporated in 

the political nation at the end of the 18th century. As for the peasantry, they 

spoke Polish dialects in the western provinces, Ruthenian dialects in the east, 

and Lithuanian in the north-east. Language was not yet in the 18th century a 

basis for national consciousness. The religious differences of the Polish 

population played a important role in this period. Peasants did not have a 

developed national consciousness but they had participated in the battle for 

Polish independence in the late 18th century. It was throughout the 19th 

century that abolition of serfdom and enfranchisement - the ending of 

villeinage - took place at dissimilar points in time under the auspices of the 

three Great Powers - Prussia, Austria and Russia, which had partitioned 

Poland in the middle of them in the 18th century. National consciousness was 

speeded up through granting civil and democratic rights to burghers and later 

Jews; through movements and parties demanding agricultural reform; and 

through the gradual elimination of legal inequalities flanked by classes. 

 

The second half of the 19th century saw the emergence of a Belorussian 

and Ukrainian national consciousness based on a language and literature 

which resisted power through Polish language and literature. Polish writers 

from Belorussian lands also wrote in Belorussian and helped to make a 

national literary tradition. These differences of language were connected to 

social differences. Polish was connected to the nobility and intelligentsia while 

Belorussian and Ukrainian consciousness appeared from within a plebeian 

tradition opposed to the Polish state. In as distant as Polish was the language 

of the upper classes or those seeking upward mobility it was measured a 

natural step for the peasant to accept Polish as the higher cultural language. So 

Belorussian, Ukrainian and Lithuanian, regarded as peasant languages, were 

measured inferior. While Polish national consciousness had developed as a 

response to oppressive German nationalism after the creation of an self-



governing Poland in 1918 the nationalism of the Poles too, became oppressive 

towards minority groups 

 

The Polish Republic which came into being in 1920 was a product of the 

revolutionary changes which swept the whole of central and eastern Europe 

stirring the national consciousness of many groups. In the new Polish state in 

excess of one-third of the population was non Polish: the Ukranians 

constituting 16% the Jews 10% and the Belorussians 6% of the population in 

1931. It was throughout the inter-war years that national consciousness 

developed in the middle of the Ukrainians and Belorussians although 

simultaneously procedures of assimilation were also at work and several 

people ―belonged to groups of intermediate or incipient national 

consciousness‖. The growth of fascism intensified national antagonisms 

throughout Europe in the 1930s and therefore helped to undermine the 

settlement at Versailles based on the principle of national self-determination at 

the end of World War I. The development of national movements and 

nationalism in Eastern Europe throughout the inter-war period, the course of 

World War II, and the final post-war settlement devised at Tehran, Potsdam 

and Yalta through the victorious Allies, shaped the post World War II map of 

nation states in Eastern Europe and the political map of all Europe. 

 

 

FORMATION OF NATION-STATES—1 BRITISH AND 

FRENCH  

Formation of the British Nation-State  

It is hard to demarcate the outer limits of the British nation-state because 

when people in Britain, especially in England, talk of their ‗nation‘ it is not 

always clear which state they have in mind. England can best be termed as the 

dominant nation within the multinational state recognized as the United 

Kingdom. It is not easy to distinguish the notion of Britishness' from that of 

‗Englishness‘. It appears that some elements of British identity developed in 



the middle of the Welsh, Scottish and English in excess of the course of the 

eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Yet for the Scots and Welsh there 

remnants to this day a clear distinction flanked by a political identification 

with the British state and an ethnic or national identification which Scotland or 

Wales. The fourth state, Ireland, clearly reflects a feeling of alienation ever 

since it was united with Britain. 

 

Procedure of Integration  

The early attempts at nation-state structure were made through English 

monarchs, especially of the Tudor dynasty (1485-1603) through a centralized 

system or government. Parliament became the major institution (having a 

history of continuous subsistence since 1275 A.D.) through which 

collaboration was secured with the upper classes for the purpose of 

centralization. England became a political society in which centralized 

monarchy had to exist beside with agglomerated local interests represented 

through Parliament. The sixteenth century saw the integration of English 

towns into a single unit. Mainly internal barriers were eliminated through 

economic regulations of the State. It was made possible not only through the 

concentration of power in the crown but also through England‘s comparatively 

smaller surface region. The expansion of the urban market made the whole 

kingdom a unified market. London was becoming the unifying force creating 

food demand therefore putting pressure on agricultural production 

encouraging commercialization and capital investments in the countryside. 

 

Another important development in the creation of the nation-state was the 

progress of religious reformation. The Reformation not only subordinated the 

national church to the king but it also subordinated villages to the towns. It 

reflects the rising spirit against the foreign power of Papal power. In the reign 

of Elizabeth, the upsurge of literature, the religious sentiments, the rise of new 

social classes and the changing political thoughts - all contributed to the rise of 

the English nation-state. The Anglican Church provided a strong foundation to 

the state. Later, the Anglican clergy helped in fulfilling vision of leading 



missionaries through training the people to be obedient and respectful 

subjects, and patriots, living for the benefit of the state. Parish clergymen 

marked the commemorative calendar of the state holding special services on 

the days of significant events. In their regular sermons the bishops reminded 

the children and their parents of their paramount duty of ‗obedience to the 

King and quiescence in the State‘. Though, after the coming of 

industrialization, anti Catholic and the nationalist appeals through the church 

were becoming ineffective. 

 

Wales  

An significant step from the point of view of national integration was the 

Union of Wales with England in 1536. It was imposed from above under 

Henry VIII. Wales was to send 24 members to the English Parliament and the 

English system of shire administration was introduced to check local liberties 

and turbulence. Though, Wales maintained its own separate culture and 

society till as late as the 1880s, and exhibited their own Welsh traits in 

contrast to the English, including their own Welsh language. There were 

attempts at cultural revival against the inroads of Anglican cultures and the 

English language. Though, industrialization brought in relation to the a 

transformation of a peasant-dominated backward agrarian region into a 

contemporary and democratic society. The rapid expansion of mining and 

manufacturing behaviors had a profound impact on the Welsh population, 

leading to urbanization, growth of industrial centers, big- scale migrations, the 

emergence of working class and labour movements, and the spread of 

Anglican education, thereby integrating all of Wales with the English State. 

 

Scotland  

Scotland was persistently hostile to England despite the dynastic marriage 

alliance. It had been an self-governing state for centuries. James I‘s proposals 

for a ‗perfect union‘ of the two countries foundered in the early seventeenth 

century because of the mutual distrust and hostility flanked by the English and 



the Scots, The Cromwellian union of the 1650‘s was arbitrarily imposed 

through an English army. Scotland was finally united with England through 

the Act of Union in 1707. This was a voluntary union supported through a 

majority in the Scottish Parliament, which thereafter ceased to exist. Though, 

other Scottish institutions remained intact, including a distinctive legal and 

educational system and the Presbyterian church. 

 

The Scottish response to the Union varied from the poor and backward 

Gaelic Highlands to the English speaking Lowlands. The method the Act was 

forced through remained a source of grievance to several Scottish nationalists. 

The intrinsic view of the Scottish identity generated a separate consciousness 

in excess of the centuries. It was strengthened through the folk memory of 

their past heroes including Queen Mary, the folk songs and the contributions 

of Scottish thinkers like David Hume and Adam Smith, and inventive geniuses 

like James Watt. Throughout the nineteenth century the immense industrial 

development of the country destroyed the older pattern of life and assimilated 

the economy of Scotland to the English. The success of the industrial 

revolution persuaded the Scottish and later Welsh middle classes to merge 

their loyalties with those of the English into a new loyalty to the British 

nation. The amalgamation of the Scottish bourgeoisie with Britain is apparent 

from the fact that they began to refer to their country as North Britain rather 

than Scotland, the first railways in Scotland was described the North British 

Railway and a number of hotels were described the North British Hotels. 

Through the end of nineteenth century the concept of British spread to all 

classes in Scotland and Wales not as substitutes but as concomitant. 

 

Ireland  

The story of union with Ireland is one of the political failure of the British 

nation-state and became the mainly troubled aspect for the British state. 

Ireland was partially conquered through English landowners and through late 

sixteenth century it had virtually become an English colony. The constant 

uprisings of the Catholic peasantry against Anglican landlords led to frequent 



sending of troops to Ireland. The Irish parliament at Dublin was essentially a 

parliament of conquerors and settlers with strong biases against the Roman 

Catholic majority of Ireland. In 1798 there was an Irish revolt. English 

authorities feared that Catholic Irishmen might support French revolutionaries. 

Therefore, Ireland was formally united with England, Scotland and Wales in 

1800 to form the United Kingdom. 

 

The Irish union failed for many reasons. The union did not lead to rapid 

industrialization except in the region of Belfast. The English conquest did not 

promote the emergence of an anglicized middle class, as had happened in 

Wales. The Catholic Church of Ireland was suppressed through English 

settlers, and the only university at Dublin was meant for the Protestant 

students. The last years of the nineteenth century saw a great flowering of the 

Irish literature. Dublin saw the emergence of a brilliant group of poets, 

playwrights and novelists like George Moore, J.M. Synge, W.B. Yeats, 

George Russell and James Joyce. Meanwhile the Gaelic League (1893) tried to 

restore Gaelic as the first language of the Irish nation and the Gaelic Athletic 

Association tried to popularize traditional Irish sports in place of the British. 

The creation of the Nationalist party Sinn Fein (1905), the spread of the Home 

Rule Movement, and the popular nationalist risings (1891-1921) under the 

Irish Republican Army led to the partition of Ireland. Northern Ireland 

retained its loyalty to the British crown while the rest of Ireland declared itself 

a Republic with a separate constitution. The cultural policy of the British 

nation-state discouraged minority languages in favor of English. Though, the 

state encouraged national symbols reflecting a separate cultural identity, e.g. 

the Union Jack is an amalgam of English, Scottish and Irish symbols. Each 

state has its own flag, anthem and song, separate regiments, and participated 

separately in international games. 

 

Development of National Identity  

Domestic and external growths in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth 

centuries led to a vast national consciousness of British identity. This period is 



seen through several as a stage of fresh social tensions and new class 

formations. It saw the creation of a middle class socio-political identity, the 

emergence of the British landed elite at the national stage, and the creation of 

the English working class. 

 

British wars throughout mainly of the period from 1756 to 1815 had a 

unifying impact on the British nation. Conscription and compulsory service 

served as a means of creation the masses aware of the political and ideological 

demands of the nation-state and the regimenting need of industrial capitalism. 

 

The loss of American colonies created a new interest in Wales and 

Scotland and in turn promoted internal tourism. The Revolutionary wars 

forced the British state to recruit the nation in an unprecedented manner. Adult 

males were involved from all parts of the Kingdom, e.g. one in four Scots of 

military age were serving in the British army. The impact of wars promoted 

the rapid development of communications. In England alone, the provincial 

press multiplied three times flanked by 1750 and 1800. This in turn 

contributed to the preparation of town and national directories, political maps, 

English grammar books and dictionaries. In the late nineteenth century, 

leaders like Gladstone and Disraeli gained a national audience because of the 

progress of newspapers and magazines. Parliamentary debates published in the 

dailies had a great power on public opinion. Novel reading was becoming the 

national habit of the middle class. Writers like G.B. Shaw, H.G. Wells, Edgar 

Wallace, H.T. Buckle and numerous others brought the literary world of 

Britain jointly. The popular press, beside with petition and platform became 

the three p‘s of British freedom, with a great impact on national life. 

 

The rapid growth of population and urbanization not only led to local 

migration but also created a radically dissimilar age structure. Through 1826 

approximately 60 per cent of the English population was under 24 years of 

age. This young British population began to replace political awareness with 

nationalism and liberalism. British imperialism also created a sense of national 

pride. Popular images were created through the state through postcards and 



pictures of colonial troops, military music through the brass bands, pictures of 

durbars and coronations of the British monarchs attended through submissive 

maharajas in jeweled robes. In schools, Empire Day was institutionalized in 

1902 and textbooks focused increasingly on the benefits of British rule. 

Imperial Exhibitions at Glasgow (1901) and Crystal Palace (1911) attracted 

vast crowds. It created a special sense of superiority. The state adopted racist 

laws to maintain this superiority. 

 

The chief method in which industrialism affected state and politics was 

through conferring new wealth and power upon the rising middle class. While 

landowners were in general a bulwark of conservatism, the bourgeoisie were 

the prime-movers of change. Industrialization also created the new wage-

earning classes of the factories, mills and mines. Confronted with their own 

weak bargaining power, the labour looked to state for protection. When they 

realized that governments would illustrate concern for them only when 

compelled through political pressure, they too demanded votes and rights (The 

Reform Act of 1832 had aroused their aspirations and the Acts of 1867, 1884-

85 and 1918 accepted out the procedure of democratization). The working 

class agitations led through Owen, Lovett, and Francis Place brought out a 

social and national awareness of the ills of industrial Britain. The radicals 

propagated the principle of the sovereignty of the people against the 

sovereignty of Parliament. 

 

Spheres of State Intervention  

The state‘s involvement in sure key economic spheres not only contributed 

to national integration but it also created the infrastructure for capitalist 

development. The railways had transformed thinking in relation to the time 

and place. As Donald Read believes, they had speeded up communication, 

both mental and physical. It slowly standardized time-keeping throughout the 

country, as ‗railway time‘ became the Greenwich time through the Act of 

1880. The whole nation was integrated through the transport network and 

post-offices. It also revolutionized the transmission of correspondence and 



news. This was complemented through the National Telephone company 

which brought the government closer to the people. 

 

Politically, advances towards representative government raised two quite 

separate troubles in politics— those of the ‗classes‘ and of ‗the masses‘, i.e. 

the upper and middle class elites and the poor. Though, the social tensions 

within the Britain nation did not cause a class invoking active support of the 

lower classes. Rather, class conflicts were accommodation within the 

institutions of political parties, pressure groups and trade unions. The state 

itself aloof from social conflicts through adopting neutrality, as in the case of 

the diffusion Chartism in the 1840s. With the growth of democracy, a new 

conception of the state begs to appear. It no longer acted as an instrument to 

put down the mass of the population in the interests of an outmoded society of 

landowners. The extension of the parliamentary franchise led to new shapes of 

radicalism. Instead of an unrestricted individualism of laissez-faire, a new 

thought of welfare state appeared that the greatest freedom for every 

individual was possible only within the framework of the communal state 

representing all sections of society. 

 

What was the connection flanked by the increasingly integrated and 

sophisticated British nation and the British state is not very clear. For thinkers 

like Bentham, John Fielding and Patrick Colquhoun, a more united nation 

could also create possible the creation of a surveillance state. There are others 

who argue that greater national cohesion and uniformity were bound to 

strengthen the control and hegemony of Britain‘s ruling elite. Every extension 

of the state‘s behaviors, whether for the purpose of social welfare or national 

defense, raises anew the issue of the connection flanked by a powerful state 

and the individual citizen. Though, the British nation-state has clearly 

demonstrated that a communal sense of responsibility representing the widest 

spectrum of society fosters a spirit of nationalism and strengthens the nation-

state. The state has been actively involved in the work of economic and social 

justice to eliminate tensions in the national life. 

 



Formation of the French Nation-State  

As you have seen, while British nation-state formation was a slow and 

continuous procedure stretching in excess of many centuries, the French 

progress really started from the Revolutionary experience after 1789. The 

nineteenth century saw a prolonged effort through the state to make in reality 

the organic national unity which the Revolution had proclaimed in theory. It 

was aided in this through the several cultural and social procedures which had 

been going on simultaneously beside with urbanization and industrialization, 

widening literacy, economic integration, and the homogenization of separate 

cultural identities. 

 

Origins of Centralized State Tools  

The procedure of the centralization of state power under absolute rulers 

began in the fifteenth century itself. The transition from medieval to absolute 

monarchy was speeded up through the dissimilar crises like the Hundred 

Years War, the religious wars and the Fronded uprisings. The British and 

French essential institutional characteristics of French absolutism could be 

seen in its standing army, a developed fiscal tools, a bureaucracy, dedicated 

departments of state, and a body of salaried intend ants (appointed royal 

officials) having sweeping administrative, financial and judicial powers. The 

vastly elaborated state structure in France curtailed the role of representative 

institutions, at both national and local stages. The state did not seek 

collaboration with the Estates-General, the central representative assembly (no 

meetings of it took place flanked by 1614 and 1789). Without a representative 

body, kings had the greatest difficulty in gathering support for their policies 

throughout the kingdom. State intervention in the economy went well beyond 

the needs of protective legislation as seen in Britain, while government's 

direction and participation in commercial and manufacturing behaviors 

remained very active. There was a total absence of alternative institutions 

through which opposition to the crown could be organized. 

 



Although centralization of political power had been achieved to a 

reasonable degree, France remained a political unit, and it was still not a fully 

developed nation at the beginning of the Revolution in 1789. In culture, family 

structure, social beliefs and economic action, France was unusually diverse. 

 

Rival Identities  

 

France and Britain revealed important contrasts as geographical units. 

France was the main territorial state in pre-contemporary Europe in conditions 

of total region and population. Though standing astride both the Atlantic and 

the Mediterranean, France remained a continental power of great diversity 

with poor communications and transport. The wide gulf flanked by urban and 

rural life and the local economic diversity flanked by the north-east region and 

the rest of the country prevented France from becoming an economic unit till 

late nineteenth century. Till then it remained a patchwork of local and local 

economies. 

 

Official reports in France suggest that as late as the 1870s, standard French 

remained a foreign language for approximately half the population who spoke 

their own languages such as Breton, Basque, Flemish and German. The French 

language gained ascendancy and became the national language only towards 

the end of the 19th century. Moreover, several of the culturally separate 

regions had close links with neighboring states crossways the boundary. 

Language was distant from being the only form of diversity. Not until 1891 

was there an official standard time for the whole country. 

 

Revolution and the Nation-State  

The aspiration to form a nation-state out of the political state was the 

product of French Revolution. Political centralization had forged a sense of 

territorial identity but had not transformed them into a nation. The French 

people were made ‗subjects‘ but not ‗citizens', inhabitants rather than builders 



of the nation. The events of the revolution turned them into political actors 

when the democratic movement against autocracy and privilege invoked the 

principle of the sovereignty of the people. The Declaration of the Rights of 

Man and the Citizen and the suppression of ‗orders‘ laid the foundations of 

French nationhood. The Declaration of the Rights stated: 

 

 ―The principle of all sovereignty lies essentially in the Nation‖. 

 

A unified national state based on direct rule had replaced the superimposed 

state of the ancien regime. It had a tremendous impact on spheres such as 

taxation, public works, justice, administrative events, etc., all of which 

profoundly shaped the character of capitalist development in France in 

subsequent decades. The Revolution set itself the task of national regeneration. 

As Lynn Hunt points out, the wholesome abandonment of the past required the 

development of a new symbolism, imagery and rhetoric and the concept of 

nationhood was central to this heroic enterprise. The new tricolor national flag 

replaced the local ones. The spread of political culture through Paris and the 

local press (papers like Journal de Paris, Mercure, the Gazette, Brissot‘s 

Patriote franqaise, etc.) and the invasion of the printing press involved the 

people in national debates. 

 

Chenier‘s well-known stage play, Charles IX, in 1789 baptised the 

audience in the name, of national law and constitution. There was a series of 

plays like Prise de la Bastille, Chene patriotique, Fete de la Liberte which 

brought theatre audiences close to the nation. Though, the Revolution had not 

resolved the national question totally. It was not till 1870 (when the Third 

Republic was recognized) that the principles of democratic legitimacy became 

a reality in the formal bourgeois sense. A vast section of the rural population 

in remote regions was still not members of a national community till the end 

of the nineteenth century. The pace of nation structure remained slow. 

 

The Napoleonic state effected a new parity flanked by nation and state. 

The state was made a central integrating force to work for nationhood. Loyalty 



to the nation implied obedience to the state. The decisive reforms of 1789 such 

as the abolition of feudalism, equality before law, suppression of venal offices 

and hereditary posts, and freedom of enterprise, were all safeguarded. The 

legal codes promoted the principles of private property, family power, and 

administrative centralization. The education system reflected social elitism 

based on merit an element of bourgeois ideology. Therefore the policies of 

consolidation and modernization of the Napoleonic state laid the foundations 

for the emergence of a full-fledged bourgeois state which remained dominant 

till the late nineteenth century. 

 

The Creation of Class Identities  

Though economic and social modernization was taking place in many west 

European countries, what were specifically French are the significant role of 

state and the ideological legacy of the Revolution in the development of class 

identities. As distant as bourgeois class identity is concerned, the real 

bourgeoisie of France which was actively involved in political matters, is not 

as clearly apparent as we discover in Britain. It showed no identity separate 

from the landed interest as is visible in Britain throughout the anti-corn Law 

league. What create the French bourgeoisie dissimilar from those of other 

European countries were its close ties with the state. The stability of small 

business due to the slow transformation of French economy and approximately 

stagnant population made the bourgeois elite inhabit the highest political and 

bureaucratic posts after 1830. Its expansion and power was bound with the 

expansion of the state. Therefore, the French bourgeoisie uniformly tried to 

serve and protect the interests of the state. 

 

The peasant population of France cannot be termed as a class because 

peasant society was composed of communities, not merely geographical, but 

also cultural. What transformed them to some extent was the impact of 

policies and politics of the state. The best examples are the grande pear (The 

Great Fear) of 1789 and the Vendee and Chouan revolts of the 1790s. After 

February 1848, political events in Paris began to affect rural life, creating 



elements of class solidarity for the peasants through political mobilization. 

The imposition of a 45 per cent land tax surcharge was universally resisted 

and seen as an use of peasants through, the towns. Peasant turnout in the April 

1848 elections was exceptionally high. Peasant support for Louis Bonaparte 

and the mass politicization flanked by 1849 and 1851 marked a important step 

in the political formation of the peasantry. Further politicization in the 1870s 

and 1880s did underline the importance of peasant organizations though it did 

not make an self-governing class consciousness. 

 

The extensive economic depression of the last quarter of the nineteenth 

century was a decisive period in the history of the French working class. 

Intense international competition in the manufacturing sector, declining prices, 

new technology and competitive methods, ruined big urban and handicraft 

industries, decimated the small textile and metal producers, and impoverished 

landowners and shopkeepers who shaped several organizations to demand aid 

and protection from the state. It seems the French were unable to discover an 

effective system of labour dealings other than paternalism and 

authoritarianism. Proletarian class identity was created throughout this period 

through visible symbols and festivals. The banned red flag and the song L' 

International marked off the workers‘ cause from that of the ‗bourgeois‘ 

republic symbolized through the tricolor and Marceillaise (The French 

national song). Annual rallies were held at the Mur des Federes from 1880. In 

1879 a workers‘ congress of Marseilles openly adapted a combined 

programme of Marxists and Proudhonists. Workers‘ organizations were 

profoundly influenced through the attitude of the state. French workers 

involved the state in almost 20 per cent of industrial disputes flanked by 1895 

and 1914. 

 

The post-revolutionary state assumed the role of the regulator of society. It 

intervened in social and economic disputes. At a time when other major 

democratic states like Britain tended to withdraw from the operations of civil 

society, France deliberately checked the development of autonomous 

institutions. Social conflicts were so inevitably politicized because of state 



involvement and each social group tried to power the state. 

 

The State and National Integration  

From 1830 onwards, all the regimes in France were directly involved in 

the procedure of creating a unified nation. The state promoted integration 

through structure a communication network distant beyond the means or needs 

of immediate economic interests. Profit was subordinated to the national 

interest. The first trunk road system began under the old regime and was 

completed through the late 1840s. The trunk railway system was intended to 

strengthen state power whether through administrative communication or the 

movement of troops. But strategic communications alone could not make a 

nation. Laws were passed to regulate and subsidize local roads. The thick road 

network really made headway in the 1880s, creating all-weather roads. 

Through the First World War, the remote regions of France could participate 

in economic networks on a national scale and brought the frontiers closer. The 

state was contributing directly towards economic integration of the nation. 

 

The Banque de France (The French Bank) greatly multiplied its provincial 

branches. As a result, local stock exchanges and commercial institutions began 

to grow. New towns and factories were becoming the melting pots of French 

society. The army also acted as a churning place of the nation. Men from 

dissimilar regions were deliberately mixed and posted absent from home. 

Regiments were kept on the march. Peasant soldiers often felt amazed and 

proud to see unknown regions and customs on their journey to the Front. 

 

The French government organized grand festivals to instill a sense of unity 

and also to form the national memory. These incorporated great Parisian fetes 

like the anniversary of the 1830 Revolution, the 14 July celebration begun 

through the Republic in 1880, the ceremonial ‗Pantheonization‘ of Republican 

heroes (like Victor Hugo in 1885), the centenary of the Revolution in 1889, 

and the Exhibition of 1867, 1889 (when the Eiffel Tower in Paris was erected) 

and 1900. Such festivities, beside with military bands, fireworks and street 



celebrations, were reproduced on a lesser scale in towns and villages 

throughout France. The effects of economic and cultural integration were 

facilitated through a range of state and other institutions. Mainly significant 

were the schools: whether state, church or private, they propagated the French 

language and patriotic values. The mainly popular of schools books, Le Tour 

de La France par Deux Enfants (1877) sold 6 million copies through 1901. It 

kindled patriotic feeling in the middle of the youth. The state also promoted 

the French language which became the language of the whole nation. It was 

the victory of the French nation-state in excess of its divisive culture and 

separatist elements. 

 

The French nation-state also grew through external threats. First it was the 

great victory of the citizens‘ army at Valmy throughout the French Revolution. 

National solidarity was generated through the German invasion in the First 

World War which forged unity in a divided country. In more recent years the 

French nationalism of de Gaulle had the nationalist political movement 

organized approximately the state. General de Gaulle saw the need for a strong 

nation-state of France to maintain the autonomy of the country from the 

military threat of the Soviet Union and the economic and cultural challenge of 

the United States. 

 

Hence he championed not only strengthening military and economic 

power, but also advocated a strong renovation of French culture against the 

twin danger of the ‗anglicization‘ of the French language and the global 

Americanization of culture. 

 

 

FORMATION OF NATION-STATES-2: GERMANY AND ITALY  

In the Austro-Prussian war although the Austrians secured a victory at 

Custozza they were decisively defeated at Koniggratz. In as distant as the 

creation of the North German Confederation in 1867 menaced the power or 

security of France it has been rightly remarked that it was France rather than 

Austria which was defeated at Koniggratz. It appeared after Bismarck‘s 



victory in the Austro-Prussian war of 1866 that the consummation of German 

unity would only be possible after a war flanked by France and Germany. 

Napoleon Ill‘s 'advisors were hostile to the thought of further German 

unification and Bismarck too looked forward to a military victory in excess of 

France to consolidate the German nation-state. Through skillfully exploiting 

the dispute in relation to the Hohenzollern candidature to the Spanish throne, 

Bismarck supervised to provoke a war with France which put that country in 

the wrong even while it roused the patriotism of the German people. 

 

Finally, the war flanked by Prussia and Austria played an significant role 

in the procedure of German unification. In July 1863 the Austrian Emperor 

Francis Joseph convened a meeting of all the German Princes at Frankfurt to 

talk about a scheme for Federal reform, through which the reconstituted 

central power was to be placed permanently in the hands of Austria and of her 

allies, the secondary states. The Austrian Emperor persuaded the Prussian 

King to attend since this congress was the best means of carrying out the 

reform of the confederation on conservative rows and without danger of a 

revolution. Although King William had been approximately persuaded to 

attend, Bismarck threatened to resign if he went to Frankfurt and thereby the 

Prussian Minister thwarted the Austrian move to strengthen her location in 

Germany. Prussia‘s absence made the Austrian proposal unworkable. An 

Austrian proposal for closer union within the German confederation, on the 

rows of her scheme of Federal reform was rejected through the smaller 

German states as well as public opinion. The smaller states, anxious to 

preserve their autonomy and bargaining power, rejected the Austrian proposals 

presently as they had rejected similar proposals through Prussia earlier. 

Liberal opinion rejected the Austrian proposals because there was no provision 

for a parliament based on a popular franchise. Although Bismarck‘s 

announcement in 1863 that he was willing to support a popular assembly 

based on a direct franchise was treated with skepticism it indicated Bismarck‘s 

effort to win public approval. Eventually, the Reichstag in the North German 

Confederation was elected on adult franchise. 

 



Bismarck‘s policy did not have much support in the Prussian Home of 

Representatives, but he supervised to gain his objectives since the King was 

willing to accept Bismarck‘s policies for reasons of internal policy. When the 

Zollverein was renewed in its original form in October 1864 for a twelve year 

period it was because Prussia was closer to the wishes and interests of the 

majority opinion in Germany as on the question of Federal reform. Austria‘s 

policy of trying to overthrow the Zollverein through using the resentment of 

the south German secondary states against Prussia's liberal customs policy 

failed to yield results. Austria‘s intentions of joining the tariff union and then 

using the south German states to adopt a more protectionist policy did not 

succeed. Partly this was because the north German smaller states, enclosed 

through Prussian territory, could not really benefit through any such Austrian 

protectionist policy. Despite political sympathies with Bavaria and Austria 

Saxony remained within the Zollverein. The south German secondary states 

were compelled to accept the Prussian customs policy since they were 

unwilling to join a tariff union with Austria without the north German states. 

Since their economic interests would not be safeguarded within a tariff union 

with the Austrian Empire and since they could not stand alone the small south 

German states too had to remain within the Zollverein. 

 

Bismarck‘s skill lay in securing a favorable international situation before 

he waged war with Austria in 1866. Also considerable statesmanship was 

involved in the manner of handling the small German states after Prussian 

victory in 1866 and in the creation of the North German Confederation in 

1867. Hanover, Electorate of Hesse, Nassau were annexed. Secret suspicious 

and offensive alliances were negotiated with the south German states to ensure 

that all non- Austrian Germany would be united in case of war. The fear of 

France no doubt encouraged the small south German states to attach 

themselves to Prussia. In the Bundesrath or federal Council of the North 

German confederation Prussia could be outvoted through the smaller states 

since it had only 17 out of 43 members. Although the North German 

confederation created a united foreign policy and military system the 

independence of smaller states was accorded due recognition. 



 

The failure to make a Southern Confederation indicated that the southern 

states would eventually join Bismarck‘s North German Confederation. 

Although Baden was willing to join there was exiles to Britain, after the 

failure of the revolutions of 1820-21, who produced a liberal trend dissimilar 

from the egalitarian perspective of Buonarroti. After the failure of the 

revolutions of 1830-31, specially in Modena and Bologna, Italians felt 

increasingly the need to rely on their own endeavors and on open methods of 

agitation. Giuseppe Mazzini. started Young Italy and rejected the sectarian 

model of revolutionary dictatorship and terror. Mazzini was a democratic 

nationalist who simultaneously rejected both the elitism of the moderates and 

the Jacobin ideal of revolutionary dictatorship. As a radical Unitarian Mazzini 

whispered that all shapes of federalism were mere mechanisms for 

perpetuating the dominance of local elites. Mazzini‘s nationalism was not 

exclusive and he whispered in the eventual emergence of a United States of 

Europe after all nations had become free. Although he whispered in a people‘s 

war of national liberation he also whispered in a democratic government based 

on universal suffrage. Mazzini recognized the importance of support from the 

peasantry for his conception of people‘s war but Italian republicans were 

never able to bridge the gap flanked by the towns and the countryside. 

 

Piedmont Sardinia  

The procedure of national unification in Italy was based on the subsistence 

of many states which tried to preserve their autonomy and privileges in the 

context of Franco-Austrian rivalry. Piedmont became the Italian state which 

unified Italy. The king, Charles Albert at least until 1840, evinced no 

sentiments in favor of either liberalism or patriotism. Charles Albert (1831-

1849) was a conservative monarch who had no compunctious in relation to the 

using Austrian troops to stop revolution in Italy much like the Metternich 

system envisaged. Albert had territorial claims beyond the Alps in France and 

he refused to join a league of Italian states when it was proposed through the 



king of Naples. In fact Charles Albert‘s treaty with Austria was transposed to 

his predecessor‘s reign through court propagandists. In 1847 the Pope 

proposed a tariff league as an initial step towards closer agreement in the 

middle of Italian states. The Grand Duke Leopoldo of Tuscany agreed to 

accept the tariff league but Piedmont did not. The Pope‘s envoy, Carboli 

Bussi, explained that his master v/anted to thwart revolutionaries and 

supporters of a unitary Italian republic through recognizing moderate demands 

for Italian unity. The Papal envoy sensed that the Piedmontese king was 

reluctant to join such a league because he wanted to expand his state at the 

cost of the small Austrian dominated duchies of north- central Italy. In the 

thrash about flanked by Piedmont and Austria for supremacy in Italy the Pope 

was offering the mantle of leadership to Piedmont. 

 

Although Piedmont was not quite the powerhouse like Prussia in an 

economic sense, it was politically and militarily the mainly active participant 

in the procedure of Italian revolution. Cavour, Mazzini and Garibaldi have 

been hailed in some accounts as the brain, heart and sword of unification. 

While Piedmont‘s policies had been timid before 1849,in the 1850s the more 

resolute policies of Count Cavour in combination with the popular movements 

launched through Mazzini and Garibaldi led to Italian unification. Cavour 

used his friendship and alliance with Napoleon III to wage successful wars for 

both the liberation of Italy from Austria and political unification. The 

territorial ambitions of Piedmont-Sardinia and the desire to preserve social 

stability shaped the attitude of the aristocratic Cavour. Unification was to 

depend primarily on the regular army and bureaucracy, not popular 

movements. 

 

The Piedmont-Sardinian attitude towards mass mobilization was based on 

a policy of utilizing the masses not giving them an self-governing role in the 

wars of national unification. So the number of casualties in these wars were 

few. Only in relation to the 3,000 died in the first (1848-49) and second wars 

(1859-60) of independence. Throughout the Crimean War of 1855 only 14 

Italians died. The third war of Italian independence claimed a thousand lives 



on land and sea. In 1867 the Garibaldini lost 600 lives at Mentana, in 

September 1870 the Italian regular‘s lost 24 lives. Flanked by 1848 and 1870 

the total number of casualties suffered through both the regular and volunteer 

forces was 6,000 dead and in relation to the 20,000 wounded. The effort to 

pacify the Italian south after unification led to the ―death of distant more 

people than in all the wars of liberation. Despite the tremendous significance 

of these three wars of independence fewer people died than in one single day 

throughout the Franco-Prussian War of 1870. 

 

The financial costs of the wars of liberation had to be borne through 

Piedmont Sardinia which adversely affected the programme of modernization 

started through Cavour in the 1850s. Piedmont had to create considerable 

sacrifices to unify Italy. The compensation was to be establish in the power 

which Piedmont wielded in the unitary state which was created in 1861. 

English free trade thoughts led to lowering of tariffs with France after the 

navigation and trade agreements of 1862 and 1863. It has been argued that free 

trade policies were adopted to ―repay‖ Britain and France for the political and 

military help they had given to Italy throughout the procedure of unification. 

Free trade was also adopted to gain access for Italian exports in foreign 

markets and to draw foreign capital and technology. After the publication of 

the Industrial Survey of 1870-74 and protests through industrialists led 

through Alessandro Rossi a new tariff structure was introduced flanked by 

1875-1880. The openly protectionist tariffs introduced in 1887 helped Italian 

industry but the average stage of nominal protection on industrial products 

rarely exceeded 21 percent.  

 

The Italian state after unification did try to force the pace of economic 

development in order to catch-up with the advanced countries. One of the 

events of this is the stage of public spending to GDP which fluctuated flanked 

by 12% and 14% up until 1880 and rose to in relation to the 17%-18% 

throughout the years before World War I. Separately from military and 

administrative expenditure infrastructural investment in the railways absorbed 

the bulk of these public expenditures. Flanked by unification and World War I, 



three-quarters of the total spending on public works plus expenditure on 

railway construction from the public debt indicated the zeal for railway 

development. Unlike the USA and Germany and even France, the 

industrialization of Italy was not boosted considerably through the railways. 

For one, the bulk of the railway materials and rails had to be imported. 

Demand from the railways constituted 8% throughout 1861-95 and 13% 

throughout 1896-1913 of the value added in the engineering sector. Even the 

utilization of the railways was poor because North and South did not 

complement each other; because the main Italian export-silk-weighed very 

little; and because of the general backwardness of the country. The railway 

policy of the Italian state was excessively ―forced‖ in conditions of timing as 

well as the mode of financing. Though the railways sewed up the Italian boot 

they neither integrated the south with the Italian economy nor boosted overall 

industrial growth. Although the Risorgimento and the classically reforming 

bourgeoisie after unification tried to modernize Italy, the troubles of dualism, 

backwardness, and local imbalances were hard to overcome. 

 

Procedure of Unification  

The unification of Italy was accomplished through Piedmont Sardinia led 

through Cavour in collaboration with the popular forces led through Mazzini 

and Garibaldi. Although popular mobilization played a part in this procedure 

the elites tried to control the stage of popular participation. This is what led 

Gramsci to characterize the Risorgimento and Italian unification as a form of 

passive revolution. Though Mazzini whispered in a concept of people‘s war he 

was unable to rally the peasant masses. It was after the failure of revolutions in 

1820-21, 1830-31 and 1848-49 that republican nationalist opinion came 

approximately to accepting an alliance with the more liberal Cavour in order 

to forge Italian unity. It was the Italian National Society which from 1857 

onwards represented this tacit - and often open - alliance flanked by Cavour 

and the republican nationalists. It is this rapprochement which explains how 

Cavour on the one hand asked Garibaldi to raise a force of volunteers for a 



war of liberation and why Garibaldi fought under the banner of ‗Italy and 

Vittorio Emanuele‘ in 1860 on the other. In fact Garibaldi confided to 

potential recruits to his volunteer force in early 1860 that the king, Victor 

Emanuele and the Piedmontese government had secretly incited him to lead on 

expedition against the Neapolitan government. 

 

Popular Movements  

All shapes of popular agitation and communal violence are not linked with 

the major political crises but apparently uninon-political‖ events like food 

riots, violent strikes, tax rebellions and communal seizures of land which 

occurred with unfailing regularity, in fact clustered approximately the crisis 

years. Secret societies such as the Carbonari, Filadelfi or Young Italy were 

active in the 1830s and 1840s in fomenting revolutions. There was a chain of 

rebellions in Turin, Naples, Palermo and other regions in 1820-21 and a fresh 

round of rebellions throughout 1828-31 which had repercussions for another 

two years. The temporarily successful bourgeois revolutions in Sicily, Naples, 

Venice, Lombardy, Tuscany and the Papal states involved street fighting, food 

riots, destruction of land records and tax offices. While workers and peasants 

turned against the of Villafranca in 1859 - he advised the commissioners sent 

to Central Italy to remain there and rally public opinion against the restoration 

of the former rulers.  

In August 1859 Cavour complemented the people for preventing the return 

of the rulers and achieving independence through their own efforts instead of 

foreign arms. Back as prime minister in 1860 Cavour instructed his mediators 

in central Italy to demonstrate — to the satisfaction of the European courts - 

that the people endorsed the decisions of their assemblies which sought union 

with Piedmont. In order to ensure the incorporation of Tuscany, the Duchies 

and the Legations into Italy, Cavour agreed to cede Nice and Savoy to the 

French. The vote in these territories confirmed what Cavour and Napoleon III 

had predetermined. Although these plebiscites were distant from genuine a 

measure of popular support was generated through the action of the Italian 

National Society which played a key role in these plebiscites. Flanked by 1857 



and 1862 this Society published a national newspaper, drafted volunteers, 

orchestrated revolutions in Central Italy and then played a role in the 

plebiscites. This society was implicated in Garibaldi‘s invasion of Naples as 

well as Cavour‘s entry into the Papal States ―therefore ensuring", says Coppa, 

―that the kingdom of 1861 would be national rather than northern.‖ 

 

Although Garibaldi was upset through the handing in excess of in home 

province of Nice to the French he collaborated with Cavour in the invasion of 

Sickly and Naples. After Garibaldi‘s succ6ss in the southern campaigns Favor 

blocked Garibaldi‘s march on Rome lest his actions lead to a disagreement 

with Napoleon III and make adverse international repercussions. In order to 

deal with the Neapolitan armies which had withdrawn into the fortresses of 

Capua and Gaeta in October 1860? Garibaldi had himself urged the 

Piedmontese king to march towards the south. It was the tremendous success 

of Garibaldi‘s volunteers which galvanized Cavour into uniting the whole of 

Italy while earlier he had concentrated on northern and central Italy. Although 

some republicans had conceived of a southern expedition earlier as a method 

of mobilizing the masses and contesting the location of Cavour and the 

monarchy in the procedure of unification, this objective could not be achieved 

even in 1860. The 1859 annexations in North and Central Italy had been 

achieved without much communal violence, but in 1860the transfer of power 

in the south was marked through enormous violence. 

 

The violence in the Italian south appeared before the arrival of Garibaldi in 

Sicily and was directed against the Bourbon government and its property and 

personnel. As Garibaldi recognized his control in excess of Sicily the pattern 

of violence shifted. Garibaldi‘s decrees abolishing the macinato and promising 

land reform had little impact since he recognized a de facto alliance with the 

militia and bourgeoisie of the island. As the bourgeoisie realigned itself with 

Garibaldi, the peasants and workers could no longer expect justice or redress 

of grievances from him. So ―numerous land occupations and attacks on 

proprietors rapidly took on the coloration of opposition to Garibaldi and the 

national revolution.‖  



On the mainland in the south though there had been no major rural 

movements against the Bourbons there were numerous protests against the 

bourgeois allies of Garibaldi. Peasants demanding the return of usurped 

common lands rioted in the southern city of Matera against the new regime. In 

Basilicata, disaffected groups disappointed with the new regime rioted against 

the plebiscite on unification, attacked the national guard, declared support for 

the deposed Bourbon king and resisted the draft. The groups which were 

already mobilized against the Bourbon kings rapidly adopted violent means to 

resist a new regime which adversely affected their interests. So the stages of 

violent disagreement in the south were much higher after the nominal transfer 

of power than before. It would appear that the Party of Action was in the 

pocket of the Piedmontese king in more methods than one. After the creation 

of the Italian nation state in 1861 even Garibaldi and Mazzini jointly with 

other republicans were slowly marginalized. 

 

As distant as the unification of Italy was concerned, the question of 

Venetia and Rome remained. The banker Isaac Pereire almost certainly at the 

instigation of Napoleon III proposed that Austria sell Venetia to Italy at the 

end of 1860. As compensation Austria could purchase Bosnia-Herzegovina 

from Turkey. La Marmora, the Italian Prime minister, years later offered to 

purchase Venice for 100,000,000 lire, but the Austrians refused once again. As 

the ally of Prussia in the war against Austria in 1866 Italy‘s military 

performance was unimpressive but Venice was incorporated in Italy after an 

overwhelming vote in favor of union in a plebiscite. Though, throughout the 

war of 1866 not one city had risen in rebellion and few Venetians had rushed 

to join the volunteers of Garibaldi. After many failed attempts to acquire 

Rome — notably Garibaldi‘s effort in 1867 — it was incorporated after a short 

war in September 1870. Italian unification was achieved but the fruits of this 

attainment came approximately at the end of the 19th century. 

 

 

EMPIRES AND NATION-STATES — 1: OTTOMAN AND 

HABSBURG EMPIRES  



Nationalism and Empires  

But, of course, the picture is never so simple, that nation-state equals 

modernity, and empire signifies backwardness. As we know, so several of the 

nation-states that appeared in Europe after 1919 have remained the more 

backward parts of Europe; and the new multi-national state of the Soviet 

Union that replaced the archaic Russian Empire very rapidly ceased to be 

backward, defeated Germany in World War II, and became one of the 

superpowers. A multi-national state, Yugoslavia, appeared in the Balkans; and 

another, Czechoslovakia, was recognized in central Europe. Also, Switzerland 

completed the transition to the contemporary world as a multi-national 

federation. It is not the nation-state as such which is contemporary, but the 

nationalism on which it is constructed. But if nationalism could be mobilized 

for another type of state, the multi- national one that would be equally 

contemporary. The Soviet Union is the mainly obvious and extra ordinary 

instance; but these smaller ones should not be forgotten. 

 

These three empires were archaic and enfeebled for not being able to 

harness nationalism to the cause of the imperial state. Nationalism had begun 

developing in excess of all these empires in varying degree from the beginning 

of the nineteenth century; but the state sustained to hold the empire jointly 

solely through the dynasty, army, and bureaucracy, and without a common 

ideology, religion, language, or institutions. Theoretically speaking, the 

empire could be converted into a single nation in the manner that Great Britain 

was shaped out of England, Wales, Scotland, and Ireland. But British 

development possessed a dynamism in which the dissimilar nations saw an 

advantage in joining a union dominated through England. On the other hand, 

the endemic rebellion in Ireland is proof of the failure of the British nation and 

points to the type of problem that the empires faced in every region. Unlike 

Britain though, these empire's consisted of dozens of regions with distant 

greater diversity than in Britain; further, these empires suffered notoriously 

from the troubles of backwardness and underdevelopment; and finally, 

nationalist ideologies had been popularized in distant too several regions for 



the project of a single imperial nation even to be measured seriously, although 

the beginnings of such strategies may be discerned in Russian nationalism and 

russification for the Russian Empire, and Ottomanism for the Ottoman 

Empire, and a national centralization in the Habsburg Monarchy. 

 

The other theoretical possibility was nationalism being made into a 

foundation for a contemporary state without necessarily attempting to make a 

single nation-state as in West Europe. This was the Soviet and Yugoslav 

multi-national model, which survived until 1990-1991. The new Soviet state 

promoted nationalism vigorously in the 1920s and at the same time integrated 

them under a communist state. Therefore the new state was neither an old-

fashioned empire integrated through dynasty and bureaucracy alone nor a 

nation-state possessed of a single culture and territory. Instead, a series of 

nations were developed with all the characteristics of nation-states except lull 

sovereignty; they were then united into the single Soviet super-nation, or 

multi-national state as it is usually described; and the common instruments of 

this super-nation were the single and centralized communist party, communist 

ideology, scheduling, armed forces and bureaucracy, and Soviet culture. The 

Soviet system therefore not merely endorsed but even mobilized nationalism, 

but not through the nation-state. The adjacent analogy to that procedure is the 

Indian Union, which reorganized the Union in 1956 into linguistic states, each 

with its own sub-nationalist or local aspirations. 

 

The three empires though were not able to conceive of such strategies of 

multi-national unity. Consequently, imperial policies were mainly often 

reactive, following a combination of the following: 1) suppressing the 

nationalism in question; 2) opportunistically promoting one nationalism 

against another within the same region of mixed nationality, or flanked by 

neighboring regions; and 3) sponsoring a nationalism in a neighboring empire 

as part of great power diplomacy, rivalry, and intrigue. The failure of these 

three empires may be treated, to an significant degree, as failures of nationalist 

strategies; and the result of World War I may be seen to an significant degree 

as a triumph of nationalism in Europe, including even in the Soviet Union, 



which combined nationalism with communist ideology presently as the nation-

states effectively combined nationalism with liberal or fascist ideologies. 

 

There was though a clear variation flanked by the three empires in their 

handling of nationalism. The first variation lay in the degree of coherence in 

the central state. Here the Russian state stood first, the Habsburg after that, and 

the Ottoman came such a poor third that it was derisively described the ―Sick 

Man of Europe.‖ The second variation was a corollary to the first, namely, the 

degree of exposure to international sponsorship of a local nationalism. Again, 

the same order held. The third lay in the extent to which a single or core 

nationality was accessible to control the empire. Again, the Russian Empire 

came out on top easily with the dominant Russian (and through extension 

Slavic) core, while the Habsburg and Ottoman Empires came a very low 

second, both devoid of an obvious core. Therefore the transition of the 

Ottoman and Habsburg Empires into the numerous nation-states was 

determined as much through local nationalism as through international 

diplomacy. But the growths within the Russian Empire were relatively 

untouched through international maneuvers save throughout the War and 

Revolution (1914-1921). These differences also give an insight into why a 

Soviet multi-national state was able to emerge in the territory of the Russian 

Empire (with some losses in the north-west) whereas no such multi-national 

structures could evolve in the other two empires, save in Yugoslavia in the 

western Balkans, and Czechoslovakia in Central Europe. 

 

Ottoman Empire  

The Ottoman Empire was the feeblest of the three. It had begun 

contracting since the end of the seventeenth century when the Habsburg 

Empire recovered extensive territories in the Western Balkans through the 

treaties of Carlowitz in 1699 and of Passarowitz in 1718. Throughout the 

eighteenth century it declined sharply, retreating before the Russian Empire 

also when it ceded the territories to the north of the Black Sea, especially 



through the treaty of Kiifiik Kainarca (Kuchuk Kainardji) in 1774. The 

Russian Empire advanced into Ottoman territory beside the west coast of the 

Black Sea, into Romania, then recognized as the Danubian Principalities of 

Moldavia and Wallachia. It also advanced in the east, in excess of the 

Caucasian mountain range, in Armenia. 

 

The early decay of the Ottoman state was followed through the dramatic 

industrialization and modernization of Western Europe from the end of the 

eighteenth century. These modernizing initiatives were pursued with varying 

success in parts of the Russian and Habsburg empires. The Ottoman Empire 

also attempted to do so, especially throughout the reigns of the sultans Selim 

III, Mahmut II (1808-1839), and throughout the Tanzimat Period (covering the 

reigns of Abdul Hamit I, 1839-1861. and Abdulaziz, 1861-1879). But Ottoman 

institutions were not as responsive to such reforms as the Russian and 

Habsburg ones were; and the empire sustained its decline precipitously.  

 

Through the beginning of the nineteenth century, the empire had 

effectively splintered into a loose agglomeration of territories dominated 

through dissimilar groups at dissimilar times, local notables and nationalists, 

rebellious Ottoman governors and officials, neighboring Balkan or 

Mediterranean states, and finally, the great powers. But it did not split up 

entirely until after World War I only because the great powers could not agree 

on the division of the spoils. Hence it went through the agonizing procedure of 

the great powers carving out a series of nations from the body of the Ottoman 

Empire as a sequence of bargains on spheres of power. But what they did 

carve out each time happened to be a nation, or something close to one, 

because nationalism had independently developed in these regions, not 

because the great powers necessarily preferred nation-states. Though, there 

was no question of any nation coming into subsistence independently, without 

direct intervention through the great powers. 

 

The great powers pursued two contradictory policies throughout: they both 

sustained the central Ottoman state and promoted local nationalisms. They 



establish it easier to work through a weak Ottoman state than to have to deal 

with a number of fiercely nationalist Balkan states; they so shored up the 

Empire against a general dissolution. But each of them had self-governing 

territorial ambitions for which they prepared to carve out a nation and 

regularly sponsored a local nationalism to that end. Therefore the British and 

French set covetous eyes on Egypt and the Arab world, and Egypt effectively 

passed under British control throughout the latter half of the nineteenth 

century. Austria wished to expand into the western Balkans, especially 

Slovenia, Croatia, Siavonia, and Bosnia-Herzegovina, all parts of the future 

Yugoslavia. Habsburg policy so consisted of a creeping annexation, while 

trying to preserve the rest of the Ottoman Empire intact against the Russian 

menace. 

 

Russia had through distant the grandest ambitions of all. As almost the 

whole of the Ballans was Slavic through language family (except Romania in 

part) and Orthodox of religion (save for Muslims everywhere, and the Roman 

Catholic Croatians and Slovenians), Russia could project herself as the leader 

and protector of these peoples. This was done through the Panslavic ideology 

which described for the unity of all Slavs, under Russian leadership, and 

freedom from the Ottoman ―yoke.‖ While several Russian ideological groups 

pursued the intoxicating thought of a great Balkan Slavic federation free of 

Turkey and did an enormous amount of propaganda, that Empires and was not 

the policy of the Russian state. The Russian government wanted a means of 

influencing the politics of the Balkans for strategic and other purposes. It was 

sometimes easier to do so through the Ottoman government; at other times it 

could be done better through sponsoring a national state and retaining control 

of it or forming a reliable alliance with it. In effect it did both, which accounts 

for the very confusing nature of policies pursued. In addition, several 

enthusiastic diplomats or generals pursued their own agendas independently of 

their government, which further confuses the picture. But in sum, the Russian 

government and Panslavic movements exerted the mainly in favor of Balkan 

nationalisms and contributed the mainly to the independence of Serbia, 

Bulgaria, and Romania, despite its own distaste for nationalism which after all 



threatened the Russian Empire itself. Though, this irony applied to the 

Habsburg and Ottoman empires also, each promoting a Balkan nationalism 

against another one, even while it would eventually suffer mainly from 

nationalism. 

 

Greece  

The Greeks were the first to expose the hollowness of the Ottoman multi-

national empire. Their independence thrash about, like all the others, were 

founded on the three elements of nationalism, a dissolving imperial state 

unable to control local governors or great power interventions, and great 

power rivalries. The Greek nationalist thought had been propagated through 

the end of the eighteenth century through scholarly and literary groups that 

recovered the glories of classical antiquity. Rhigas Pheraios was such a secular 

nationalist poet who was executed through the Ottomans in 1798 and therefore 

became an significant martyr. The organization that worked for independence 

was the Philiki Hetairia (Society of Friends), set up through Greek merchants 

in the Crimea in 1814 under the leadership of Alexander Ipsilanti and with 

supporters throughout the Ottoman Empire. International publicity came in the 

form of the great European enthusiasm for classical antiquity; but the concrete 

great power support for their nationalism was provided through Russia. 

 

As early as 1770 Russia helped a rising in the Peloponnese, and through 

the treaty of Kucuk Kainarca in 1774, Russia acquired a generalized right to 

represent Orthodox Christians of the Empire to the Sultan. Further rebellions 

occurred, but the decisive one was in 1821, which rapidly spread through the 

Morea, the Aegean Islands, Athens, Corinth, Thessaly, and Macedonia. 

Independently, an Ottoman governor, Ali Pasha of Janina (Ioannina in 

contemporary Greece), with his base in contemporary Albania, was in 

rebellion against the Sultan and extending his control southward into Greece. 

The Greek nationalists and Ali Pasha now briefly collaborated against 

Istanbul. The Ottoman government first attacked the dangerously self-

governing Ali Pasha and executed him in 1822; but they had unwittingly 



removed the single political force that could have held the Greek nationalists 

in check. Its further attempts at repression of the Greeks provoked a violent 

anti-Islamic hysteria throughout Europe, and Greek independence was 

declared in 1822. The Sultan now summoned the help of his powerful 

governor of Egypt, 

 

Muhammad (Mehmet) Ali, another of Albanian origin, who was keen to 

extend his domain into Greece. Now a typical Balkan situation developed. 

Russia put pressure on the Sultan to concede. Britain and France feared the 

growth of Russian power, independently made war on Muhammad Ali, and 

destroyed his great fleet at the Battle of Navarino Bay in 1827. The Russian 

Mediterranean Fleet supplied the Greeks, and Russia invaded the Ottoman 

Empire through the Danubian Principalities (contemporary Romania) and the 

Caucasus. Following the Ottoman defeat and the treaty of Edirne (Adrianople) 

in 1829, Greek independence was finally accepted. 

 

A Greek kingdom was set up in 1832, but, in order to restrain Russia, 

under a German prince who was not Greek Orthodox but Roman Catholic 

through religion. In effect, Russia, Austria, Britain, France, the Sultan, Ali 

Pasha, and Muhammad Ali, all acted simultaneously on Greece. The Sultan 

first knocked out Ali Pasha from the race; Russia then knocked out the Sultan, 

while Britain and France knocked out Muhammad Ali. Austria passively 

approved of British and French action. They finally created a Greece which 

was much smaller than the nationalist dream or contemporary Greece, chiefly 

for fear of Russian power. For the same cause, a complete foreigner through 

religion and nationality was placed on the throne. 

 

Thereafter, in a series of Balkan crises throughout the after that century 

and a half, Greece was permitted to expand to her present dimensions. As it 

happened, each national state was started off with a minimum territory; it then 

expanded or contracted as reward or punishment for the positions taken in 

great power conflicts. 

 



Serbia  

The Serbian situation presents the same ingredients of a national 

movement, Ottoman state decay, local conflicts flanked by local rulers and 

nationalists, Russian patronage, and European great power machinations. The 

years 1804 to 1813 saw a rising under the leadership of a pigdealer described 

Karageorge against local Janissery rule. Typically, the Sultan was not 

displeased as he himself had lost control of the Janisseries. The movement 

itself was minimally nationalist; and while Karageorge sought help from the 

great powers, only Russia came forward with some funding and troops and 

urged restraint on the Sultan. Much of the success of the rebellion was due to 

the Janissery revolts and succession crises at Istanbul. In 1813 though, the 

Ottomans revived and defeated Karageorge who fled to Hungary, where he 

was murdered through his fellow Serbian Milos Obrenovic. In 1815, Milos 

launched another revolt, declared himself a Christian Pasha of the Sultan, and 

in 1817 had himself elected hereditary prince through an assembly of notables. 

The Sultan accepted him as a subordinate prince within the Empire. 

 

The beginnings of the Serbian state, later to expand into Yugoslavia, was 

due largely to the collapse of Ottoman rule; the nationalist mobilization and 

great power intervention followed. Therefore, the inevitable ―national 

awakening‖ occurred flanked by 1820 and 1870 with the usual historical 

researches into past greatness, the folklore cult, and Vuk Karadzic‘s reform of 

the literary language and his composition of a Serbian grammar and 

dictionary. 

 

In the subsequent great power moves, Russia expressed the keenest 

interest in a powerful Serbia as a Russian client in the Balkans and as a base 

for pressure on both the Habsburg and Ottoman empires. In the specific 

context of Serbia, it was Habsburg policy to shore up the Ottoman Empire 

even while hoping to detach Croatia, Bosnia, and Herzegovina. Serbia‘s own 

interest was to expand eastward into Macedonia and southward into Albania, 

for which rulers periodically attempted a Serb-Greek-Bulgarian alliance 

against the Ottomans. Serbia, like Greece, was territorially unsatisfied; but 



unlike Greece, she at least had a native dynasty, the Obrenovic. The Ottoman 

power inexorably receded from Serbia, such that through 1867 nothing 

Ottoman remained there except the flag in Belgrade. After the Ottoman defeat 

in the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-1878, and through decisions of the 

Congress of Berlin in 1878, Serbia finally became self-governing. 

 

Romania  

Romania was a major province of the Ottoman Empire from the early 

fifteenth century. It consisted of two main segments, Moldavia and Wallachia, 

also recognized as the Danubian Principalities, which were united as Romania 

only in 1859. As was typical of such dynastic empires, the local religion, 

customs, and even princes sustained to rule, but subject to Ottoman control. 

Flanked by 1634 and 1711, a series of Greek princely dynasties ruled the 

provinces. Throughout the eighteenth century, the Phanariot Greeks (wealthy 

Greeks from the Phanar region of Istanbul) administered the country after 

purchasing their office at auctions in Istanbul. But, with the steady decline of 

the Ottoman centre and the advance of Russian power throughout the 

eighteenth century, the Principalities effectively passed under Russian 

protection, especially from the Russian job of 1769. Now, the usual 

combination of local nationalism, Russian penetration, Austrian attempts to 

check it, and Ottoman balancing of both, provided the background to the 

emergence of the Romanian nation. 

 

The ―national renaissance‖ occurred in the first half of the nineteenth 

century. Romanian national history was composed through Mihail 

Kogalniceanu (1840), the editor of the literary journal Dacia Literara; the 

romantic literary personality was Grigore Alexandrescu; the first Romanian 

newspaper appeared in Wallachia in 1833, presently as the National Theatre in 

Bucharest thereafter. The procedure of translating the Holy Scriptures and 

liturgical texts into Romanian began in the seventeenth century and was 

completed in the nineteenth. The self-governing Romanina Orthodox Church 

with its own Patriarch was created in 1865 with power in excess of Romanian 



Orthodox Christian even in the Austro-Hungarian. Empire. As in Bulgaria, 

this was anti-Greek measure. The cultural foundations for a political national 

movement had been laid; these would now be used through the great powers. 

 

Russian power grew sharply after the treaty of Kucuk Kainarca in 1774. 

The Principalities were under Russian job flanked by 1828 and 1834 when the 

foundations for a contemporary state were laid through the Russian governor, 

Pavel Kiselev. Thereafter, it remained nominally Ottoman territory, but 

effectively controlled through Russia. Russia now faced the typical problem 

with promoting a nationalism which was useful against Istanbul but dangerous 

to itself. Therefore, throughout the revolutionary year 1848-1849, Russia 

suppressed national movements in both Ottoman and Habsburg Empires 

provinces. Though France under Napoleon III now supported national 

movements everywhere hoping to weaken multi-national empires and gain 

some power in the bargain. After the Crimean defeat Russia, urged on through 

France, accepted the unification of the Principalities into the new state of 

Romania under Alexander Cuza, elected through the national assemblies of 

both provinces. Owing to his radical reforms, the aristocracy, recognized as 

boyars, deposed him in 1866; but, in a manner typical of the Balkans, elected a 

German prince. Carol of the Hohenzollern dynasty, as king. In 1878, after the 

Congress of Berlin, Romania was declared self-governing. 

 

The subsequent history, in national conditions, is as chequered as for the 

rest of the Balkans, with gains and losses of the several adjacent territories of 

Transylvania (disputed with Hungary), Bessarabia (Moldavia of the Soviet 

Union), Bukovina, and finally Dobruja (disputed with Bulgaria). 

 

Bulgaria  

Bulgaria was closer to the seat of power, hence its independence came 

more slowly, although nationalist development occurred early. It was launched 

in effect through Father Paisy of Chilanderi (Khilendar) Monastery on Mount 

Athos with his book, the Slavo-Bulgarian History, in 1762. It was a romantic 



and nationalist history that described upon Bulgarians to provide up things 

foreign. He was followed through Bishop Sofroniy of Vratsa with his Sunday 

Book in 1806, the first printed work in Bulgarian. In 1835, the first modem 

Bulgarian school was founded through the grammarian Rilski. These were 

followed in quick succession through N. Gerov‘s first Bulgarian dictionary, 

and the works of the antiquarians Y. Venelin, V. Rilov, and I. Bogorov. This 

half century of output collectively amounted to the usual ―national awakening‖ 

through history, folklore, and philology. 

 

The new awareness was disseminated through an expanding school 

network which had 2000 free schools through 1870, periodicals, reading 

rooms, theatre, concerts, and social events. The procedure peaked in 1870 with 

the Sultan granting Bulgaria its self-governing church under its own head 

described the Exarch, free of the Greek Patriarch at Istanbul. The Church was 

a potent cultural force, especially in Macedonia; but it was deeply resented 

through the Greeks, which is why the Sultan permitted it. Though, throughout 

the first half of the eighteenth century, there was no movement for 

independence, and mainly thought in conditions of a national Bulgarian 

province of the Empire run through a Christian Pasha, in the manner that 

Milos Obrenovic had declared himself in Serbia in 1817. After the Crimean 

War (1854-1856), the demands for independence gathered momentum. These 

were represented through G. S. Rakovskii and Lyuben Karavelov. As usual, 

Russia encouraged such Slavic nationalism; and Istanbul, equally typically, 

promoted such nationalism opportunistically against the Greek, especially 

through allowing the Bulgarian Exarchate in 1870. Russia had looked to 

Serbia as the base for her power in the Balkans; but when Serbia under Prince 

Milan was roundly defeated through the Ottomans in a war in 1876, Russia 

turned in disappointment to Bulgaria. Russian Panslavism whipped up feeling 

in Russia for the liberation of the Balkans under Russian leadership; and 

British public opinion was likewise instigated through William Gladstone, the 

liberal politician and prime minister at several times, against Turkish 

―atrocities‖ throughout a repression of a Bulgarian rising in 1875. The result 

was the Russo-Turkish War of 1877-1878 and the creation of an self-



governing Bulgaria. But as in the case of Greece, suspicion of Russia led to 

the Congress of Berlin in 1878 creating a divided Bulgaria, a Bulgaria proper, 

and a new state with the name of Eastern Rumelia. And again, they foisted a 

German prince, Alexander of Battenberg, on Bulgaria. 

 

As always, nationalism had been used but not fulfilled through the great 

powers. Indeed it had been deliberately perverted through the creation of an 

obviously unstable state like Eastern Rumelia. Russia now demanded 

concessions in the running of Bulgaria; and, despite her initial sponsorship of 

Bulgarian nationalism, objected to the union of Bulgaria and Eastern Rumelia. 

Approximately inevitably, Britain supported such a union, realizing what 

Russians had always feared, that national states tend to assert their newly won 

independence rather than become clients. In 1885 then, when Alexander 

pushed through the union, he lost his throne as a result of Russian displeasure. 

Once again, the peculiarly partial nature of Balkan nationalism asserted itself. 

The Bulgarian Assembly voted for a Danish prince, Waldemar; hut the 

Russian Emperor, Alexander III, rejected him. The Assembly now chose a 

German prince, Ferdinand of Saxe-Coburg, who, to general astonishment, 

lasted thirty years. Bulgaria now expanded and contracted through the Balkan 

Wars of 1912-1913; but throughout World War I she chose the wrong side, 

and was punished through the victors in 1919 when, through the treaty of 

Neuilly, she was reduced in size and even denied her exit to the Aegean Sea. 

As was once again apparent, while the multi- national empire was fading out, 

a national state was the designated successor; but its frontiers remained the 

whim of the great powers. 

 

Habsburg Monarchy  

The Habsburg Monarchy was the mainly ancient empire in Europe, 

occupying its centre; it was as multi-national as the Ottoman, and it was 

plagued through similar troubles. The dynasty was Habsburg (also spelt 

Hapsburg); but the head of the family sported a diversity of titles, one for each 



kingdom, dukedom, principality, or county; and he ruled each of these 

territories in his separate capability as sovereign of each of them. He used to 

be elected king of Rome through a group of German princes described 

Electors, and he then assumed the title Holy Roman Emperor. Some of the 

territories in excess of which he ruled were so recognized as the Holy Roman 

Empire although there was nothing Roman in relation to the it. The Empire 

was abolished in 1806 after defeat through Napoleon; but the then Emperor, 

Francis II, had, in anticipation of the event, assumed the title Hereditary 

Emperor of Austria in 1804 itself. Therefore, from the beginning of the 

nineteenth century, save such conventional approximations as Habsburg 

Empire or Monarchy, Austrian Empire, Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, or Dual 

Monarchy, were employed to describe the Monarchy. 

 

Contradictions within the Empire  

The single unifying factor in this disparate group of lands was the dynasty 

and its head. With this came also its bureaucracy, army and German culture 

because the dynasty was German. Career success did not require German 

nationality, but it did require mastery of the German language. The Germans 

were the mainly advanced, culturally and economically, and they occupied the 

leading positions; but they did so as the Staatsvolk or ―people of the state,‖ not 

as German nationalists dominating non-Germans. Agermanized Czech, 

Hungarian, or Croat could equally rise to the top without prejudice. Similarly, 

in Hungary, where Magyars were the dominant nationality, a magyarized non-

Magyar could create a successful career without suffering any discrimination. 

These situations were akin to the Greeks occupying such high positions 

throughout the Ottoman Empire, or the Baltic Germans being so successful 

within the Russian Empire. These procedures were typical of pre-national or a 

national political structures; but nationalism remorselessly destroyed all these. 

 

This Monarchy, like the Ottoman Empire, faced two types of challenges to 

its unity. The first was local particularism, which was traditional and dated 

from medieval times. Regions would claim territorial privileges or special 



constitutions against the centralizing power of the Monarch. They related to 

the usual issues of taxation, service in the army, religious rights, landlords‘ 

powers in excess of their peasants, and the rights of towns and merchants. The 

Monarch constantly played one group against another as they competed for 

favor, and he therefore created networks of dependence on the Throne. 

Therefore all relationships were perpetually under negotiation; and each 

succession and coronation was a special moment for a number of new ―deals‖ 

to be struck. Dynastic regionalism enjoined loyalty to the Monarch since he 

was an self-governing sovereign of that scrupulous historic region, whether it 

was the Bohemian Crownlands (Bohemia, Moravia, Silesia), the Hungarian 

Crownlands (Hungary, Slovakia, Transylvania, parts of Croatia and Serbia), 

the Hereditary Lands (Upper and Lower Austria, Carinthia, Carniola, Littoral, 

Styria, and Tirol-Vorarlberg), or Galicia-Bukovina. Hence unity under a 

Monarch was conceivable and possible on the basis, and even because, of 

these separate local loyalties. But such a system did not admit of any 

uniformity: attempts at imposing uniformity threatened the peculiar historical 

relation of the region to the Monarch, and therewith the unity of the 

Monarchy. 

 

The second problem was nationalism, emerging only in the 1830s and 

1840s. In this each nationality claimed special rights, starting as rights to 

preserve and develop a language and culture, then linguistic and cultural 

monopolies in excess of a scrupulous territory which their historians would 

have claimed for that culture, and finally the right to a sovereign state. These 

had little to do with ancient privileges, or directly with class. The Monarch 

could not play nations against each other with the same good results as he 

could groups: instead of networks of dependence he would now be stimulating 

the very nationalism that ultimately dissolved the Monarchy. Nationalism did 

not permit attachment to the Monarch, as he was, through nationalist 

definition, a foreigner to each of these nationalities. The Monarch was German 

through culture, but he was becoming a part foreigner even to the Germans, 

for he was committed to the non- German territories as his dynastic patrimony, 

which violated German nationalist logic. They so tended to look to the 



German Empire as their new nation. Therefore, even a federation led through 

the Monarch was unworkable. Only a federation using nationalism, like the 

Yugoslav and Soviet systems, could now flourish. But the federating ideology 

would need to be both contemporary and compatible with nationalism in order 

to use it; dynasticism was clearly no such ideology. 

 

Consequently, one strategy of the Monarch was to unify the empire 

approximately loyalty to his person through promoting the special relation 

each region enjoyed with him, their sovereign. But this entailed retaining 

archaic power structures and privileges, a number of local administrations 

without any uniformity, uneven sharing of taxes, unequal contributions to the 

armed forces etc. As a symbol of such absurd multiplicity, the last Monarch, 

Francis Joseph (reigned 1848-1916), spoke nineteen languages; but he could 

do no more than utter platitudes in each of them, as the witticism ran. In short, 

it blocked the modernization of the state through centralization and 

homogenization. The failure to keep up in the race to modernize would result 

in defeat in international warfare and break up through action of the other 

powers. The Monarchy would go the method of the Ottoman Empire. 

 

So the Monarch would effort the other strategy, that of centralization. But 

this was an attack on both traditional regionalism and contemporary 

nationalism. It was a mere administrative procedure without an ideology at all, 

save loyalty to the Monarch. Loyalty to the Monarch was itself an archaic 

ideology of regionalism which was being overthrown through centralization. 

Hence such a strategy of centralization was fatally contradictory, a procedure 

of unification that destroyed the foundations for unity. On the other hand 

loyalty to the Monarch was incompatible with contemporary nationalism, as 

noted above, The only possible unifying ideology appropriate for nationalism 

was the mainly disastrous of all, that is, a German nationalist (not 

traditionalist) power of the empire. This was wholly inconceivable, given the 

Czech, Slovak, Magyar, Croatian, and Serb nationalisms. Therefore all options 

were effectively closed to the Monarchy, whether it be tradition or modernity 

in either form, a national or nationalist. In the event he would effort all, 



sequentially, simultaneously, or in pragmatic combinations, in the ultimate 

awareness that he was doing no more than postponing the day of dissolution of 

empire. 

 

While personal union under the Monarch remained the substratum of 

imperial strategy throughout, Vienna twice attempted centralization, and 

failed. The first was throughout the reign of Joseph II (1780-1790). He was a 

dynamic, brusque modernizer, who was utterly absolutist and rode roughshod 

in excess of local privileges. On the eve of his death he admitted failure and 

withdrew his reforms while Belgium (then part of the Empire) declared 

independence. The after that stage was in the 1850s, chiefly introduced 

through decrees recognized as the Sylvester Patent in 1851, after the victory in 

excess of the 1848 revolutions. This time absolutism and integration with 

Austria was accepted distant. German was made the language of 

administration and education, not only in rebellious regions like Hungary, but 

also in Transylvania and Croatia; Hungarian law was assimilated to the 

Austrian; and equality before the law (that is, ending traditional privileges of 

magnates) was enforced. But this was a momentary drive to integration, 

broken in 1860 after defeat at the battle of Solferino and the unification of 

Italy. Through the October Diploma (a series of constitutional documents of 

20 October 1860), much of the local structures that lived before 1848 were 

restored. Hungary, Transylvania, and Croatia acquired new constitutional 

powers, parliaments (Diets usually, in Croatia, the Saber) and governments 

(chancelleries). Though, with 1848, the politics of the empire tended to 

crystallize approximately nation rather than historic region; and after 1867, the 

balance tilted definitively in favor of nationalism. 

 

In 1866, the Monarchy suffered another major defeat, at the battle of 

Sadowa (Koniggratz), at the hands of Prussia, which was now well on its 

method to creating the German national state, the German Empire. This finally 

denied the Habsburgs any hope of leading in Germany; and it led to yet 

another loosening of empire. The Monarchy was divided into two self-

governing units in 1867. Hungary and Austria (including all the non-



Hungarian Crownlands) united through the Monarch and sure common 

ministries. This is recognized as Dualism, giving rise to the expressions Dual 

Monarchy, Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, and the cumbersome official formula 

―Imperial and Royal Government‖ (for Austria and Hungary respectively). It 

was a bitter disappointment to the Slavs who had hoped for a ―Trialism‖ of 

Germans, Magyars, and Slavs in a federal structure. This arrangement 

subsisted until the bitter end in 1918. 

 

Nationalities of the Habsburg Monarchy, 1910  

After 1867, the empire was plagued through nationalist tensions of 

extraordinary intensity. Mainly of it was mannered through the politics of 

language for education and administration. With dissimilar rhythms, all of 

them pitched in, Magyar, Czech, Slovak, Croat, Serb, Slovene, Ruthene 

(Ukrainian), Polish, Italian, and finally German. The principle and practice of 

an a national empire was lost. It was only a matter of time and a combination 

of domestic and international crises before the empire would be broken up 

through foreign rivals using national self-determination as a principle because 

it could be readily implemented. 

 

The Habsburg disintegration corresponded to the Ottoman with a variation 

of emphasis. The primary thrust to the break up of the Ottoman Empire was 

pressure through the great powers; nationalism came a separate second, even if 

used through the great powers. The Habsburg procedure was similar, but more 

spectacular, and due largely to defeat in World War I. Its early losses in the 

nineteenth century were due to French action. In 1792 French armies took 

Belgium which was then permanently lost to the Habsburgs. It lost power in 

excess of Germany in 1806 when the Holy Roman Empire was abolished after 

Napoleonic victories. In 1860 the French deprived the Habsburgs of their 

Italian possessions through promoting the unification of Italy. In 1866, Prussia 

drove the Habsburgs finally out of the German leadership. On the other hand, 

the Habsburgs gained territories, chiefly the provinces of Bosnia and 



Herzegovina in the western Balkans at the expense of the Ottoman Empire. 

But, despite all the nationalist pressures in Hungary and Czechoslovakia, it 

was only defeat in World War I that led to the final disintegration, with the 

victorious powers carving out the new nations of Czechoslovakia, Hungary 

minus the non-Magyars, Romania with Transylvania, and a south Slav 

federation described Yugoslavia, leaving the rump Austria. The procedure was 

more dramatic than the Ottoman as the Habshurg central state was more 

contemporary and effective. It could contain local nationalisms and hold off 

international predators better. But, as usual, international rivalry was the 

ultimate test; and the Habsburgs went down like the Ottomans, and for much 

the same reasons. 

 

Czechoslovakia  

The national culture which developed perhaps first and mainly 

significantly was the Czech. With patronage from the aristocracy of Bohemia 

(Czech country), a contemporary ―national‖ culture was created. The Czech 

language had already been standardized and purified of foreign powers 

through Dobrovsky and Jungmann; now, in the romantic generation, Jan 

Kollar (a Slovak) composed the heroic epic, The Daughter of Slava (1824), 

Paul Safarik (another Slovak) assembled the history of the Slav languages 

(1826), and Frantisek Palacky compiled his vast History of Bohemia. Prague 

was the centre of this national renaissance, and all wrote in Czech even if 

several of them were not Czech (they were often Slovak or German). 

 

In the middle of the Slovaks, there were two contending movements, one 

for a Czecho-Slovak linguistic unity, and another of presently Slovak 

nationalism, led through the Archbishop Rudnay, to develop one of the Slovak 

dialects into an self-governing language and free of Czech power. Therefore 

Slovaks had some difficulty defining a Slovak identify. In the event, the 

Czechoslovakia recognized in 1918 consisted of two nations, into which they 

split in 1992, as did Yugoslavia and the USSR. 

 



Within the Empire, Czechoslovakia did not exist as a political region. The 

Czechs were in majority in the lands of the Bohemian Crown, that is, in 

Bohemia, Moravia, and Silesia. The minorities here were German and Polish. 

The Slovaks were in the northern portion of the lands of the Hungarian Crown. 

The contemporary capital of Czechoslovakia, Prague, was an entirely German 

city, which became Czech from the middle of the nineteenth century with 

industrialization and Czech workers‘ immigration. Throughout the first half of 

the nineteenth century, the Czechs and local Germans jointly disputed through 

their Diets (parliaments) with the imperial centre, Vienna, for control of the 

Bohemian Crownlands. This was traditional local particularism derived from 

medieval times. But increasingly, from the 1830s, and then especially after 

1848 and 1867, the Czechs and Germans competed to control the Bohemian 

Crownlands. It took the form of rivalry flanked by the Czech and German 

languages for public use.  

To this the Czechs added the thrash about for greater independence from 

Vienna, while the German minority in Bohemia hoped to ensure German 

power through enlisting the support of either the imperial centre, Vienna, or 

the new German nationalism under Prussian leadership which culminated in 

the German Empire. Now both the nationalities were acting to a nationalist 

logic on the premise of nation-states, the Czech and the German. 

 

The Slovaks on the other hand had to conduct parallel struggles within the 

Hungarian Crownlands, but a) to hold off pressure from Vienna, which did not 

necessarily mean German, and b) to resist the controls of Budapest, the capital 

of Hungary. As usual, in the first half of the century, it was a local 

partcularism against centralization from Budapest and Vienna; but, from the 

1840s, and especially from the 1860s, it was a Slovak nationalism blocking the 

Magyar nationalist centralization of Hungary and attempts at the 

magnetization of the Slovaks. 

 

The final stage was the coalition of Czech and Slovak nationalisms in a 

new Czechoslovak nationalism from the end of the century. A Czechoslovak 

Society, inspired through T. G. Masaryk, was founded in 1896 to promote the 



thought. In 1916, this goal was pursued through a National Council set up in 

Paris, where Masaryk influenced the French leadership that French security 

lay in the break up of the Habsburg Empire and the creation of a string of 

national states, in the middle of them Czechoslovakia. This strategic 

calculation was endorsed through France and the Allies, and the new national 

states came into being in 1918-1919.  

Once again, it was military defeat and the security calculations of the 

victors that led to the final establishment of the nation-state system in so much 

of Europe. Without military defeat, a federal structure, consisting of national 

units, might have evolved in Central Europe as it did in Yugoslavia and the 

Soviet Union, and even, in part, in Czechoslovakia. 

 

Hungary  

What was loosely recognized as Hungary in fact meant the lands of the 

Hungarian Crown. This incorporated the majority and dominant Magyar 

peoples, the Romanians (in Transylvania, which passed to Romania in 1919), 

Slovaks in the north-west (which went to form Czechoslovakia in 1918), 

Croats, and Serbs in the south and south-west (which combined into 

Yugoslavia after 1919). Therefore, the Hungarian Crownlands were in 

themselves a multi-national kingdom (not empire, as the Austrian Emperor 

was only king of Hungary) within the superior Habsburg Monarchy. Within 

the Hungarian Crownlands, the Magyars dominated. So, when the Monarchy 

was defeated in 1918, mainly of the non-Magyars parts were sliced off to 

merge with other national states (Czechoslovakia Romania, Yugoslavia) and 

the Magyar nation-state, Hungary, was left behind. 

 

In the nation-forming procedure, the Magyars got off to an early start. 

Ferencz Kazinczy purified the language, rationalized the grammar, expanded 

its vocabulary, and created the foundations for a contemporary literature to 

bloom. Diets or parliaments after 1792 regularly demanded the wider use of 

the Magyar language in public life. 1825 saw the foundation of a typical 

national institution of culture and scholarship, the Hungarian Academy, 



through Count Istvan Szechenyi. Up to the 1830s, the contests flanked by 

Hungary and Vienna were confined to the traditional local privileges of the 

Hungarian Crownlands; thereafter, a new generation of liberals and 

nationalists took in excess of the Diets, with Magyar nationalism as their 

agenda and Lajos Kossuth as their hero. From the 1840s, the magyarization, 

that is, use of the Magyar language, was pushed energetically against the non-

Magyars; and, in reaction and outrage, Slovaks, Croats, and Romanians 

agitated for their respective languages. 

 

The test came throughout the 1848 revolutions which swept Europe. The 

Hungarian nationalist movement, led through Kossuth, sought to gain control 

of Hungary, free of Vienna, and to impose itself on the non-Magyars. While 

the Slovaks and Romanians were put down, the Serbs and Croats were already 

organized communities, and Vienna decided to support their nationalism 

against the Magyar. So Josip Jellacic, a fanatical Croatian nationalist, was 

appointed the Ban (governor) of Croatia, in March 1848, and encouraged to 

fight off the Magyars. After that, the Hungarian Serbs, now led through their 

Metropolitan (Bishop) Rajacic, organized a ―National Congress‖ and 

announced the ―nation of Hungarian Serbs‖ in April 1849, as a free nation 

under the Habsburg dynasty. The Croats and Serbs, with support from Vienna, 

therefore held off the Magyars, throughout 1848-1849; finally, in August 

1849, the Magyars were roundly defeated through Russian armies coming to 

the aid of the Austrian, and Kossuth fled to Turkey. Vienna supervised to fend 

off the challenge of Magyar nationalism, but only through stimulating Serb, 

Croatian, and other nationalisms and legitimizing the nationalist re-

organization of the empire. 

Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia—New Multi-national States  

The two empires had been carved up in big part on the ground that they 

violated the principle of nationality. Yet two significant multi-national states 

appeared from the Peace Settlement of 1919 at Versailles, Czechoslovakia and 

Yugoslavia. Czechoslovakia now contained 6 million Czechs, 2 million 

Slovaks, 3.5 million Germans, and 1 million Magyars, out of a population of 



almost 12 million. Despite the ferocity of nationalism, a multi-national state 

had been deliberately created with a history of nationalist hatreds of German 

vs. Czech, and Slovak vs. Magyar. Unlike the Habsburg Monarchy though, 

this acknowledged the contemporary force of nationalism rather than assert the 

archaic principles of dynasty, historic region, and a national unity. 

Czechoslovakia has had a troubled history since then; though, such states 

could flourish in circumstances of contemporary nationalism only through 

international guarantees, as Switzerland, a three-nation federation, has 

supervised to do. 

 

Yugoslavia was a similar case. Presently as Czech and Slovak 

nationalisms had coalesced into a Czechoslovak nationalism, so also Serbian, 

Croatian, and Serbo-Croat nationalism all developed virtually simultaneously. 

In the 1830s and 1840s, the Illyrianist movement for uniting all South Slavs 

had been pursued vigorously through Ljudovit Gaj. As a result, a single 

language, contemporary Serbo-Croat, was created. The two separate 

nationalisms also flourished, especially as Serbia lived as a separate state, 

effectively from 1817.  

To these were added Slovene nationalism developing from early 

nineteenth century, when Jerne Kopitar, the poet and philologist, published the 

first Slovene grammar in 1808, and in 1843, the first Slovene language 

newspaper came out from Ljubljana (Laibach in German). These three 

nationalisms combined with that of Montenegro to form the South Slav 

federation described Yugoslavia. It took the form of Serbia being rewarded at 

the Paris Peace Conference of 1919 through adding to it Montenegro, 

Dalmatia, Bosnia, Slovenia, and Croatia, all of which went through this new 

name. There were significant affinities, and at some stages a common 

nationalism; but a number of separate nationalisms had also evolved, which 

did not create the formation of a new nation-state easy. It was a federation of 

nations, riven through deep internal rivalries, with Serbian power at several 

stages. Yet it survived until 1990. 

 

 



EMPIRES AND NATION-STATES-2: THE RUSSIAN EMPIRE 

AND SOVIET UNION  

Variation from other Empires  

The Russian Empire faced all the hazards of multinational composition in 

the era of nationalism; and victors sought to prise separately the pieces after a 

successful war. But it differed from the other two empires in several 

compliments. In the previous Unit, you have read how the ottoman and the 

Habsburg empires collapsed under the weight of their multi-national 

composition and also due to challenges posed through the rising nationalist 

movements. We will talk about how the Russian Empire was dissimilar from 

the other two empires and how even after breaking up under the impact of the 

war, its successor state, the Soviet Union, was able to unite mainly of its 

constituent units. 

 

First, the Russian state modernized more effectively and did not lose so 

several wars until the great disasters of 1914-1918. It lost only the Crimean 

War of 1854-1856 against Britain and France; but there were no territories to 

seize and Russia was punished only through the demilitarization of the Black 

Sea for twenty years. The other major Russian defeat was in the Russo-

Japanese War of 1904-1905; but here Russia lost no more than half of the 

Sakhalin to Japan who herself was too exhausted to press for any more. 

Otherwise Russia maintained a high rate of victory, against Napoleon in 1812 

and 1814-1815, the Hungarian revolution in 1848, and the Ottoman Empire in 

1812, 1829, and 1877-1878, all accompanied through innumerable diplomatic 

successes. Russia also conquered the Caucasus in the first half of the 

nineteenth century, Central Asia from the 1820s to the 1880s, and the eastern 

seaboard of Siberia north of the Amur and Ussuri rivers in 1858-1860, besides 

conducting further imperialist penetration of Korea and of the Chinese Empire 

in Manchuria from the 1880s. The Russian Empire could not be bested in 

international disagreement quite as much as the Habsburg and Ottoman could 

be. 



 

Second, unlike the others, the core nationality, the Russian, was distant 

superior. Russian demographic superiority was obvious; and with the Slavs, 

their supremacy was overwhelming. But the trend in late imperial times was 

downward owing to the expansion of the Empire and the inclusion of non-

Russians throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, in Siberia, 

Transcaucasia, Finland, the Baltic, Poland, Bessarabia (Moldavia of the Soviet 

Union), and finally Central Asia. This was a source of nationalist anxiety to 

Russians, leading to xenophobia. The Russians and the Slavs were also the 

mainly developed, socially and economically, with the exception of the Baltic. 

It was an empire with a dominating core; in the case of the Habsburg and 

Ottoman empires, it was not always clear whether there was a core at all. 

 

Third, the Russian imperial state or the Autocracy enjoyed the unrivalled 

advantage of possessing its own Russian Orthodox Church and the main 

Orthodox Christian population in the world. This provided the state with an 

undivided religious loyalty. On the other hand, in the case of the other two 

empires, both the centers of the two religions (the Roman Catholic and 

Islamic) and the majority of the co-religionists were outside the empire. As a 

bonus, the Russian Orthodox Church had been wholly subordinated to the 

state since the early eighteenth century and was run through a bureaucrat like 

any other ministry. 

 

Fourth: in the Empire, the Russian nationality was the first to describe 

itself in contemporary conditions as a nation and to seek, on that basis, to 

create the rest of the Empire Russian. In the Habsburg case, the Germans of 

the Habsburg Monarchy could not hope to rule or control as German 

nationalists, although German nationalism had been defined from the 

beginning of the nineteenth century. German nationalism instead caused-them 

to switch their loyalty to Prussia and later, the German Empire, which left no 

nationalism at all to defend the Habsburgs. In the Ottoman case, Turkish 

nationalism at least did not lead to an outside loyalty as happened with the 

Germans of the Habsburg Monarchy. But Turkish nationalism developed late, 



only from the 1870s, after all the Balkan nationalisms had been worked out 

and had in effect acquired self-governing states. Nor did Turkish nationalism 

aspire to turkey the non-Turks in the manner that Russian nationalism 

proposed russification. This is proof of delayed modernization in Turkey 

proper, where political forces relied more on dynastic and historical 

institutions, despite the administrative modernization of the Tanzimat era 

(1839-1879). 

 

Hence the fifth variation. The Russian Empire broke up only under the 

impact of the World War, and not earlier, despite significant defeats. Further, 

the post-imperial revolutionary Soviet state was able to re assemble mainly of 

the Empire into the Soviet Union, except for Finland, the Baltic, Poland and 

Bessarabia (Moldavia in the Soviet Union). But after the Soviet-Finnish War 

of November 1939 in March 1940, the Soviet Union regained parts of Finnish 

territory north of Leningrad. In October 1939, the Soviet Union annexed a vast 

tract of eastern Poland up to the present boundary with Poland. This was done 

through the so-described Nazi-Soviet Pact of 23 August 1939, an agreement 

with Germany on the partition of Poland. In 1940, the Soviet Union summarily 

added the following territories: all of the Baltic; Bessarabia (Moldavia) which 

had been part of Romania 1918-1940; Bukovina, which had been Habsburg 

before 1918 and Romanian 1918-1940; and eastern Galicia, which had been 

Habsburg before 1918 and Polish 1918-1940. Mainly of this was lost to the 

Germans throughout World War II but recovered in 1944. With final victory 

in World War II, the Soviet Union acquired another two pieces of territory, 

one described East Prussia, flanked by Lithuania and Poland, and another, a 

chunk of Czechoslovak country south of Galicia. This re-assembly, accepted 

out in two stages, revealed the potency of the Revolution that possessed also a 

Russian national core with which to work. It did not flow from decisions 

through the great powers, as with the multi-national states of Czechoslovakia 

and Yugoslavia. 

 



National Awakenings  

The Russian procedure of national awakening had taken place from the 

later eighteenth century to the 1840s through when a contemporary literary 

language had flowered. It was epitomized through the poetical genius of 

Alexander Pushkin, N. M. Karamzinis great History of the Russian State, 

Sergei Solovievis encyclopedic History of Russia, and the folklore 

philological research. It saw the emergence of a national intelligentsia which, 

from the 1840s, made it their business to debate the meaning and purpose of a 

Russian nation and Russian civilization. These were chiefly the Westernizers, 

V. G. Belinskii and Alexander Herzen, and the Slavophiles, K. Aksakov, I. 

Kireevskii, and A. Khomiakov. On behalf of the state, Sergei Uvarov, the 

minister for education, defined a Russian national identity and the need to 

russify the non-Russians as the best1 method to modernize, that is, to ensure 

centralization and homogeneity in administration, law, and social structure. 

One of the instruments of such homogenization, for the Russian state, was the 

Russian Orthodox Church. 

 

Though, the other main nationalities did the same for themselves 

approximately at the same time. The 1820s saw literary, historical, and 

folklore scholarship identify the Estonian and Latvian cultures; the fifties saw 

the newspapers in these languages; and the political movements for national 

rights appeared in the seventies and eighties. The Lithuanian nation could be 

defined only through separating it from the Polish one, given their intimate 

subsistence in the Rzeczpospolita, the name of the Polish-Lithuanian empire 

of the 14th-18th centuries. While scholarship on its culture had extensive 

lived, the political programme of a separate Lithuanian nation appeared only 

in the 1860s, after the Polish insurrection of 1863. The case of Belorussia is 

curious. The subsistence of the Belorussian language was recognized only in 

1807 and 1809; but from the after that decade Jan Barszczewski launched a 

contemporary literature. Though, Russians and Poles thought of Belorussians 

as Lithuanian because they were Roman Catholic through religion; it was only 

in the 1860s that Russians nationalists exposed or were influenced that 



Belorussians were approximately the same as the Russians themselves in 

language and folklore. The contemporary and national identity of the Ukraine 

was fixed similarly in the 1840s with the literary career of the national poet, 

Taras Shevchenko; the thought of a political destiny was propagated 

immediately thereafter, from the fifties. In the Volga region, the Tatars 

establish their national historian in Shihabeddin Marzhani throughout the 

fifties; Abdul Kayyum Nasiri (1825-1902) fashioned the literary language; and 

from the 1880s, Ismail bey Gaspraly (Gasprinskii) (1851-1914), a Crimean 

Tatar, promoted a further simplified language, a mainly influential newspaper, 

and the political programme, Panturkism. 

 

With the simultaneous development of national identities in excess of so 

much of the Russian Empire, loyalties would switch from the Emperor to each 

of these nations. Unity and security could no longer be founded on presently 

loyalty to the Emperor (the same problem as for the Habsburgs); it would have 

to be based on attachment to the Russian nation. But this would be impossible 

for the emerging non-Russian nationalist; hence the only strategy of imperial 

integration that appeared possible was russification, that is, creation the non-

Russian into a Russian through culture. This seemed feasible (unlike 

germanization in the Habsburg Monarchy) owing to the Russian demographic 

and developmental supremacy. This took the form of imposing the Russian 

language, Russian officialdom, and the Russian Orthodox Church. We now 

see it to have been a futile endeavour; but in those days of the beginning of 

nations, such things seemed possible, especially as the English had imposed 

themselves on Scotland and Wales, the official French had done the same in 

France only recently, and the Magyars were busy smothering the Slovaks, 

Croats, and Serbs in Hungary. To the problem of integration was added the 

task of modernization. 

 

This required, as usual, centralization and its uniformities. Russification 

seemed to give the only strategy of such homogenization, since a national 

centralization, as in the Habsburg model, was fatally contradictory, as already 

suggested. These were the options and thoughts before Sergei Uvarov, the 



extensive-serving minister for education, who inaugurated the fateful 

procedure. 

 

Russification of the Polish Cultural Space  

Russification in the West began through attacking the Polish language and 

the religions associated with Polish cultural power. These were the Roman 

Catholic and the Uniate. (The Uniate Church, recognized in 1596, combined 

the Roman Catholic and Orthodox faiths, but was hierarchically subordinate to 

the Pope in Rome, and hence regarded with suspicion in Russia). After the 

Polish rising of 1831, the Roman Catholic faith was severely persecuted, as 

Poland was a deeply Catholic country. Local self-administration was 

suppressed, the Russian language was imposed in administration, justice, and 

schools, the University of Vilna (capital of Lithuania) was closed, and Roman 

Catholic monasteries shut down. 

 

In Ukraine, Belorussia (also recognized as White Russia and Belarus), and 

Lithuania also, similar anti-Polish cultural events were imposed. All these 

regions had been part of the Rzeczpospolita, the Polish-Lithuanian Empire of 

the 14th-18th centuries, before their piecemeal annexation to the Russian 

Empire. Russian law replaced the Lithuanian Statute, and the Uniate Church, 

which had several adherents in Ukraine and Belorussia, was suppressed in 

1839. The Orthodox Church accepted out a great wave of proselytization in 

the middle of Lithuanian and Belorussian peasants, but without much success. 

Though, the class structure was not touched, serfdom remained intact, and 

Polish magnates sustained to enjoy their privileges. It was a typical problem of 

such empires: nationalist and class policies moved in dissimilar directions and 

could sometimes even be contradictory. Pre-contemporary empires could 

never be uniformly nationalist. 

 

Another such wave was mounted from the 1860s, after the Polish rebellion 

of 1863. The Roman Catholic religion was further repressed and the Russian 



language imposed even at elementary school. Though, owing to Belorussia 

and Lithuania being separate from Poland,i the Autocracy now played the 

typical game of playing one nationalism against another. From the 1860s, 

Russian nationalists encouraged the Belorussian language, issuing pamphlets 

in Belorussian urging peasants to call themselves Russian. At the same time 

local revolutionaries used the language to rally the peasants, while the Roman 

Catholic priests deployed it to hold off the Orthodox attack. The net result was 

a substantial development of the ignored and despised Belorussian language. 

Another wave occurred throughout the Revolution of 1905-1907. TThough, 

while Belorussian nationalism evolved as a major cultural force, it did not 

become a political one of comparable weight, as in the case of the other 

nationalisms. In that sense it was ideal for the Russian state: it developed a 

popular local consciousness, it expelled Polish cultural powers, but it remained 

integrated to the Russian state.  

 

The Lithuanian situation was more tricky for the Autocracy. Poles 

dominated jobs and especially the Church hierarchy in Lithuania; so 

Lithuanian priests appeared as good anti-Polish nationalists, especially from 

the 1860s. The Russian government was pleased, but such nationalism was 

directed as much against the Russians. Because the Russian government, as 

part of its russification policies, prohibited the employment of Lithuanians, big 

numbers entered the Church hierarchy instead. The Lithuanian Roman 

Catholic Church therefore became a base for the intelligentsia, utterly 

nationalist, and bitterly hostile to both Russian and Polish nationalism. This 

was obviously a problem for the Russian state; but with it came a bonus also. 

Such Lithuanian nationalism was conservative and anti-socialist. The 

socialists of the region were organized in two parties, in Josef Pilsudskiis 

Polish Socialist Party (PPS) in 1892, and 2) the Social Democrats of the 

Kingdom of Poland and Lithuania in 1893. Both favored a federating 

arrangement with Poland, whereas the Lithuanian conservatives and 

nationalists opposed the Polish connexion. Lithuanian nationalism was useful 

for acting as a check on the Russian Autocracyis two implacable foes, Polish 

nationalism and Polish socialism; but it also undermined the unity of the 



Russian Empire. 

 

Russification in the Baltic  

The same situation arose in the Baltic country, but with a dissimilar 

combination of religions and nationalities. The Baltic is now recognized as 

Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania; but before 1918 it was divided in the middle of 

historic provinces with very dissimilar boundaries, and parts of it were 

recognized as Estland, Lifland (Livonia) and Kurland (Courland). The ruling 

class was German, dating from the conquests of the 12th-13th centuries, the 

bureaucracy was Russian and German, and the peasants, and common people 

were Estonian and Latvian. The Baltic German barons were Russian subjects 

and utterly loyal to the Emperor of Russia. They enjoyed the privileges of a 

feudal nobility as in Europe although their serfs had been freed in 1816-1819. 

The German language was used everywhere, they administered their own 

justice, and they controlled all education and professional employment. The 

Russian state preferred co-operation with them, and the system worked very 

well. But Uvarov, the education minister, now warned that the special 

privileges of the Baltic Germans were a threat to the Russian Autocracy 

(state). An influential body of Slavophile and nationalist opinion joined him in 

creation this claim. The Baltic Germans had not committed any offence 

whatsoever: but the Polish rebellion revealed the power and menace of 

nationalism; and modernization required uniformity at all stages. Overnight 

so, the Baltic barons became suspect. 

 

The first step was to convert the Estonian and Latvian peasants from 

Protestantism to Russian Orthodoxy, which would detach them from their 

German overlords (all Protestant) and attach them to the Autocracy (the 

Russian state) and Russia. An Orthodox see (seat of a bishop) was recognized 

at Riga (capital of Livonia, now of Latvia) in 1836 and through 1845-1847 in 

relation to the of these peasants had been converted. Mainly of them though 

reconverted through the 1860s as they had not derived any benefit. Russian 



nationalists sustained a noisy campaign against Baltic privileges; but the 

Emperor held them firmly in check, well aware of the danger of de-

stabilization. But nationalism was a rising force which the Russian state itself 

used for imperial integration; and from the 1870s the Baltic privileges began 

to be dismantled. The German barons ruled through a restricted property 

franchise in the Estates and municipal government; and all peasant (that is, 

Estonian and Latvian) petitions to extend the franchise had been rejected. But 

in 1877 a wider property qualification was decreed for municipal elections, 

and non-Germans entered the political thrash about for the first time. In 1892, 

the Russian municipal law was extended fully to the Baltic. From the 1880s, 

an rigorous campaign of russification led to German officials being dismissed 

in big numbers, Estonian and Latvian, petitions being upheld, and finally in 

1888-1889, the ancient Baltic German privileges in the administration of 

justice, control of schools, and use of the German language, collectively 

recognized as the Privilegium Sigismundi Augusti, were all suspended. 

Therefore distant the Autocracy could play local nationalisms against Baltic 

German privileges. But now, as revolutionary movements gathered 

momentum in the 1890s culminating in the great revolution of 19051907, 

Estonian and Latvian nationalism meant also peasant and worker revolutions. 

The Autocracy so came down on the side of class, that is, of the Germans. 

Therefore policy operated on both sides, flirting with local nationalisms 

against the Germans, and sustaining German class interests against local 

peasants and workers. This contradiction could never be resolved. 

 

Russification of the Ukraine  

The Ukrainian language had extensive been prohibited, and nationalist 

organizations like the Society of Saints Cyril and Methodius were suppressed 

(1847). The Russian language was imposed at all stages, and so several 

publications were prohibited that Ukrainian nationalism took to expressing 

itself through theatre. But Ukrainian nationalists fled crossways the border to 

Galicia, in the Habsburg Monarchy, where they establish a warm welcome. 



The Habsburgs were busy stimulating Ukrainian nationalism in the middle of 

the Ruthenes of Galicia against the dangerous hegemony of Polish nationalism 

and culture, indeed, exactly as the Russian state promoted Lithuanian against 

Pole, and Estonian and Latvian against Baltic German. The Habsburgs had 

been occupied in this game since the 1780s; it became more energetic after 

1848. Therefore Ukrainian nationalism, repressed in the Ukrainian territories 

of the Russian Empire, flourished in the Habsburg Empire. When Galicia was 

ultimately united with the Ukraine after World War II, this region remained 

the mainly nationalist, bitterly anti-Russian and anti-Soviet part of the 

Ukraine. 

 

Russification in Finland  

Finland was part of the Russian Empire, but occupied an altogether special 

place. It was acquired in 1809 throughout the Napoleonic Wars from Sweden. 

It enjoyed a special constitution with some democratic rights, and was a Great 

Principality (also described Grand Duchy), not a mere province of the Empire. 

The country was under Swedish cultural power such that the first purely 

Finnish grammar school appeared only in 1858. Thereafter it was Russian 

policy to promote the Finnish language and culture at the expense of the 

Swedish; and in 1902, both became official languages. But, from 1899, 

Russian nationalist centralization caught up with Finland, as it had with the 

Baltic in the 1880s. Now the Russian language also was imposed; after 1907, 

the autonomies were attacked; and from 1910, the Russian Duma (parliament) 

legislated for Finland also. Once again, Finland is special constitution was 

attacked, not because of any nationalist sedition against the Russian Empire 

but because the nationalist strategy of imperial modernization and integration 

demanded it. Of course, it hastened the very result it was intended to prevent, 

the disintegration of empire. 

 



The Soviet Reintegration  

The War and defeat did not reduce the Russian Empire into a series of 

nation-states as they did the Habsburg and Ottoman empires. But parts of the 

Russian Empire in the West did become new nation-states (Finland, Estonia, 

Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, and Bessarabia/Moldavia as part of Romania) and 

the rest became national states, or Union Republics as they were described, 

within the Soviet Union. In European Russia these were Ukraine and 

Belorussia; but, from 1945, all the others except Poland also became Union 

Republics. Why was this procedure dissimilar from those of the Habsburg and 

Ottoman empires, and what did it consist of? 

 

As has been seen, the Russian Empire faced several of the dilemmas and 

contradictions of the other two empires. But it might appear that despite war 

time failures, the Russian Empire was after all on the winning side, that of the 

Allies, and so it was not broken up like the others. That is not the case, though, 

since both the sides in the War, the Germans and the Allies, made every effort 

to partition the Russian Empire and its successor Bolshevik state. 

 

Russian armies had been heavily defeated through German forces through 

the time of the Bolshevik Revolution in October 1917; they then imposed the 

treaty of Brest-Litovsk on the Bolshevik government in March 1918 through 

which the western provinces of the Russian Empire were severed from the 

Soviet state. This applied to the Baltic, Poland, and Ukraine. The Ottoman 

government acted likewise in the Caucasus where the three self-governing 

states of Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan were recognized in April-May 

1918. The Ottomans overran Armenia; Azerbaijan and Georgia became 

Ottoman and German client states respectively. The German and Ottoman 

governments acted exactly as the Allies were to do at Versailles, partitioning 

the territories of their opponents and creating a series of satellite states. 

 

But the Allies also assaulted the Bolshevik state in order to restore a 

government that would continue to fight the War in the East rather than create 



a separate peace with Germany as the Bolsheviks did in March 1918. 

Therefore, once the Russian Civil War commenced in mid-1918, the British 

maneuvered in Central Asia, the Caucasus, and in the north to overthrow the 

Bolshevik government. The Americans and Japanese pitched in at several 

times in several spaces. Their policies were confused and shifting, working for 

both the partitioning of the Empire and for its restoration. In the event, the 

British and Germans contributed enormously to the independence of Estonia 

(February 1919) and Latvia (February 1920). Lithuania won her independence 

in July 1920 on her own; but the wartime German job helped significantly. 

Finland gained her independence through mid-1918 in a purely nationalist 

independence thrash about against the Bolsheviks. All these events were the 

product of full-scale war flanked by the dissimilar parties in which the 

capability for nationalism to rally the winning coalition was tested to 

capability. 

 

Therefore distant the story is similar to those of the other two empires; but 

what in relation to the Soviet Union? Here we are concerned with the 

European part of the Soviet Union; but they suggest how the rest of the Union 

was created and survived on the basis of a nationalist mobilization. It 

consisted of the following elements, with variations in detail just as to the 

Republic: 

 A national territory was recognized on the basis of language, history, 

and culture, and it was made into a constituent Republic of the Soviet 

Union. In pre-revolutionary times there was no national territory, only 

a number of administrative provinces which bore no relation to 

nationality. The variation was akin to the colonial administrative 

divisions in India and the subsequent formation of the linguistic states 

of the Indian Union.  

 

The language of the Republic was then made the official language for local 

use, and Russian became the language for communication with the rest of the 

Soviet Union. Universal literacy campaigns were mannered with great energy 

such that more members of that nationality now knew how to read, write, and 



speak a single standardized version of their languages and could use it at all 

stages than ever before in history. The full tools of education, from primary to 

post-secondary was recognized, so that members of the nationality could 

aspire to ever higher stages of scholarship and culture within their own 

cultural space. All the national cultural institutions were created, that is, 

museums, theatres, publishing home, radio, and several newspapers. As much 

as possible, people of the local nationality were given preference in local 

employment; this procedure was recognized as inativizatiom or korenizatsiia. 

All these, put jointly, were major achievements for nationalists. But the 

essential circumstances they had to observe in the twenties, were the 

following: 

 All citizens had to accept loyalty to the Soviet state and accept the 

dictatorship of the Communist Party, including its anti-religious 

militancy. 

 

Security sensitive jobs were controlled through Russians, as in the 

intelligence and defense services, and there would always be some Russians 

close to the top stage of the leadership in the Republic. The nationalists 

therefore got distant more than they could have hoped for in the Empire, and 

more than the counter-revolutionary regimes which sought to overthrow the 

Bolsheviks. Indeed, the main anti-Bolshevik forces in the civil war, the White 

armies, could think of no more than a restoration of russification and the 

Russian national power of the Russian Empire. And the Allies supported these 

forces in the civil war. To the nationalist of the twenties, after all the twists 

and turns of revolutionary politics, the Bolsheviks offered almost all short of 

international sovereignty; in addition, Bolshevik radicalism on behalf of 

peasants and workers won mass class support also. It was a socialism united 

with nationalism to rally the masses in the Union. The Bolsheviks, for the 

moment, had establish the answer that the empires could not. 

 

Belorussia  

A Belorussian Soviet Socialist Republic (BSSR) was shaped in March 



1921. This was the first time that a Belorussian state had come into 

subsistence, albeit as a member of the Soviet Federation. Nationalists were 

displeased that Poland had annexed sure western districts; but in October 1939 

even these were taken back through the Nazi-Soviet Pact of August 1939. The 

nationalists therefore got their country in one piece. 

 

This was followed through a Belorussification of culture in that territory, 

in lieu of the russification which had been pursued through the imperial 

Russian state. Therefore the Belorussian language became the official 

language of this Republic; much linguistic effort went into standardizing it; 

and Russian was even banned at sure stages of administration. A national 

culture was then created through the institutional arrangements described 

above with nineteen newspapers and periodicals and a vast amount of 

teaching, research, and publication. Exiled nationalists were impressed. In 

October 1925, the Belorussian National Republic government in exile 

dissolved itself in favour of the BSSR as the only lawful government of 

Belorussia. Well-known nationalist leaders like Lastouski and Dovnar-

Zapolski, who were not remotely socialist, returned home. 

 

Ukraine  

The Ukraine is the test case of nationalist accommodation in the Soviet 

Union, for it was fiercely nationalist with several separatist tendencies, as well 

developed as Russia proper, and with a history that coincides with Russia in 

significant compliments. A Ukrainian national state came into being, superior 

than the seventeenth century Cossack state beloved of the nationalists. Its 

population was more literate than ever before, with Ukrainian the official 

language of the state, and with a convincing ukrainization of culture and the 

professions throughout the twenties. Through the wartime deals of 1939 and 

1945, Ukraine, for the first time in its history, gathered all Ukrainian speaking 

territories into a single Ukrainian state. An Ukrainian intelligentsia appeared, 

occupied all the top cultural positions, took in excess of the leadership of the 

country, and gained control of the mass media, newspapers and radio. Through 



1926, half the bureaucracy was Ukrainian; through 1927, half the Communist 

Party had become Ukrainian. This was no mean attainment given that only 

70% of the country claimed Ukrainian as their mother tongue. 

 

Minority Nationalities  

Similar accounts could be given of the lesser nationalities like the Tatars, 

Bashkirs, and other Volga peoples, or the many small ones in the Caucasus. 

Each of these now gained control of a territory, the possibility of developing 

its own language and culture, the opportunity to engage in local or national 

politics and to create a legitimate career in it, and mainly of all, protection 

from Moscow against a local dominant nationality in regions of mixed 

nationality. 

 

There is an significant additional characteristic to be noted in this 

nationalities policy. Sure nationalities gained special privileges or rights 

despite being a minority in their historic territories. Therefore the Tatars, 

Kalmyks, Karelians, Mordovians, and sure Caucasian nationalities were 

minorities in the Autonomous Republics or Autonomous Regions assigned to 

them. Yet their language and culture were promoted, they enjoyed special 

employment opportunities, and they could create political careers in the 

vicinity, all of which would have been impossible in a pure democracy where 

majority alone decides. 

 

The Stalinist Thirties  

These were the arrangements through which the Soviet Union stabilized in 

the twenties and solved the intractable problem of multiple national 

composition. But it had required major concessions to nationalists who were 

not socialists and were bitterly opposed to Bolshevism. The 1930s saw a 

catclysmic change. This was the decade of Stalinis forced industrialization, 

collectivization, mass purges, labour camps, appalling man-made famines, and 

the final dictatorship of a security tools masquerading as the Party. 



 

The special concessions of the 1920s were revoked. Now nationalism was 

to be permitted in the form made notorious through the slogan ‗nationalist in 

form, socialist in content.‘ All the non- socialist, or rather non-Party row, 

thinking of the nationalists was denounced. They could promote their culture 

and pursue their careers within their respective Republics and regions only if 

they followed the Party row in its details. It was a thoroughgoing imposition of 

uniformity and centralism that distant exceeded the fantasies of tsarist or 

imperial bureaucrats and ideologues. What the tsarist Autocracy had expected 

from russification, the communist bureaucrats now demanded from Stalinist 

socialism. It was an ideological and cultural homogeneity through Stalinist 

socialism, but not through russification. A new Soviet culture, and a new 

Soviet civilization, parallel to say European civilization, was to be created. In 

this the Russian was presently one component, if the main; but any Russian 

culture that hoped to be anti-Soviet or religious was attacked as much as any 

other such nationalism. Therefore nationalists everywhere, including the 

Russian were persecuted. On the other hand, the national republics, languages, 

cultural institutions, intelligentsias, and political leaderships, all sustained to 

flourish, but strictly within the ideological and political mould of Stalinism. 

 

Repressive as such a regime was, non-Russians could still aspire to 

development and leadership, but only through the Communist Party. This was 

the principal variation from russification before 1917: then non-Russians 

could not, in principle, hope for a place in the Russian nationalist Russian 

Empire. Now it was always possible to become a communist and thereby be 

equal to other nationalities, including Russians, while developing a national 

culture; but before 1917 it had not been possible to become Russian through 

promoting a non-Russian national culture. Therefore the Stalinist offensive, 

despite its astonishing violence, was not threatened through nationalist 

resistance. A important wave of nationalism swept the Ukraine for instance 

throughout the War throughout the German invasion; but German horrors 

converted them speedily to Soviet patriotism. Thereafter, astonishingly, the 

Soviet Union remained nationally calm until the great perestroika reform of 



the late 1980s when the Union was breaking up. The Soviet Union had 

establish the means to make the multi-national state through mobilizing 

nationalism rather than suppressing it. It furnished the greatest single 

exception to the European international system of nation-states canonized 

through the French Revolution. But it also demonstrated that both the 

contemporary state and the contemporary international dealings system 

necessity be founded on nationalism, although not necessarily the nation-state. 

 

REVIEW QUESTIONS  

 When did the thought of nationalism develop? 

 How the liberal democratic thoughts did fostered the growth of 

nationalism in Europe? 

 What was the role of language in the development of nation-states? 

 Talk about the main factors responsible for the British national 

integration. 

 What was the role of the British state in the procedure of national 

integration? 

 Talk about the role of French Revolution in creating the French nation-

state. 

 How the economic procedures helped in the unification of Germany? 

 Talk about the cultural basis of Italian nationalism. 

 What was the contribution of popular movements in Italian 

unification? 

 How the independence achieved through Greece and Bulgaria were 

dissimilar from each other? 

 In what compliments was the Russian Empire dissimilar from the 

Ottoman and Habsburg Empires? 

 Talk about the role of the Orthodox Church in the procedure of 

Russification of the minority nationalities. 

 How was the Soviet Union dissimilar from the Russian Empire? 

 

 



CHAPTER 6 

COLONIALISM AND IMPERIALISM  

STRUCTURE  

 Learning objectives 

 Colonialism 

 Patterns of colonial domination-1: direct rule 

 Patterns of colonial domination-2: indirect rule 

 Imperialist rivalries 

 Review questions 

 

LEARNING OBJECTIVES  

After studying this chapter, you will learn in relation to the: 

 The vital characteristics of colonialism; 

 The connection flanked by the metropolis and the colony;  

 The dissimilar stages of colonialism and their special features; 

 How direct rule was exercised through be imperial dominations in several parts of the 

world; 

 What impact this rule had on the economy and society of these colonies; 

 The nature of the indirect rule; 

 The actual working and the impact of indirect colonial rule in several regions of the 

world; 

 Several theories of imperialism; 

 The background of the world war 1. 

 

COLONIALISM  

What is Colonialism?  

Let us take a look at the history of the term ‗colonialism‘ before studying 

its nature. The first commentators on colonialism were Marx and Engels who 

wrote on the colonial domination of Ireland. The first comprehensive critique 

of colonialism mainly at economic stage came from the early Indian 

nationalists of the late nineteenth century—Dadabhai Naoroji, Mahadev 

Ranade, Romesh Chandra Dutt and others. The concept of drain of wealth was 



developed through them to highlight the transfer of wealth through the East 

India Company as plunder, home charges or the expenses incurred through the 

government and private transfer of capital. Hobson made the after that break 

in 1902 with the publication of his work, Imperialism. The writings of Rudolf 

Hilferding on Finance Capitalism, Rosa Luxemburg‘s work on capitalist 

accumulation and Lenin's Imperialism, The Highest Stage of Capitalism were 

significant contributions to the understanding of the phenomenon. In the 

nineteen twenties and thirties, studies of imperialism in Latin America, Africa, 

Indonesia, etc. provided new insights into the phenomenon. The successful 

liberation movements of the 1960s and the Cuban and Algerian revolutions led 

to a plethora of writings on colonialism. Andre Gunder Frank‘s major 

contribution was followed through those of C. Furtado, Theodore Dos 

Santosa, Paul Prebisch, Paul Baran, Samir Amin, Immanuel Wallerstein, 

Arghiri Emmanuel and F. Cardoso. Just as to the first variant of the 

dependency school the economic dependence of a colony would remain even 

after political freedom as extensive as colony, which has underdeveloped 

under colonialism, remnants capitalist. The bourgeoisie, it is whispered, is 

incapable of undertaking the task of economic development. Dependent 

economies can become self-governing only through undergoing a socialist 

revolution. This view of the dependency school is disproved through the 

instance of India where an self-governing bourgeoisie has developed 

capitalism. 

 

The second variant is the world systems school of Immanuel Wallerstein. 

This has spoken of a capitalist world economy that is divided into a centre and 

a margin. This differentiation is marked through many characteristics. 

 Core economies which form the centre have high value products while 

the margin has low technology and low wages. 

 Unequal swap or export of surplus is a second characteristic. 

 The core states are strong whereas the peripheral states are weak. 

 A weak indigenous bourgeoisie. 



 A fifth characteristic is the domination of its economy through foreign 

capital. 

 

The world system theory introduces the third category of a semi-margin. 

Such countries are distinguished through the greater control of the state in the 

national and international market. Economic nationalism is a hallmark of such 

states. There is scope of change in the location of the colony within the world 

system. Cabral, Franz Fanon and Edward Said have discussed the cultural 

characteristics of colonialism. Bipan Chandra has studied the colonial 

structure, colonial modernization, stages of colonialism and the colonial state. 

 

Colonialism and Imperialism  

Imperialism and colonialism are two sides of the same coin, viewed from 

dissimilar sides. Looked at from the metropolis, it is imperialism whereas in 

the colony it is colonialism. Colonialism is as contemporary a historical 

phenomenon as industrial capitalism in Britain. The two developed jointly. 

Colonialism is a separate historical stage or period in the contemporary 

historical development of the colony that intervenes flanked by the traditional 

economy and the contemporary capitalist economy. It is a well- structured 

whole, a separate social formation in which the vital control of the economy 

and society is in the hands of a foreign capitalist class. This functions in the 

colony through a dependent and subservient economic, social, political, and 

intellectual structure whose shapes can vary with the changing circumstances 

of the historical development of capitalism as a world wide system. Mainly 

scholars of colonial society are not able to grasp the specificity of colonialism. 

One view is that colonial society was a traditional society in which the old 

dealings of production were retained. Only foreign political domination was 

recognized. 

Though, colonialism is more than colonial policy. It is more than political 

domination. It is a structure. The other view is to see colonialism as a 

transitional society, which was moving towards modernization and would 



have become a developed capitalist society, given time. Was colonialism only 

limited modernization as seen through some? Would the colony eventually 

have developed, given time, into a metropolis? Our answer is ‗No‘. Some left 

wing writers also subscribe to this view of ‗arrested growth‘ and consider that 

colonialism was partial capitalist development. The pre-capitalist remnants of 

the economy are seen to be the factors that inhibited full capitalist 

development. The assumption is that all characteristics that are not capitalist 

necessity be pre-capitalist. Mainly writers cannot conceive of a colonial 

society that is neither capitalist nor pre-capitalist. For instance, agrarian 

dealings that developed in India under colonial rule were not pre-capitalist but 

a hybrid creation of British rule and were colonial in nature. They came into 

being as a distorted consequence of the effort to develop capitalist agriculture 

beside the British model in India. What appeared was a clumsy caricature of 

the original. 

 

The colony became an integral part of the world capitalist system but this 

integration did not lead to the development of a capitalist economy in the 

colony. Several soldiers whispered that a colony would develop beside 

capitalist rows. The belief was that capitalism being a world system compelled 

all nations to adopt the bourgeois system. Though, it was not recognized that 

the colonies did not develop in the split image of the metropolis. Colonies did 

not become capitalist in the method the metropolis did. Therefore, capitalism 

was introduced in the colonies but not capitalist development. The old 

structures were uprooted. The new ones, though, failed to encourage 

development. Instead, they proved to be regressive. The colony did not lake 

part in the industrial revolution. So imperialism introduced, capitalist dealings 

of production in several spheres, but capitalist development did not take place. 

Productive forces did not develop in the colony. Therefore colonialism is not 

like capitalism an advanced stage of social development. It is an image of 

metropolitan capitalism, but it was its negative image, its opposite and its non-

developmental side. Capitalism develops productive and social forces. 

Colonialism, on the other hand, does not develop the productive and social 

forces. Its inner contradictions arise from the lack of their development. 



 

Colonialism: A Mode of Production or a Social Formation?  

Some writers see colonialism as a separate mode of production. Hamza 

Alavi describes colonialism as ―colonial capitalism‖. The two specific 

characteristics of colonialism are the internal disarticulation and external 

integration of the rural economy and the realization of the extended 

reproduction of capital not in the colony but in the imperialist metropolis. 

Bipan Chandra suggests that colonialism is a social formation in which 

dissimilar manners of production coexist, such as feudalism, slavery, bondage, 

petty commodity production, merchant and usury use and agrarian, industrial 

and finance capitalism. The social surplus is appropriated under colonialism 

through varied manners of production. The appropriation of the surplus from 

the colony is not connected with the ownership of the means of production 

through the metropolitan bourgeoisie but with control in excess of state 

domination. On the other hand, under capitalism, the surplus is appropriated 

on the basis of the ownership of the means of production. 

 

The concept of varied manners of production helps us to examine how the 

class antagonisms flanked by dissimilar social strata are shaped through 

colonialism. It also helps us to identify the roles of the major classes in society 

and also the primary contradiction at any stage. When we see colonialism as a 

social formation rather than a mode of production we are able to see the 

primary contradiction as a societal one, rather than in class conditions. 

Therefore we have a national liberation thrash about rather than a class thrash 

about against the colonial domination. The thrash about from the beginning is 

therefore political rather than economic. Classes do not join the anti-colonial 

thrash about through class organisations but as part of the people. 

 

Vital Characteristics of Colonialism  

Integration of the colony with the world capitalist system in a subordinate 



or subservient location. The needs of the metropolitan economy and its 

capitalist class determine the vital issues of the colony‘s economy and society. 

This subordination is more crucial than linkage with the world market. After 

all, even self-governing capitalist and socialist economies are connected with 

the world market. Arghiri Emmanuel and Samir Amin have encompassed 

colonialism in the twin notions of unequal swap and internal disarticulation of 

the colonial economy and the articulation of its dissimilar disarticulated parts 

through the world market and imperialist hegemony with the metropolitan 

economy. The colony‘s agricultural sector does not relate to its industrial 

sector but to the world capitalist market and the market of the metropolis. 

Marx and Engels referred to a similar procedure in their focus on the 

exploitative international division of labour. The metropolis produced high 

technology, high productivity, and high wage goods while the colony 

produced low technology, low productivity, and low wage goods. International 

trade therefore became an instrument of use. Similarly, the colony specialized 

in the production of raw materials while the metropolis produced 

manufactured goods. Railways were developed in India in the nineteenth 

century to serve the interests of British industry, rather than Indian industry. 

 

The third characteristic of colonialism is the drain of wealth or the 

unilateral transfer of surplus to the metropolis through unrequited exports. The 

early Indian nationalists stressed this. A big part of the colonial state 

expenditure on the army and civil services represented a similar external drain 

of surplus. Therefore production of surplus is in the colony but is accumulated 

abroad. This procedure has been described through Hamza Alavi as deformed 

extended reproduction. The fourth vital characteristic is foreign political 

domination or the subsistence and role of the colonial state. 

 

Colonial State  

For one, it is an instrument for exploiting whole societies rather than one 

class. The colonial state is an integral and intrusive element in the structuring 



and functioning of the colonial' economy. The state is the instrument in the 

hands of the capitalist class in the home country to control and use the colony. 

The colonial state serves the extensive-term interests of the capitalist class of 

the mother country as a whole. It does not represent the sectional interests of 

groups within this bourgeoisie, who are competing with each other. In 

capitalism, in contrast, the capitalist state is the instrument for one class 

dominating another. 

 

Colonialism is a connection flanked by the foreign ruling class and the 

colonial people as a whole. Under colonialism, the ruling coalition of class 

forces does not contain any of the indigenous social classes. All the 

indigenous classes of the. colony are dominated—even the propertied classes 

are not junior partners of colonialism or its subordinated allies. They have no 

share in state domination though they may have some share in the social 

surplus. Their interests can be sacrificed for those of the metropolitan 

bourgeoisie at any point. For instance, reforms that would be looked upon with 

disfavor through the indigenous bourgeoisie, such as factory legislation, would 

be introduced through the state, as it would create the foreign imports more 

competitive. Therefore even the uppermost classes in the colony could begin 

to oppose colonialism as it went against their interests. It is useful to keep in 

mind that big landlords led the anti-colonial movements in Poland and Egypt. 

This is a major variation flanked by colonies and semi-colonies. The latter 

have compradors —-native classes that are part of the ruling class. The upper 

classes in the semi-colonies are part of the ruling class. Aran Bose has rightly 

pointed out that while in a colony the dominant class of the metropolis 

determines the class nature of the state, in a semi colony the class nature of the 

state is defined through the class nature of the politically dominant class. 

 

The role of the colonial state was greater than the capitalist one. It 

structured colonialism. It was not merely a superstructure but a part of the 

economic base. It not only enables the ruling classes to extract surplus, it itself 

is a major channel for surplus appropriation. Under capitalism, it was the 

ownership of the means of production that gave the ruling class the 



domination to use the state as its instrument of domination. Under colonialism 

it is because of its control in excess of the colonial state that the metropolitan 

ruling class is able to control and use colonial society. It is its control in excess 

of state domination that provides it control in excess of the social surplus 

rather than its ownership of the means of production. For instance, in India, 

the state did not own the means of production to any important extent and yet 

it wielded great domination. 

 

The colonial state guaranteed law and order and its own security from 

internal and external dangers. Indigenous economic forces and procedures 

hostile to colonial interests were suppressed. It was a channel for surplus 

appropriation. It prevents unity in the middle of the people of the colony, 

through fostering the identities of caste against class, community against 

community, etc. The state was actively involved in reproducing circumstances 

for appropriation of capital, including producing goods and services. Another 

significant task is the transformation of the, social, economic, cultural, 

political and legal frameworks of the colony so as to create it reproductive on 

an extended scale. The problem is that there is a contradiction flanked by the 

policing functions of the state and its developmental functions. There is a 

competition for existing scarce possessions and development is clearly the 

casualty. It is easy for the anti- imperialist forces to expose the exploitative 

character of colonialism, as there is an explicit and direct link flanked by the 

colonial structure and the state. Therefore it is easy to politicize the thrash 

about, unlike in advanced countries where the link flanked by the state and the 

economy is not so apparent. The mechanism of colonial control lies on the 

surface, hence it is easy to expose it in an instrumental fashion, and reveal the 

links with the industrial bourgeoisie of the home country. The state is visibly 

controlled from abroad and the separation of the colonial people from policy 

and decision creation is apparent. Compared to the capitalist state the colonial 

state relied on domination and coercion rather than on leadership and consent. 

Hence there is very little space for maneuver and the vacant space is rapidly 

occupied through the anti- imperialist forces. The state soon enters into a 

crisis. Though, the other side of the coin is that as the colonial state is a 



bourgeois state, it introduces the rule of law, property dealings, bureaucracy, 

and can even develop into a semi- authoritarian and semi-democratic state. 

Therefore there is constitutional space in the colony. 

 

The question of colonial ideology is one that has not been adequately 

studied. Dissimilar stages were informed through dissimilar ideologies -the 

second stage through development and the third stage through depoliticisation 

and benevolence. Once non-participation in politics does not work, loyalist 

politics is promoted. 

 

Stages of Colonialism  

Marx, in his writings, had referred to two stages of colonialism- monopoly 

trade and free trade. R.Palme Dutt, in his seminal book, India Today, added a 

third stage, that of finance imperialism, basing himself on Lenin. Samir Amin 

and others theorize as if only the third stage constituted colonialism. Stages do 

not exist in a pure form nor is there a sharp hiatus flanked by stages. The time 

frame of the stage can vary from colony to colony. Some countries only went 

through one or two stages; the other stages were atrophied. For instance, the 

third stage did not take off in India while the first and second stages were 

atrophied in Egypt and the second stage in Indonesia.  

 

Colonialism was the complete but intricate integration and enmeshing of 

the colony‘s economy and society with world capitalism accepted out in stages 

in excess of a period lasting almost two centuries. The shapes of subordination 

changed in excess of time but the subordination of the colony remained a 

constant characteristic. As the shapes of surplus appropriation or subordination 

change, so did colonial policy, state and its institutions, culture, thoughts and 

ideologies. The stages were the result of the historical development of 

capitalism as a world system. They were also the result of changing patterns of 

metropolis‘ own social, economic, and political development and of its 

changing location in the world economy and polity. The colony‘s own 



historical development also played a role in determining the stage. 

 

First Stage   

There were two vital objectives at this stage:  

 Monopoly of trade. In India, for instance, monopoly of trade was 

necessary to enable the East India Company to buy Indian goods 

cheap. European competitors were kept out through waging wars 

against them. Political conquest was undertaken to prevent Indian 

traders from taking part in the lucrative trade.  

 Direct appropriation of revenue or surplus through the use of state 

domination. Vast sums of money were needed to wage wars against 

European dominations and indigenous rulers. This money could only 

be raised from the revenue of the colony. Colonial products were also 

bought from revenues composed from the colony. The cause for this 

was that the metropolis did not produce anything of value and 

spending gold and silver to purchase the goods of the colony went 

against the prevalent mercantilist wisdom. The political conquest of the 

colony enabled plunder and seizure of surplus. The high salaries of 

officials and the profits of merchants and corporations were all drawn 

from the revenues of the colony. It is estimated that the drain of wealth 

from India' to Britain throughout the first stage was considerable. It 

constituted two to three per cent of the national income of Britain at 

that time. 

 

It necessity be remembered that no vital changes were introduced in the 

administration, the judicial system, the means of transport and communication, 

methods of agricultural or industrial production, shapes of business 

management or economic organization, education or intellectual meadows, 

culture and social organization. The only changes made were in military 

organization and technology and in the top stage of revenue administration 

The cause for this lack of intervention was that colonialism in the first stage 

could be superimposed in excess of the traditional systems of economy and 



polity. There was no need to penetrate the villages deeper than earlier rulers 

had done, as extensive as their economic surplus was extracted. It was not 

necessary to carry out any vital transformation of the colony‘s economic or 

political structure. Hence the ideology was not one of development and there 

was no criticism or understanding of traditional values, religion, customs, etc. 

The traditional systems of learning were encouraged and administration was 

accepted on in the vernacular.  

 

Second Stage  

The second stage of colonialism is recognized as that of free trade. The 

industrial bourgeoisie, which had replaced the trading companies as the 

foremost class, opposed plunder as a form of appropriation of surplus on the 

ground that it would destroy the goose that laid the golden eggs. The interest 

of the industrial bourgeoisie of the metropolis in the colony was in the markets 

accessible for their manufactured goods. For this it was necessary to augment 

exports from the colony to pay for their purchase of imported manufactured 

goods. The metropolitan bourgeoisie also wanted to develop the colony as a 

producer of raw materials to lessen dependence on non- empire sources. 

Augment of exports from the colony would also enable it to pay for the high 

salaries and profits of merchants. Trade was to be the mechanism through 

which the social surplus was to be appropriated. 

 

It was necessary to transform the economic, political, administrative, 

social; cultural and ideological structure to enable use in the new method. The 

slogan was development and modernization. The colony was to be integrated 

with the world capitalist economy and the mother country. Foreign trade was 

to be freed of all restrictions and tariffs Capitalists were allowed to develop 

plantations, trade, transport, mining and industries. Capitalist farming was to 

be introduced. The system of transport and communications was developed to 

facilitate the movement of huge quantities of raw materials to the ports for 

export. Railway expansion was undertaken and a contemporary post and 

telegraph system was set up. In the field of administration, it was deemed 



necessary to create it more detailed and comprehensive so that imports could 

penetrate the villages and raw materials could be taken out easily. Capitalist 

commercial dealings were to be enforced. The legal system was to be 

improved so as to ensure upholding the sanctity of contract. Though, no 

change was made in the sphere of personal law. Contemporary education was 

introduced to produce men who would man the new • administration. It was 

also expected that westernization would augment the demand for imported 

goods. 

 

In the field of political ideology liberal imperialism was the watchword. 

The perspective was to train the people of the colony towards self- 

government. There was confidence that the economic connection would 

continue even if formal political control were ended. A corollary to the 

perspective of modernization was the critical view of existing manners of 

living. The ideology was development. The intention was not to deliberately 

underdeveloped the country. Underdevelopment was not the desired but the 

inevitable consequence of the inexorable working of colonialism of trade and 

of its inner contradictions. Hence there was no imperialist theory of 

underdevelopment—only of development. 

 

Third Stage  

Through the middle of the nineteenth century sure important changes had 

taken place in the nature of world capitalism. As industrialization spread to the 

rest of the developed world the supremacy of Britain ended and there was an 

intense thrash about for markets and sources of raw materials and foodstuffs. 

There was also excess accumulation 'of capital, which looked for lucrative 

opportunities for investment. Those countries with colonies were obviously at 

an advantage as these were regions in excess of which they had exclusive 

supremacy. Another consideration was that the empire and its glory could be 

used to deflect political dissent at home and impart a commonality of interests 

flanked by potentially conflicting social classes.  

 



The third stage of colonialism led to more rigorous control in excess of the 

colony. In the sphere of ideology the mood was one of reaction. The 

administration became more bureaucratic, detailed and efficient as the need 

for rigorous control increased. There was no more talk of self-government; 

instead benevolent despotism was the new ideology, just as to which the 

colonial people were seen as a child people who would need guardians 

forever. Modernization and Western education, which were the watchwords of 

the second stage, were no more heard of. There are two types of contradictions 

within colonialism—one is the external one, flanked by the colonial people 

and the system, which is expressed in the form of the anti-imperialist 

movement.  

The other is the internal one—in which the colony can no longer serve the 

interests of the metropolitan capitalist class. In the third stage it is not able to 

absorb metropolitan capital or augment its exports of raw materials. It was to 

prevent this that a strategy of limited modernization was implemented but the 

logic of colonialism revealed itself and underdevelopment became a constraint 

on further use of the colony. 

 

The third stage often did not take off. Several of the older colonies 

sustained to export capital One major cause for this was that colonialism had 

so wrecked the economies of these colonies that they could not absorb capital 

investment to any appreciable extent. After all, where would the demand for 

the goods produced through the newly set up industries come from when 

colonialism had exhausted their potential? Hence capital was invested in those 

products that had a ready market abroad or in infrastructure for such exports. 

In several colonies the older shapes of use sustained. In India, for instance, the 

earlier two shapes remained more significant even in the third stage. 

 

 

 

PATTERNS OF COLONIAL DOMINATION-1: DIRECT RULE  



India  

India was an instance of a classic colony. It served as a market for British 

goods, as a source of supply of raw materials and foodstuffs and as a field of 

investment of British capital. Foreign companies controlled trade, industry, 

mining, banking, insurance, shipping and transport. The Indian army defended 

the British empire all in excess of the world and the Indian administration 

offered avenues of employment to big numbers of British youth. The 

consequence was that India became underdeveloped while Britain developed 

rapidly to become the mainly advanced nation in the world. 

 

First Stage  

The first stage of British colonialism in India was characterized through a 

concern to ensure the monopoly of trade with India and the East. Both the 

rival European trading companies and the Indian merchants were to be kept 

out. A charter from the British Crown was the typical device used to restrict 

other merchant companies in Britain from trading with India. War was the 

means used to eliminate the competition from the European rivals. As distant 

as Indian merchants were concerned, the Company used its superior naval 

domination to ensure that their rivals were eliminated from the lucrative 

coastal and foreign trade. Political domination was used to compel the 

craftsmen to sell at very cheap prices and to drive Indian merchants out. 

 

The impetus for conquest came from the quest for financial possessions. 

The money for the wars in India and for maintenance of the naval and military 

establishments could only come from India. The search ended with control in 

excess of Indian revenues. Expansion of territory was a mechanism for raising 

big amounts of money through taxes. Money was also needed to finance the 

industrialization of Britain. With the conquest of Bengal and South India, both 

these objectives, of controlling financial possessions and wielding a monopoly 

of trade, were fulfilled. The Company was able to accumulate vast sums of 

money through taxes and direct plunder from Bengal. Thirty three per cent of 



Bengal revenues were sent out through the Company in the form of exports. 

This did not contain the illegal exactions of the Company‘s officials. The drain 

of wealth from India amounted to two to three per cent of Britain‘s national 

income at the time. 

 

The policies followed in the field of administration were that of minimal 

interference in the existing customs and systems. As extensive as surplus 

could be extracted reasonably efficiently there was no need to effect any 

changes in the meadows of law and administration or in the organisation of 

production. It is important that the two educational institutions set up at 

Calcutta and Banaras were centers of traditional scholarship. There was no 

effort to introduce Western thoughts or English education. What were the 

contradictions throughout the first stage of colonialism? A study of the inner 

contradictions is crucial to the understanding of any system as it is only when 

the contradictions emerge that the system can be properly studied. Should use 

be short term or extensive term, was a question on which opinion was divided. 

Obviously, short-term use went against the interests of maintaining the colony 

such that it remained serviceable for a extensive period. Plunder and use of 

revenues went against reproduction of the economy of the colony. The 

Company was in favour of declaring high dividends while the industrial 

capitalists were in favour of territorial expansion whose benefits would accrue 

in the longer period. There was clearly a contradiction flanked by the trading 

interests and the industrial capitalists and flanked by the interests of the 

Company and British society as a whole. 

 

Second Stage  

It was the stage of free trade. An intense thrash about developed flanked 

by manufacturing and trading interests in the beginning of the nineteenth 

century in excess of which class of British society would control India. A 

series of regulatory acts severely limited the hold of the Company and brought 

the Crown in as the domination controlling India. The Crown in turn 

championed the interests of the newly emergent industrial capitalist class 



whose domination and domination had increased vastly with the success of the 

Industrial Revolution. Hence a new stage of colonialism was ushered in 

keeping with the change under gone through the British economy. 

 

The needs of the manufacturing interests were obviously very dissimilar 

from those of the trading companies. The industrial capitalists needed markets 

for their products and sources of supply of raw materials and foodstuffs for the 

rapidly rising urban population. This stage has been described as the 

imperialism of free trade as all tariff duties were removed on British goods. 

Though, this did not mean that there was free trade for all. Duties sustained to 

be imposed on Indian goods. Inordinately high duties were levied on Indian 

products imported into Britain. The duty on Indian textiles ranged from 30 to 

70 per cent. Within India internal 'customs duties were imposed on Indian 

manufactures to create them less competitive vis-à-vis British goods. 

 

The problem, of course, was how to finance this whole operation from 

Indian revenues. For this the British promoted the production of agricultural 

raw materials such as cotton, jute, silk, oilseeds, wheat, hides, skins, indigo 

and tea. From being one of the finest producers of crafts in the world, India 

was reduced to being a producer of raw materials. Of course, the earlier shapes 

of use 'sustained from the first stage. Indian revenues were needed for the 

further conquest of India and to pay the high salaries of the officials. 

 

The transformation of the economic, social and administrative structure 

was necessary for the colony to be serviceable. In the economic sphere, free 

trade was introduced. Fundamental changes were introduced in the sphere of 

administration. Maintenance of law and order was essential to ensure free 

movement of goods crossways the country. In the field of law, vital changes 

were brought in relation to the to introduce capitalist notions of ownership, 

property, contract, etc. This was the period when the new legal codes were 

drawn up. Western education was introduced to supply clerks and junior 

functionaries for the vast bureaucracy that now ran the country. Means of 

transport and communication underwent modernization and expansion. 



Railways were set up under government initiative. The political ideology was 

one of liberal imperialism, i.e., it was whispered that the economic use of the 

colony could continue even after it became politically self-governing. Hence 

there was much talk of self-government in this period. 

 

Coming to the contradictions throughout the second stage, first of all the 

colony faced the constraint of limited finances in its effort to develop India in 

order to create it more conducive for use through industrial and finance 

capitalism. Developmental expenditure could not be undertaken on any 

appreciable scale as the possessions went into civil and military expenditure. 

In the field of agriculture there were two opposed needs- one to develop 

agriculture and buttress the location of the peasant so that he could become a 

producer of raw materials and a buyer of British manufactures and the other to 

extract surplus from the peasant to pay for the empire. Basically the 

contradiction was flanked by creation India a reproductive colony and the 

objective consequences of colonialism leading to the opposite result. 

 

Third Stage  

It was the stage of foreign investment and international competition for 

colonies. Three growths led to the ushering in of the third stage of colonial 

use. The first development was the industrialization of the rest of the 

developed world. With this the countries of Europe, USA, Russia and Japan 

became competitors for markets and sources of supply of raw materials. The 

second development was that major technological growths took place in the 

nineteenth century that increased the need for raw materials and foodstuffs. 

Thirdly, capital had accumulated on a important scale in the developed 

capitalist countries and needed outlets for investment. An additional advantage 

was that colonial expansion could give a channel beside which the discontent 

of the workers and peasants could be deflected. The dream of national 

greatness was always a heady one and jingoistic patriotism rallied the country 

approximately the state. 

 



Within the colony this period saw the revival of conservative ideologies as 

imperialist control was sought to be wielded with firmness. Curzon was only 

the last of a row of Viceroys who introduced policies of suppression and 

regulation. This was also necessary for ensuring safety for British foreign 

investment in the railways, plantations, mining, jute, shipping, trade and 

banking. Firm control was also vital as the army was sought to be maintained 

as a weapon for the defense and expansion of the empire. There was no more 

talk of self-government; instead it was declared that the people of India were a 

‗child people‘ who would never be fit to rule themselves. 

 

Of course, the contradiction in this grand design of a tightly controlled 

colony was financial constraints. The goose that laid the golden eggs was in 

danger of being killed through overexploitation. The colony needed to be 

developed in order to use it further but in excess of-use had made the country 

so backward that development was no longer possible. The other contradiction 

was that modernization produced social groups which rallied against 

colonialism. 

 

Impact of British Rule in India  

The colonial domination of India converted it into a classic colony whose 

economy was subordinated to that of the metropolitan country, Britain. India 

became a market for British goods and a supplier of raw materials and 

foodstuffs to the mother country. The irony was that the very expansion of 

capitalism, which took Europe beside the path of modernization and 

development, created extreme backwardness and underdevelopment in the 

colony. The whole economy was made serviceable for the interests of Britain. 

 

Agriculture  

Agriculture was the sphere of the economy that was mainly adversely 

affected through British rule. The British extracted the maximum possible 

surplus from agriculture through imposing an very high land revenue burden. 



A new social class of zamindars was created through the Permanent 

Settlement of Bengal, to ensure that revenue collection was efficient. The old 

collectors of revenue were turned into private landlords who were given some 

of the rights of the landlords but had to turn in excess of the revenues to the 

state after keeping a small percentage for themselves. The peasants could be 

exploited at will through these zamindars. The Ryotwari system implemented 

in the Madras and Bombay presidencies involved tax collection from 

individual cultivators. Though, the high revenue burden meant that their 

condition was at best only marginally better than that of the peasants of 

Bengal. 

 

The peasantry was crushed under the exceptionally high and harsh revenue 

burden. With land becoming alienable under the new capitalist dealings 

introduced, several peasant proprietors establish themselves reduced to 

agricultural laborers as the moneylenders, zamindars and officials gained 

control in excess of the lands mortgaged to them through the hapless peasant 

in order to pay land revenue. There was no system of remission of revenues 

even throughout times of floods, drought and famine and collection. The 

number of intermediaries grew as zamindars and revenue collectors sublet 

their rights to intermediate rent receivers. The system of agrarian dealings that 

developed was therefore neither capitalist nor feudal - it was semi-feudal and 

semi-capitalist. The techniques of production in agriculture remained stagnant. 

The colonial government paid no attention to modernization in this region. 

 

Commercialization of agriculture took place in the nineteenth century with 

the replacement of food granules through cash crops such as cotton, jute, 

tobacco, sugarcane and oilseeds. The collapse of the supply of cotton from the 

USA because of the civil war led to the augment of acreage in cotton in India. 

Credit was advanced to the peasant through the traders to encourage him to 

grow cotton. Therefore, cotton joined opium and indigo in becoming an 

significant commodity to be traded on the world market. While per acre 

production of food granules decreased through 0.18 % per annum, that of non-

food grain crops increased through 1.31 % per annum. Production of cash 



crops increased the role of moneylenders and usurers in the village economy. 

In some regions, the well-to -do peasants remained free of the stranglehold of 

the moneylender and accumulated considerable savings from production of 

cash crops. The procedure of differentiation of the peasantry therefore 

gathered momentum. 

 

Trade   

The pattern and direction of India‘s foreign trade was subordinated to 

British interests. There was undoubtedly an augment in the quantum of foreign 

trade from Rs.15 crores in 1834 to Rs.60 crores in 1858, Rs. 213 crores in 

1899 and Rs. 758 crores in 1924. The composition of this trade was, though, 

skewed so as to serve British interests. India exported raw materials and 

foodstuffs and imported manufactured goods from Britain. Even the excess of 

exports in excess of imports was the mechanism for the drain of wealth rather 

than an asset as in the case of a free country. 

 

Industry  

The traditional industries of India were destroyed, first through the 

Company using its location as a monopolist buyer to force the craftsmen to 

work at uneconomic rates and then through being forced to compete at a 

disadvantage with the duty free manufactured goods imported from Britain. 

The consequence of the destruction of traditional handicrafts was that 

craftsmen were thrown back on to agriculture leading to further overcrowding 

and uneconomic production. This procedure has been described as 

deindustrialization. Just as to noted economic historian, A.K. Bagchi. half the 

people dependent on industry in the middle Gangetie region in 180913 were 

displaced from their livelihood through 1901. 

 

Contemporary industry did develop in India in the colonial period. 

Millions of craftsmen whose livelihood was destroyed swelled the ranks of the 

workforce. The establishment of a contemporary system of transport and 



communications created an all-India market. The first industries to be set up 

were cotton and jute textiles, coal mining and tea plantations. Ancillary 

industries came up beside with them. The development of an economic 

infrastructure was also necessary for the expansion of trade and extraction of 

raw materials and foodstuffs from the countryside. This benefited Indian 

capitalists also. The spread of railways also led to the setting up of railway and 

engineering workshops. Mainly of the contemporary industry was owned and 

controlled through British capitalists. The growth of contemporary industry 

really took place in the period after the First World War. The depression of the 

1930s also gave an opportunity for Indian industry to progress. 

 

Therefore, India had contemporary industry but she did not undergo an 

industrial revolution. Capital goods industries were not encouraged, as the 

British industrialists wanted to sell machinery to India. Only those industries 

developed which did not compete with British manufactures. Therefore, India 

underwent a commercial transformation and not an industrial revolution. The 

share of the industrial sector in the Net Domestic product was 12.7 % in 1900-

04, 13.6 % in 191519 and 16.7 % in 1940-44. In contrast, the share of the 

primary sector was 63.6% in 1900-4, 59.6% in 1915-19 and 47.6% in 1940. 

The per capita income of India was Rs.52.2 in 190004, Rs. 57.3 in 1915-19 

and Rs. 56.6 in 1940-44, at the constant price of 1938- 39. 

 

The cultural and intellectual spheres also did not undergo transformation in 

a contemporary and progressive direction. Contemporary education was 

introduced in an very piecemeal manner so as to produce the clerks for the 

administration but not encourage self-governing thinking. Nevertheless, the 

educated classes were exposed to Western thoughts and came to demand that 

British rule in India be run beside more liberal rows. There were some 

attempts at social reform in the nineteenth century but these were discontinued 

after the revolt of 1857. On the whole, policies followed in the social sphere 

were conservative and even reactionary. The divisive 'ideologies of communal 

ism and casteism were promoted to prevent the consolidation of the unity of 

the Indian people. 



 

Africa  

The conquest of Africa took place in the last decades of the nineteenth 

century. As late as 1880, only a small part, 20 per cent of Africa, had come 

under European rule. The European dominations had been content to trade 

with Africa and wield informal political domination where necessary. Though, 

the spread of the Industrial Revolution in Europe brought to the fore new 

political ambitions and rivalries. Direct political control was the watchword of 

the era of the ‗new imperialism‘ and rival capitalist monopolies. The conquest 

of Africa was made possible through superior European technology, financial 

and military possessions and relative stability in Europe. 

 

A continent of in excess of 28-million sq. km. was partitioned and 

occupied through European dominations through a combination of two 

strategies, treaties and conquest. A series of treaties marked out spheres of 

domination of the European dominations. The Anglo-German treaties of 1890 

and 1893 and the Anglo Italian treaty of 1891, the Franco-Portuguese treaty of 

1886, the German-Portuguese treaty of 1886, the Anglo-Portuguese treaty of 

1891 and the Anglo-French convention of 1899 were significant milestones.  

The French were the mainly active in pursuing the policy of military 

conquest. Britain‘s military imperialism was as spectacular and bloody. 

Nigeria was conquered in stages through the turn of the Century. Sudan was 

occupied in 1896. Zanzibar became a protectorate in 1890 and provided a base 

for the British conquest of East Africa. Uganda became a protectorate in 1894. 

The conquest of Zambia, earlier recognized as Northern Rhodesia, was 

completed in 1901. It is motivating that the conquests were in the traditional 

slaving zones—in the east it was in the old ivory trade zones. 

 

Three eras can be distinguished. The first stage, 1880-1919, was one of 

conquest and job. The colonial system was consolidated after 1910. The 

second stage, 1919-1935, was the period of accommodation. The third stage, 



1935 onwards, was that of the independence movements. Within forty-five 

years from 1935, the colonial system was uprooted from in excess of 94 per 

cent of Africa. Colonial rule lasted for a hundred years on an average. 

 

Colonial Economy  

The colonial economic system reached its prime through the Second 

World War. New production dealings were recognized flanked by 1880 and 

1935. The first signs of the new economy were the development of road, rail 

and telegraph communications. The self-enough African economies were 

destroyed or transformed and subordinated through colonial domination. Their 

connections with each other and with other parts of the world were broken. 

Money economy was introduced and so was a market in land. Colonial 

interests dictated infrastructure linkages. Industrialization was discouraged. 

Just as to Field home, ―almost certainly no colonial government had a 

department of industry before 1945.‖ The traditional crafts were destroyed. 

Single crop economies with heavy reliance on cash crops were developed. 

Africa was integrated into the world economy in a disadvantageous location. 

Inter-African trade was virtually stopped. 

 

Land alienation was common. Through 1930, 2,740,000 hectares were 

alienated in Kenya. Differentiation in African society occurred as a result of 

the impact of colonial domination. Limited proletarianisation and widespread 

depeasantisation took place. A class of rich peasants developed. European 

dominations reduced the economies of Africa to colonial dependencies 

through the domination of finance capital. The loans for the Suez Canal 

enmeshed Egypt in a web of indebtedness. Big international companies 

controlled the mining of gold and diamonds.  

 

Colonial Impact  

The colonial school of African historiography has misrepresented the 

African response to colonial job as one of welcoming the establishment of 



colonial rule. Similarly, the theory of Social Darwinism justified colonialism 

through arguing that the domination in excess of the weaker races was the 

inevitable result of the natural superiority of the European race. Another 

theory was that of balance of domination, i.e., the disagreement flanked by 

European nations was played out in Africa so as not to disturb the balance in 

Europe. Though, it is apparent that the primary motive behind colonial rule 

was economic use of the colony in the interests of the metropolitan 

domination. 

Just as to some western scholars colonial rule was a blessing. It provided 

contemporary infrastructure, health and education. David Field home has 

described the effects as ―some good, some bad‖. Gann and Duignan have 

argued that the cultural diffusion effected was significant and that it was 

wrong to stress only on political use. On the other hand, W. Rodney has 

described colonialism as ‗a one-armed bandit‘. 

 

There is little doubt that the limited positive effects of colonialism were 

accidental through-products of use. It. is true that peace and stability prevailed, 

but only after the initial period of complete dislocation. The political face of 

Africa was reshaped. Earlier clans were the unit and now territorial units 

replaced them. This has left troubled legacies in the form of ethnic conflicts. 

These ethnic conflicts often arise because of the arbitrary definition of 

territorial units imposed under colonial rule in utter disregard of the ground 

reality. New institutions, the judicial system and the bureaucracy, were set up 

on quasi-European rows. The concept of punishment, of the guilty replaced 

the traditional notion of redress of the aggrieved. Pan- Africanism and 

nationalism were also through-products of colonialism. The negative effects, 

separately from economic ruin, were the undermining of indigenous systems 

of governments such as traditional monarchies and chieftaincy. A mentality of 

subservience developed. A standing army became a heavy millstone 

approximately the neck of the colony. The loss of African sovereignty was the 

greatest tragedy wrought through colonial rule. The colony lost its right to 

control its own development.  

 



British Colonialism in Africa: Egypt  

British territories in Africa were Nigeria, Gold Coast, The Gambia, Sierra 

Leone, Kenya, Tanganyika, Nyasaland, Uganda, North and South Rhodesia 

and South Africa. We take up Egypt as a case study as it demonstrates how 

colonialism functions effectively even without direct formal political 

suzerainty. 

 

Conquest  

An abortive expedition was made through Napoleon to annex Egypt 

approximately the turn of the nineteenth century. The British military 

intervention repulsed the French and the British occupied Egypt in 1801. 

Though, this lasted only two years till the Treaty of Amiens and the British 

forces left Egypt through March 1803. The British attacked Egypt again in 

1807 but were forced to retreat. In 1840, a British squadron commanded 

through Napier threatened Alexandria. A convention was signed which limited 

the dominations of Mohammed Ali, the ruler of Egypt. Egypt became a British 

colony in effect. Though Egypt remained nominally under Turkish rule, the 

consuls of Britain and France were the real wielders of domination. Egypt 

came under the joint protection of France and Britain and it was only their 

rivalry that gave Egypt a modicum of independence. 

 

In 1842 the conditions of the Anglo Turkish Trade Treaty of 1838 were 

applied to Egypt. British merchants and industrialists were allowed to buy 

cotton directly from the producers and British exports to Egypt were required 

to pay minimal customs duties, if any. Through 1845, England was the 

predominant partner in Egypt‘s trade. A quarter of Egypt‘s imports and a third 

of her exports were with England. In 1851, the British were given concessions 

to build a railway from Alexandria to Cairo and Suez, which would be of vital 

strategic importance to the British in the context of their colony in India. The 

construction of the railway row enhanced Egypt‘s importance as a 

transshipping base. In 1858, the British used the row to transport troops to 



suppress the revolt in India. 

 

British colonialism in Egypt reduced it to an agrarian and raw material 

appendage of the metropolitan country. The history of colonialism in Egypt is 

a sordid tale of use through foreign dominations and banking companies who 

enmeshed her in indebtedness. The nineteenth century saw Britain and France 

controlling political growths in Egypt, toppling governments and setting up 

puppet regimes. The rise of nationalism in Egypt was an expression of the 

discontent of the Egyptian people with their use through the Turks, the 

Mamelukes, the Albanian notables and the French and the British. 

 

British Economic Policy in Egypt  

Two stages of colonialism were merged into one in Egypt. The primary 

aim of the British industrialists was to develop Egypt as a supplier of cotton 

for industry. Throughout the financial boom of 1897-1907, foreign capital 

investments in Egypt totaled 73,500,000 Egyptian pounds. The proportion of 

industrial investment was very little. In 1883-97, it accounted for 29 per cent 

of the total and it fell throughout the financial boom. Mainly of the foreign 

investment was in commerce, banks, mortgage banks, land companies and 

public utilities. It has been estimated that 79 per cent of foreign investment 

was in non- productive meadows, such as public debt mortgage and banks, 

12.36 per cent was in trade and transport and 5 per cent in industry and 

construction.  

 

The British industrialists converted Egypt into a primarily cotton rising 

country. Many irrigation networks were built to this end. The region under 

cotton increased from 495,000 feddans in 1879 to 1, 723, 000 feddans in 1913. 

Cotton acquiesced 43 per cent of the total value of agricultural output flanked 

by 1910 and 1914. Cotton exports accounted for 85 per cent of total exports in 

1913. Cotton exports multiplied five times from 1860 to 1870 while imports 

trebled from 1843 to 1872. In thirty years the total volume of Egyptian 

overseas trade increased fivefold.  



 

The consequence of being a single crop economy was that Egypt had to 

import food granules. Foreigners owned 700,000 feddans or 13 per cent of the 

whole privately owned lands. In addition, they controlled the 27 per cent of 

the land that was mortgaged to foreign companies. The primary cotton 

processing and cotton cleaning industry and the steamship rows that 

transported the hales of cotton were under British control. The British 

controlled the whole cotton trade in Egypt. It is an index of the use of Egypt 

that it did not have a single cotton mill! 

 

Means of transport and communication developed on a rapid scale 

throughout the second half of the nineteenth century. Railways developed, as 

did telegraph rows and steamships. Egyptian industry developed to a limited 

extent. Sugar refineries, small textile and weaving mills, foundries, repair 

workshops, etc., were the types of enterprises set up, which had relatively low 

stages of technology. The absence of tariff protection was a major drawback 

for industry. 

 

Suez Canal  

In the 1850s, the French financial tycoon, Ferdinand de Lesseps, proposed 

the structure of the Suez Canal. Abbas Pasha, who had opposed the project, 

died and the new ruler, a personal friend of de Lesseps, granted concessions 

for the construction of the Canal. The construction of the Canal was to hasten 

the procedure of the conversion of Egypt into a colony. 44 per cent of the 

share capital came from Egypt, separately from the labour and the land, which 

was provided free. Egypt was forced to go in for huge foreign loans to finance 

this project. 25 to 40,000 labourers were employed at any one time and this 

was mostly forced labour. Therefore it was the compulsory semi-slave labour 

of the Egyptian fellaheen, which built one of the major structures of 

capitalism. Colonialism, as we know, utilizes shapes of labour of earlier pre- 

capitalist economies. In fact, the continuation of survivals from the medieval 

period was a special characteristic of Egypt‘s capitalist development. This 



hampered the development and modernization of both agriculture and 

industry. 

 

The Suez Canal project embroiled the Egyptian government in a financial 

imbroglio. The total cost to Egypt was 400,00,000 francs. Of this, she was able 

to recover only a quarter through sale of her shares. Millions of pounds were 

thrust as loans on her for a project from which she drew little benefit and 

which was implemented to reduce the time and the cost of travel to the East. 

The bankers of London advanced millions of pounds to the Egyptian 

government, interest payments on these loans alone amounted to the revenues 

of the richest provinces. Through 1876, Egypt‘s total foreign debt amounted to 

94,000,000 pounds. The interest on this was a staggering 8,000,000 pounds 

every year. The government sold its shares in the project to Britain, which 

used her clout as the major stockholder in the Canal to oust France from her 

location as a rival. The roots of this new policy lay in the ushering in of the 

stage of monopoly capitalism in Europe. The European dominations adopted 

more aggressive postures in their colonial policy. 

 

Britain forced a commission of inquiry into Egypt‘s finances. Dual control 

of France and Britain in excess of her finances was enforced. A new cabinet 

was set up with primarily European officials in 1878. Egypt now became a 

colony of the Anglo- French bankers. Resentment was naturally intense and 

widespread. The nationalists or wataneun gave expression to this discontent. A 

national government replaced the infamous European cabinet but this was 

short-lived and the European dominations sustained to wield domination. 

 

State Structure  

Egypt became a colony of Britain in 1882 but was not formally annexed or 

recognized as a protectorate. Egypt sustained to be part of the Ottoman 

Empire. Britain described herself as a temporary job domination. The British 

desisted from annexing Egypt as that may have triggered off a serious 

international crisis. The excuse of internal anarchy was used to continue their 



job in the coming decades. France accepted Britain's domination in excess of 

Egypt as part of the Anglo-French Entente in 1904. The Suez Canal was to be 

controlled through an international commission. In 1906, Britain annexed the 

Sinai peninsula. Dual control in excess of Egypt‘s finances was ended, and 

with it French domination. The British administrator was the supreme 

domination in practice though nominally the Khedive ruled and a Legislative 

Council and General Assembly lived. The consul general of Britain wielded 

the dictatorship of British finance capital. Lord Cromer was the longest 

serving administrator, followed through Gorst and General Kitchener. 

 

Britain drew Egypt into the First World War despite her not being a colony 

formally. Extensive use was made of Egypt‘s natural possessions and man 

domination for the war. Her whole economy was martial led for the war effort. 

The peasants were oppressed through the forcible seizure of their crops for the 

armed forces. The gold reserves of the National Bank of Egypt were handed in 

excess of to the British Treasury. Egypt was incorporated in the sterling 

region, which allowed Britain to pay for her military expenses in paper 

currency. Inflation rose dramatically throughout the war. The rupture in 

foreign trade brought in relation to the through the war stimulated local 

Egyptian industry. Martial law was imposed in 1914, the dictatorship cracked 

down on political dissent and thousands of intellectuals were exiled. The 

nationalist movement spread rapidly. On December 18, 1914, Egypt was 

formally declared to be a British protectorate.  

 

French Colonialism in Africa  

In the following explanation, we have discussed French colonialism in 

Africa with special reference to Algeria and Tunisia. 

 

Algeria  

Algeria was the first colony of France in North Africa. Charles X sent an 

expedition in 1830. In the following years the civilian administration was 



organized. Through 1839, 70,000 Frenchmen were concentrated in Algeria. 

French colonization began after 1839 when the lands of subdued tribes were 

given in excess of to French colonists who recognized big estates and built 

vast palaces. Initially, France only controlled towns beside the coast. Slowly, 

they conquered mainly of the country. 

 

Algeria was developed as an agrarian appendage of France. Raw materials 

were produced there and French manufactures sold at great profit. The 

domestic industry and trade that lived prior to the French conquest were 

destroyed. Artisans were ruined. Acquisition of land was the main form in 

which control was expressed. Through 1871, colonial settlers had been given 

480,000 hectares of land. French capitalist companies acquired extensive 

lands. Though, despite concentration of land in the hands of big capitalist 

companies, Algeria remained a backward agrarian economy. Use of Algeria‘s 

mineral wealth was another source of profit. French companies exploited iron 

ore and phosphorite deposits. Railways were laid to facilitate trade and for 

military and strategic purposes. The growth of foreign trade from 1871 to 

1914 was marked, suggesting that Algeria‘s utility as a colony was rising. 

Imports comprised primarily of cloth, indicating that Algeria was a consumer 

of French manufactures. 

 

The collapse of the Second Empire in 1871 was a signal for the Algerians 

to effort to shake off the French rule. The local French bourgeoisie resented 

the monopoly of the Perisian bourgeoisie and the military regime. The rest of 

the people were also against colonial rule as the economy was rulned through 

the depredations of the colonialists. Famine and pestilence accounted for the 

death of one-fifth of the population flanked by 1866 and 1872. The Arab and 

Berber uprising, led through Mohammed el-Mokrani, started on 14 March 

1871. The rebels won substantial military victories but the collapse of the 

Paris Commune weakened their location disastrously. Though, the uprising 

was put down with a firm hand.  

 

The years to follow saw colonial misrule at its worst and imperialist use at 



its height Seizure of land from the Arabs consolidated the location of the 

French colonists greatly. The native peasants and nomads were forced into the 

inhabitable regions and perished in great numbers. The French colonists were 

given political privileges that were denied to the Arabs and Berbers. The 

former were citizens while the latter were subjects. They were subject to 

dissimilar laws and dissimilar rates of taxes. The native Algerians who 

demanded equality and democracy resisted this. 

 

Tunisia   

France recognized control in excess of Tunisia through encouraging her 

independence vis-à-vis Turkey. Tunisian territory was invaded in 1837 but 

France retreated under pressure from Britain. The attempts at modernization 

placed the rulers in a precarious financial location and made them vulnerable 

to the persuasion through foreign banks to undertake vast loans on very 

unfavorable conditions. Taxes were extracted from the peasants and artisans 

with the use of brute force. In 1881 the French seized Tunisia. Italy had 

already recognized its attendance there and obtained concessions in railways 

and telegraphs. The defeat of France at the hands of Prussia in 1871 

emboldened Italy to secure sure privileges. At the Berlin Congress of 1878, 

France was informally permitted through the European dominations to annex 

Tunisia. The annexation took place in 1881 on the pretext of a border incident. 

France declared that it would control Tunisia‘s foreign dealings henceforth. 

The state set up was to serve the interests of French monopoly capital. In 1884 

financial control passed into French hands from the international commission. 

Though, Italy maintained her interest in the colony and Italian settlement 

sustained. Italy signed the Triple Alliance with Germany and Austria-Hungary 

to check French expansionism. In 1896, the French recognized the special 

location of the Italian residents and Italy, in turn, recognized that Tunisia was 

a French protectorate. It is to be noted that the number of Italians exceeded 

those of the French in Tunisia. Seizure of land was the common form of use. 

Another form was use of mineral deposits. 

 



South East Asia  

The use for the term South East Asia goes back to the Pacific War of 

1941-5. The countries it comprises are Burma, Thailand, North and South 

Vietnam, Cambodia, Laos, Federation of Malaysia, Brunei, Indonesia and 

Philippines. Colonialism in South East Asia lasted from the late fifteenth to 

the mid-twentieth century. Europe‘s military and naval superiority enabled her 

to control the rest of the world. The cannon and the steam-domination gunboat 

outmatched the weapons of the Asian countries. Motives were wealth, prestige 

and converts to Christianity. Even after the heyday of the spice trade, South 

East Asia remained important for Europe as she supplied raw materials for 

European industry - oil, rubber, metals, rice, coffee, tea and sugar. After 1870 

the interior of the colonies were opened up at great momentum. Even Thailand 

was affected, though it was not a colony. Just as to Victor Purcell, ―trade, 

treaties, persuasion and legality were the usual instruments of European 

expansion - not fire and the sword.‖ Ancient states were dismantled, patterns 

of commerce were transformed and the cultural and intellectual assumptions 

of Asian civilizations were challenged. 

 

Indonesia  

The spice trade was very lucrative and attracted the European dominations. 

The Portuguese came to Malacca in the early sixteenth century but their 

domination was broken through 1600. They were the first to introduce maize, 

tobacco, sweet potato and cocoa. The Dutch merchants shaped a company in 

1594. The companies were amalgamated in 1602 and given a common charter. 

Territorial expansion followed as an offshoot of trade. A secure base was 

needed to conduct trade and keep rivals absent. Revenue collection provided 

significant financial possessions. Competition with the French and British 

sustained till 1682 when the British and French withdrew. The Dutch 

monopoly system was broken in 1784 under the provisions of the Treaty of 

Paris. 

 



The Javanese peasant was forced to cultivate export crops. The native 

people were forced to work for a pittance and buy food at exorbitant prices 

from the Dutch traders. All agricultural exports were to the Netherlands. The 

peasant could not grow cash crops without permission from the colonial 

authorities. Dutch patrols destroyed any unlicensed trees of cloves and 

nutmeg. There was very little capital investment in the colony. Mineral 

development was in its infancy. Railways developed in the 1860s. Through 

1900 there were 3000 km of railways. The telegraph service was started in 

1856 and the postal service in 1866. Colonialism fatally weakened the old 

political order in the archipelago, opening the method for new structures. 

Dutch colonial rule paved the method for a contemporary state through 

suppressing the old kingdoms.  

French Indo-China  

France occupied Saigon in 1859. In 1861, Cambodia became a French 

protectorate. The Union Indochinese was shaped in 1887 - Cochin China, 

Annam and Tongking. Tariffs were imposed through France to benefit its own 

industries, especially textiles, iron and steel and machinery. The result was an 

very slow tempo of industrialisation. Mining of coal, tin and zinc attracted 

French capital. Timber extraction and rubber planting developed. Flanked by 

1911 and 1920 19.6 per cent of exports from Indo-China were to France. 

Through 1938, this had gone up to 53 per cent. 

 

Peasant ownership was replaced through landlordism. Landlords 

controlled 80 per cent of the land and employed 200,000 as sharecroppers. 

Absentee landlordism was rampant. Overpopulation, undernourishment and 

progressive pauperization of the countryside were the inevitable result. 

Taxation was very heavy. French colonial policy was to ―Gallicize‖ 

(FRENCHIFY) their territories. In contrast, the British and the Dutch 

maintained traditional methods. Indirect rule was a double burden as two 

bureaucracies were to be supported, one French, the other ceremonial and 

impotent. 

 



 

PATTERNS OF COLONIAL DOMINATION-2: INDIRECT 

RULE  

Emergence of Semi-Colonialism  

The several factors which contributed towards the emergence of the 

system of indirect rule can be said to be the rise of multilateral trade, provision 

of avenues to accommodate conflicting imperialist interests and the cost-

effectiveness of the indirect rule in comparison with the direct rule in sure 

situations. If we look at the period in which semi-colonialism appeared, we 

notice that it was through and big after the 1860s. This was the great age of 

multilateral trade. The economic incentive given through the American Civil 

War and the construction of the Suez Canal were significant contributory 

factors. The technological revolution in overseas transportation led to a 

general reduction in ocean freight rates. Through this time the Belgians, the 

French, the Americans, the Germans and the Russians were all at dissimilar 

stages of industrialization and anxiously looking approximately for sources of 

raw materials and markets for their industrialized products. As a result, what 

has been described as one of the mainly unhindered periods in world trade 

began. In this stage it was hard for any one Imperialist domination to acquire 

exclusive control of a scrupulous territory and since England subscribed to the 

principle of free trade, a sharing arrangement flanked by the major Imperialist 

dominations had to be worked out. 

 

Free Trade  

The doctrine of free trade proved to be as harmful for the semi-colonies as 

it was for the full colonies. When Britain achieved the location of economic 

preponderance in the Western world due to the success of its Industrial 

Revolution, it began to talk of laissez faire or free trade which meant the 

removal of all tariff and customs barriers flanked by trading countries. As has 

been pointed out through many political economists, the concept of tree trade 



was a misnomer. It was England alone which stood to gain from free trade. 

This was bound to happen because free trade can work ideally only in a 

situation where all the countries participating in it have reached a comparable 

stage of economic development. In the nineteenth century, free trade was 

virtually imposed on the backward economies of Asia and Africa whose 

products, such as handloom goods, could not compete with the machine-made 

textiles from England's industries. Soon, the colonies and semi- colonies were 

flooded with cheap textiles from Lancashire and Manchester, virtually ruining 

the indigenous economies. 

 

Preference for Indirect Rule in Intricate Situations  

Indirect rule was adopted in regions where there were diverse groups of 

people with dissimilar ethnic backgrounds and varying cultural and political 

practices as in the Ottoman Empire or China. This was because, in such 

regions, it was easier for the imperialist dominations to deal with one 

centralized administration than with numerous provincial dynasts and 

notables. This point will be illustrated in greater detail when we take up the 

Ottoman Empire for detailed consideration. For a sharing arrangement flanked 

by the Imperialist dominations to work smoothly, it was best that the running 

of the country he left in the hands of an indigenous dynasty or potentate. The 

ruler, whether in China, or in the Ottoman Empire, should be efficient enough 

to run the country in an orderly fashion, but he/she should not be too self-

governing either. The type of ruler who was mainly desirable was one who 

would be pliable and willing to follow the dictates of the external dominations. 

He or she should be encouraged to undertake some amount of political and 

economic modernization within his/her territory. Therefore, from the 1830s, 

the tanzimat or political reordering of the Istanbul regime (Ottoman Empire) 

was actively encouraged through the European dominations. This reordering 

involved the Westernization of government structures and the recentralization 

of the state tools. So was the self-strengthening movement under Empress 

Tsu-Hzi in China from the 1860s. 

 



Indirect rule was more convenient for the imperialist dominations since 

they did not have to assume responsibility for the government, even though 

they did not hesitate to dabble in the internal politics and disputes of the semi-

colonies. This is not to say that direct rule did not have its advantages. Direct 

rule or full colonialism allowed the Imperialist domination to use extra-

economic means to secure its interests more easily. It could cut off trade and 

investment through other industrialized countries, it could raise taxes from the 

local population and transfer big sums of money to the home country more 

easily. In the semi-colonial situation the Imperialist dominations developed 

strong indigenous allies who helped in the promotion of their' interests. 

Therefore in Chile for instance, the indigenous mining, big landowning and 

import merchant groups played a collaborative role with British and U.S. 

imperialism in what Gunder Frank has referred to as the "development of 

underdevelopment". 

 

Reconciling Conflicting Imperial Interests  

The rivalries flanked by the Imperialist dominations also paved the method 

for the emergence of semi- colonialism. In the case of the Ottoman Empire, 

the conflicting imperial interests of Britain and Russia could be best 

reconciled and accommodated through continuing to keep the ―sick man of 

Europe‖, viz. Turkey alive. This was also true of China, where the Russians in 

scrupulous were keen to keep alive the tottering Manchu regime rather than 

have it removed, since an ouster would strengthen the British hold in excess of 

China. The Japanese and the Germans also Rad their own interests there. In 

Latin America, the USA wanted to assert its predominant location and it. so, 

tried to force the others out. 

 

Indirect Rule: Case Studies  

All the countries on the margin had sure common experiences but, as the 

historian, Sevket Pamuk has pointed out in his study: ―within this unity there 

lived a good deal of diversity. In conditions of the specific shapes of 



interaction with the rest of the world economy and in conditions of the 

resulting structures, the history of each country was unique" Pamuk divides 

the four examples that we are going to study, namely China, the Ottoman 

Empire, Iran and Latin America into two categories. The first three, which he 

puts in one group, had relatively strong state structures with centralized 

bureaucracies. Within these regions there was often a thrash about flanked by 

the bureaucracy and those social classes which wanted a more rapid and direct 

integration into the world economy: the export-oriented landlords for instance. 

The imperialist dominations, themselves in a state of mutual rivalry, had more 

to do with the bureaucracy than the social classes, though. They extended 

political, military and financial ‗support' to the centralized structures which at 

this time were feeling themselves to be weak and inadequate. In return for 

such support, the imperialist dominations obtained commercial privileges or 

concessions to undertake a major investment project. In the case of Latin 

America, on the other hand, one imperialist domination, namely America, 

exercised domination. The patterns of trade and foreign investment were 

dominated through that domination, which ensured that the ruling groups in 

the several Latin American countries secured its interests. 

 

China  

We shall first take up the case of China to see how semi-colonialism was 

recognized. The Manchu regime of China was, from the very beginning, 

bitterly apposed to the western dominations, which were referred to as the 

―barbarians‖. The Chinese Emperor tried through all possible means to restrict 

the foreigners to a limited region of China and for years, from the 18th century 

onwards, European merchants were allowed to trade with China only through 

the city of Canton, which was situated at the opposite end of the empire from 

Peking. They were also subject to numerous restrictions and exactions. 

Western traders could only have dealings with Chinese merchants and not 

with the government officials. The leading Chinese exports, silk and tea, had 

to be accepted overland for a aloofness of at least 500 miles to Canton since 

the Chinese Government suspected that the traders would evade excise duties 



if they were allowed to bring the goods through boat beside the coast. 

European traders were allowed to come to Canton only throughout the winter 

months, they were not allowed to bring their women with them or employ 

Chinese servants or ride in sedan chairs.  

They were also expected, to perform the ―kowtow‖ or Chinese custom of 

kneeling and touching the ground with the forehead before the Emperor, much 

to their resentment. Similarly, the ―ping‖ or practice of petitioning the 

Emperor for concessions was greatly resented through the European traders 

but the Chinese authorities insisted on it. Though, in spite of all this opposition 

and the fact that in the early years the Chinese did not even require or desire 

any Western goods, so that Chinese tea and silk had to be paid for in Western 

gold and silver, China was ultimately reduced to a location of economic 

subservience to the Western imperialist dominations. 

 

The despicable system of opium trade was evolved through the British 

East India Company to turn the balance of trade in England's favour. The 

opium trade involved Britain, India and China. Under it, opium was grown 

extensively in parts of India under British supervision and then shipped to 

China in order to obtain Chinese tea for the European market. No effort was 

spared to create the Chinese people addicted to opium and slowly a vibrant 

and intelligent people were dulled into apathy through the extensive imbibing 

of opium. The Chinese officials realized the harmful effects of the opium trade 

and tried in all possible methods to stop, or at least to restrict, it. The 

governor-general of Hu-Kwang warned that if opium was not suppressed, in a 

few decades China would have no soldiers to fight the enemy with. There 

would also be no money to maintain an army. 

 

The attempts through the Chinese authorities to restrict the entry of opium 

resulted in the well-known Opium Wars of 1839-1842. But the wars only 

revealed the weakness of the Chinese military system. In fact, China's defeat 

in the Opium Wars marked the beginning of a new stage of Western 

intervention in China. Through the 13 articles of the Treaty of Nanking signed 

on 29 August 1842, virtually at gunpoint, five ports were opened to British 



trade, the port city of Hong Kong was ceded to the British and the Chinese had 

to pay an indemnity of $ 21 million to the British. Therefore Britain obtained 

the mainly favored nation status and also gained the rights of extra-

territoriality, which meant that foreigners accused of crime would not have to 

be tried through Chinese tribunals but could be tried in their own courts. The 

new tariff system which was worked out, whereby the import duty was fixed 

at 5% (higher than the existing rate and so seemingly beneficial to the 

Chinese) proved, in the extensive run, to be more beneficial to the British than 

the Chinese. This was because, through fixing the tariff for all time to come, 

the Chinese lost the prerogative of raising tariff stages at any time in the 

future. 

 

Once the British had obtained these concessions, the French and the 

Americans began demanding similar treaties. Since the Chinese did not want 

any more conflicts, they agreed to the American and French demands. They 

also reasoned that granting these demands would only cut into the British 

profits and would not harm the Chinese. On 3 July 1844 the Treaty of 

Wanghsia was signed with the US and on 24 October 1844 the Treaty of 

Whampoa with the French. The same concessions of mainly-favored nation 

treatment, extra-territoriality and fixed tariff were granted to these countries as 

well. With the loss of these, three national rights, China was reduced to the 

status of a semi-colonial state. The fixed customs rate made it easier for 

foreign goods to enter China in big quantities and the Chinese handicrafts 

were ruined. In this respect, the consequences of semi- colonialism were 

hardly dissimilar from those of full colonialism. The foreign dominations had 

been involved in more hostilities with the Chinese government. In 1858, 

following a misunderstanding in relation to the route that the foreign 

representatives were to take to Peking, the British and the French forced their 

method to the capital. The emperor fled to Manchuria. When this war was 

ended in 1860, a fresh set of treaties opened China even more widely to 

Western penetration. Opium trade was legalized and a tax was imposed on it, 

eleven more ports were added to the list of authorized trading centers, and 

foreigners were granted the right to travel in all parts of China. 



 

Once these treaties had been concluded, the Western dominations realized 

that if they were to continue to enjoy their concessions the Ch'ing dynasty 

would have to be made to last. In any case, after 1864, the Ch'ing court began 

to display a ―extra ordinary spirit of resurgence‖. They initiated a self- 

strengthening movement which entailed the adoption of western military and 

technological devices. The domination of the state was firmly in the hands of 

the Empress Dowage Tzu-hsi, who ruled on behalf of the young Emperor 

Tung-chih, a minor throughout eleven of his thirteen reigning years and a 

weakling for the remaining two (1862-74). This period saw the introduction of 

contemporary shipping, railways, mining and the telegraph system. Some 

cotton textile mills, match companies and iron factories were also set up. Of 

course, mainly of this was done with foreign assistance. The British minister at 

Peking and the inspector-general of customs, Robert Hart were significant 

functionaries. (The post-1860 scenario was one in which the higher personnel 

of the Chinese customs service was always composed of foreigners and the 

inspector-general would always have to be a British subject.) Though, the 

efforts at modernization were largely superficial and Western political 

institutions were not adopted. All these efforts did not ultimately shore up the 

tottering Manchu regime. 

Throughout the last quarter of the nineteenth century, the proverbial 

carving of the Chinese melon began. Besides the older aggressor nations, 

Germany and Japan were also involved in the race for concessions in China. It 

all began with China's loss of substantial territories to Russia after 1860. 

enabling the latter to surround Manchuria and control the whole Asiatic 

seacoast north of Korea. Through combining diplomatic and military methods. 

France acquired control in excess of all of Indo-China (Vietnam and 

Cambodia) with the exception of Siam (Thailand). Following the murder of a 

British explorer in China's southwestern province of Yunan, Britain demanded 

sovereignty in excess of Upper Burma from the Chinese. It had to be conceded 

in 1886. The Japanese claimed suzerainty in excess of the Ryuku islands. 

After China's defeat in the Sino-Japanese War of 1894-95 its weakness was 

laid bare before the whole world. The five great dominations: Russia, Britain, 



France, Germany and Japan responded through carving up the major part of 

China into ―spheres of interest‖ in the middle of themselves. China therefore 

became an economic dependency of the great dominations. 

 

Latin America  

Latin America suffered imperialist use precisely in the period throughout 

which it became ―self-governing‖, i.e. after it had shaken off the yoke of 

Spanish or Portuguese direct rule in the first two decades of the nineteenth 

century. Though, the geographical location of this continent, its proximity to 

the United States which had recently gained its independence, made it 

susceptible to U.S. dominance. Indirect rule was naturally preferred here, since 

the Americans, having presently thrown off the yoke of British rule, could not 

justify colonization of any other region through themselves. But the exercise 

of the Monroe Doctrine ensured that no other Western domination could tread 

on what was measured to be America's backyard. This Doctrine, promulgated 

in 1823, stated that the United States would be opposed to the creation or 

expansion of any old colonial regime in Central and South America. Any 

effort through a European domination to ―extend their system to any portion of 

this hemisphere‖ would not be tolerated. 

 

When we refer to Latin America, we are concerned with what now 

comprises some twenty countries belonging to Central and South America. 

When these regions got their independence, there were 9 sovereign states. 

Through 1860 the number had increased, through division, to 17. Latin 

America had a unique location in conditions of the richness of its natural 

possessions. The range of minerals that this continent possessed was mind-

boggling. Brazil, which occupied virtually half of South America, and has 

sometimes been described as a continent within a continent, produced gold, 

iron, phosphates, lead, platinum, bauxite, nickel, zinc, tin, chrome, cobalt and 

an whole range of radio-active minerals. Chile produced nitrates, which for a 

extensive time in the nineteenth century helped to improve agricultural fertility 

in England. 



 

What was the nature of development in nineteenth century Latin America? 

In World Civilizations Volume C (co-authored through Edward Mc Nall 

Burns, Philip Lee Ralph, Robert E.Lerner and Standish Meacham) (Delhi 

1991) we get a glimpse of the major trends. As in the case of all backward 

colonies coming into get in touch with the industrialized world in the 

nineteenth century, there was technological modernization in Latin America as 

well. Electricity was introduced, as also steamships on the waterways, 

telegraph rows were laid and a railway network created, which connected the 

interior regions to the coast. Though, these railway rows only facilitated the 

movement of exports and internal communication did not undergo much 

change. 

 

The impact of imperialism upon agriculture was manifold. Railway 

construction encroached on farm and pasture land. To finance the cost of the 

railways, more taxes were levied on the farmers. As farmers took more and 

more to the export market, they produced less and less food for the local 

market. This made them deeply vulnerable to the fluctuations of the 

international market. At dissimilar points of time, dissimilar products from the 

Latin American countries had assumed prominence in the international 

market. Let us lake up the products of Brazil for instance. When it was first 

―exposed‖ through the Portuguese in 1500, its red wood, the pau BRASIL, 

which was used for dyeing, was in great demand. A century later, from 1600-

1700, Brazil provided Europe with mainly of the sugar it used. The sugarcane 

meadows, which virtually ate up all the fertile lands, were cultivated largely 

through a slave labour force brought in from Sudan, Guinea, the West coast of 

Africa and even Angola. Finally, competition from the West Indies put an end 

to the era of sugar in Brazil. But that did not reduce Brazil‘s economic worth.  

Portuguese capital of Lisbon was destroyed through an earthquake, Brazil 

dispatched one and a half tons of gold to finance the rebuilding ! Gold in turn 

was followed through iron, phosphates, lead, platinum and many other 

minerals. Though, at any one point of time, the economy of Brazil, as of many 

other Latin American countries, was precariously balanced because of its 



extreme dependence on the export of one or two raw materials. The market for 

these exports was unstable in the extreme and sometimes a crash in 

international prices would spell the ruin of an whole nation's economy. In the 

case of Chile, its wheat exports were adversely affected through the sudden 

closing of the wheat markets of California and Australia flanked by 1858 and 

1861. This resulted in financial bankruptcy for business groups within Chile. 

 

In the case of practically all the Latin American countries, there were and 

still are local economically domination groups which were allied to the 

imperialist dominations. Andre Gunder Frank has provided proof to illustrate 

that in Chile, for instance, until the 1929 depression, the Chilean economy was 

dominated through "three legs of the national economic table" namely the 

mining exporters of the north, the agricultural and livestock exporters of the 

south and the big import firms which were usually situated in the centre, in 

Santiago and Valparaiso, but which operated in the whole country. They lived 

a life of luxury, imitating the lifestyle of the elite in Europe. None of the three 

groups had the least interest in developing indigenous industries. They were 

committed to free trade and to the development of more and more trade rather 

than any internal development. They dominated the economic, political and 

social scene until the 1930s. Gunder Frank has termed them the ―pseudo- 

capitalist bourgeoisie‖ who replicated the same metropolis-satellite connection 

within the colony vis-à-vis the ordinary Chilean people. 

 

Latin America has one of the worst records as distant as liberal democracy 

is concerned. Though there have been many revolutions, they have in mainly 

cases only succeeded in establishing dictatorships. The type of bloodshed that 

has accompanied these revolutions is perhaps unprecedented in world history. 

It is particularly ironic that these regions, under the U.S. sphere of domination, 

should not have imbibed the principles of Western democracy. The question 

that naturally arises is: was the United States of America opposed to the 

growth of democracy in these regions for fear that it might clash with their 

imperialist interests? 

 



It is not as though the countries of Latin America were not capable of self-

governing economic progress. Let us take up the case of Paraguay for 

instance. Situated roughly in the centre of South America, it is bounded 

through the vast land masses of Brazil on the north and Argentina to the south. 

Flanked by 1819 and 1870, under the rule of three successive caudillos 

(tyrants), Paraguay achieved self- sufficiency in food. Big private estates were 

confiscated and rented out to small farmers. Railroad and telegraph rows were 

laid and a contemporary steam-operated navy set up, all without the help of 

foreign loans. Though, the rising prosperity of Paraguay was viewed with 

rising hostility through Argentina and Brazil, which finally, beside with the 

help of Uruguay, waged war on Paraguay, which lasted for six years (1864-

1870). At the end of the war 90 per cent of Paraguay's adult male population 

had been killed. For the after that five years there was military rule, 

throughout which all the popular institutions of Paraguay were dismantled, 

foreign capital began pouring in and big landed estates reappeared. Paraguay, 

in the words of Burns, Ralph, Lerner and Meacham, ―entered the twentieth 

century as one of the mainly backward and impoverished of Latin American 

states.‖ 

 

The Ottoman Empire  

The Ottoman Empire comprised of Anatolia (present-day Turkey), the 

Balkans (Greece, Serbia, Bosnia, Herzegovina, Moldavia, Wallachia, Albania 

and Rumania), Egypt and Syria. It has been usually maintained that the 

Ottoman Empire was in a state of decline from the seventeenth century 

onwards. But, as Pamuk points out, this seems to have been more of a political 

than an economic decline. In any case, the diversity of the regions which 

constituted the Ottoman Empire creates generalizations hard. While there was 

a decline in handicraft production, especially in the Anatolia region 

throughout the late 16th and 17th centuries, the volume of agricultural exports 

to Europe from the Balkans, Western Anatolia and Syria increased throughout 

the 18th century. After the Napoleonic Wars, there was a sharp augment in the 

volume of trade with Europe. Though, even here, it was not the Empire as a 



whole which participated in the expansion of European trade: it was the 

Balkans and Egypt to a greater extent. In Anatolia, there was comparatively 

less participation. As a result, agricultural production in this region remained 

largely small-peasant, whereas in the Balkans and Egypt, domination landlord 

groups were emerging, which were carving out big estates for themselves and 

responding increasingly to the agricultural demands of the European markets. 

In the nineteenth century it was these landed interests which struggled with the 

centralized state structure of the Ottoman bureaucracy. 

 

The Free Trade Treaty of 1838, signed first flanked by the Ottoman 

Empire and Britain and later with other European countries, reminds us of the 

treaties signed in China flanked by 1842 and 1844. It opened the Ottoman 

economy to foreign trade, which, in the second quarter of the 19th century, 

grew phenomenally. This resulted in an augment of agricultural production for 

the world market and an approximately simultaneous decline of handicraft 

production, especially of textiles, because of the competition from Western 

goods. Though, all these trends were more pronounced in the coastal regions. 

Even in the mid-1870s, only 12-15% of agricultural production catered to the 

export market. 

 

From the 1850s, the Ottoman state began borrowing heavily and under 

very unfavorable conditions from the European financial markets. Much of 

this European money was used to buy military equipment from abroad. Some 

consumer goods were also bought. The imperialist dominations also brought 

in capital directly for the construction of railroads, especially in the coastal 

regions, from the 1850s. In 1863, the monopoly to print paper was transferred 

to the foreign-owned Ottoman Bank, thereby linking the Ottoman Empire to 

the gold standard system. In 1866, foreigners were allowed to buy agricultural 

land in the Ottoman regions. Therefore, while political modernization was 

proceeding under the tanzimat flanked by the 1830s and the 1870s, there was a 

simultaneous procedure of economic ‗modernization‘ - or incorporation of the 

Ottoman Empire into the world economy - or the opening up of the Ottoman 

economy to foreign trade and investment. The political procedure helped the 



economic penetration.The Great Depression of 1873 which hit the European 

financial markets had its impact on the Ottoman Empire. It brought to a halt 

the exports of capital and financial lending to the Empire. At the same time, 

i.e., 1873-74, there was a severe famine in Central Anatolia. The war with 

Russia from 1877- 78 ended in defeat and the loss of substantial regions of the 

Ottoman Empire. All this resulted in a serious financial crisis, the Ottoman 

Empire began defaulting on external loan payments. The volume of Ottoman 

foreign trade also decreased as the production in the industrialized countries 

slowed down due to the Great Depression. In 1896 there was a sharp fall in 

international wheat prices because of the entry of American wheat into the 

world market. Not only were the Ottoman landlords unable to export their 

produce, they were also threatened with internal competition from American 

wheat imports. As export-related incomes declined, handicraft production in 

the country was also affected, since there were fewer buyers for their products. 

 

A decline in world prices also meant that the Ottoman Empire had to pay 

more in conditions of currency, for its external debt. More money had to be 

borrowed for this repayment. This led to an internal fiscal crisis and made it 

easy for European capitalism to penetrate the Ottoman economy. Through the 

end of the nineteenth century, Britain's advantage as an imperialist domination 

was in excess of and a period of sharp rivalry flanked by Britain, France, 

Germany, Russia and even Italy began. The Ottoman Empire was one of the 

stages on which this rivalry was played out mainly intensely, while Britain 

sustained to hold the main share of Ottoman foreign trade until World War I, 

British investments in the Ottoman Empire virtually ceased after the 1870s. 

When the Ottoman Empire handed out railroad concessions to the Germans 

and the French, it was virtually partitioned into French and German spheres of 

domination.  

The coming of the railways, combined with a lifting of the economic 

depression in Europe, led to a second wave of expansion in foreign trade from 

the mid-1890s. Since internal revenues were not enough to meet the rising 

costs of military expenditure, the Istanbul regime sustained to borrow superior 

and superior sums of money from the European dominations. This made it 



easier for the dominations to gain domination in excess of the Ottoman 

Empire. As investments in the Empire increased and more and more profits 

were generated, superior and superior sums were transferred from the Ottoman 

Empire to Europe. Through the beginning of the 20th century dissimilar parts 

of the Ottoman Empire were being pulled into the spheres of domination of 

Manchester, Hamburg and Marseilles. The internal links of the Ottoman 

Empire were becoming weaker and weaker. 

 

Iran  

The fortunes of Persia (as. Iran was then described) and the Ottoman 

Empire ran beside parallel rows. In medieval times, the Ottoman and the 

Persian empires were two of the mainly domination Muslim empires. In the 

16th century, when European merchants appeared in the Eastern markets,



the Iranian shahs like the Ottoman sultans welcomed them because of the 

boost that they would provide to trade. Agreements were made flanked by the 

European dominations and the regime at first on equal conditions. But as the 

balance of military domination began changing to the advantage of the West, 

foreign domination ensued. The Iranian rulers were keen to introduce 

European military and civilian technology into their territories but this 

technology was expensive. To meet the costs, they had to borrow from foreign 

banks. Slowly the Iranian government became indebted to British and Russian 

banks. Foreigners were placed in charge of customs and appointed as advisers 

to the Iranian Ministry of Finance. 

 

As in the case of China, Iran escaped conquest only because British and 

Russian domination and mutual distrust balanced each other. This enabled the 

Iranian rulers to play the one Imperialist domination against the other to some 

extent. Though, as the eminent historian, Hugh Seton- Watson has put it, "The 

Anglo Russian balance of domination served chiefly to preserve Iran in a 

condition of social and cultural stagnation". At the end of the nineteenth 

century, Western capitalism began to penetrate Iran on a serious scale. This 

was not without resistance from the Iranians, though. In 1892 the ruler, 

Nasiruddin Shah had to withdraw a tobacco curing and sale monopoly that he 

had granted to a British company because of local agitation against it. Despite 

this, the volume of imports to Iran steadily grew and caused considerable 

damage to the fortunes of Iranian merchants. 

 

 

 

IMPERIALIST RIVALRIES  

Theories of Imperialism  

Even as these rivalries were being waged, there were people, mostly 

economists and historians, who were trying, to understand the phenomenon of 

imperialism. Given the domination of Marxist theory of an major intellectuals 



at the-turn of the century, it was but natural for them to look for an economic 

explanation for the development of imperialism, Karl Marx himself had not 

evolved any theory of imperialism, but there were enough pointers in his 

analysis of the capitalist mode of production to this direction. In Capital, Marx 

had shown that the capitalist mode of production was driven through the need 

to extract surplus value from a class of wage- labourers. This surplus value 

had to discover a market for the commodities which it produced. J.A.Hobson 

in his work entitled Imperialism (1902) was one of the first to develop this 

theme. Hobson, a British economist, was not exactly a Marxist. In the politics 

of England, he stood at the point at which Liberal politics blended into that of 

Labour. His location on imperialism later became the official location of the 

Labour Party. He showed how. in countries which had seen the growth of 

capitalism, the sharing of national income was unequal. There was a big class 

of people with much less income than what they would have had, if there been 

an equitable sharing of wealth (if the national income had been equally 

divided in the middle of the nation‘s population.) The capitalist would soon 

discover that he could not sell his products in his home country due to low 

incomes. He would then look for markets to other European countries but as 

those countries became industrialized, he would face competition there. 

Consequently he would turn towards those countries which had no industries 

of their own and could not protect themselves.  

Another motivating factor for imperialism, just as to Hobson, was the 

constant desire of the capitalist to maximize his profits. After successive 

rounds of investment and reinvestment, the capitalist would discover it no 

longer profitable to invest in his own country and he would so be compelled to 

seek avenues for investment elsewhere. Hobson concluded that it was in the 

nature of capitalism itself to make imperialism. 

 

It was establish that imperialism was a feature of advanced capitalism. 

There were several diagnoses of the phenomenon of advanced or late 

capitalism Some analysts claimed that it was the last and mainly decadent 

stage of capitalism. With the coming of the epoch of imperialism, the 

progressive role of capitalism had come to an encl. The after that major 



theorist of imperialism was R.Hilferding, a professional economist and banker 

from Vienna. His book Das Finanzkapital (Finance Capital) appeared in 1910. 

Through this time both the United States and Germany had surpassed Britain 

in industrial production. Hilferding noticed that in both these countries banks 

(which represented finance capital) were taking the leading role in extending 

and controlling industrial capital. Though the British banks were not playing 

any such role, there was a rising tendency towards the merging of finance and 

industrial capitalism throughout the industrialised world. This created 

monopoly circumstances. Imperial expansion, just as to Hilferding. was 

preferred through monopoly capitalists because it would bring new regions 

under their control - regions in which they could develop raw material 

production, safeguard capital investment and guarantee markets for their 

output. 

 

Finance capital, just as to Hilferding, needed a state which was strong 

enough to carry out a policy of expansion and to gather in new colonies. This 

would also involve giving up the principle of free trade, first championed 

through Britain. In due course of time, conflicts flanked by national 

monopolies would emerge. Though national monopolies may sign agreements 

in the middle of themselves for dividing up the world, these should not be 

taken as implying more than an uneasy truce, a temporary agreement which 

would be given up as soon as one monopoly saw the opportunity of advancing 

its location. The economic rivalry of the great nation states was therefore seen 

as leading inevitably to war. While this was the negative side of the story, 

Hilferding also assigned a positive role to monopoly capital. As he put it: 

 

In the newly opened lands....The old social dealings are totally 

revolutionized, the agrarian thousand year old unity of the nations without 

history' is rent as under....Capitalism itself slowly provides to the oppressed 

peoples the means and the method of achieving their own liberation. This type 

of understanding, which obviously appeared from Marx‘s own faulty 

understanding of the regenerative role of capitalism, has of course been

 vigorously challenged through those who have studied the negative 



impact of imperialism on the colonies (e.g. Dadabhai Naoroji for India, Andre 

Gunder Frank for Latin America). 

 

The third great theorist of imperialism was Rosa Luxemburg,, whose work 

titled Accumulation of Capital appeared in 1913. She described the procedure 

through which advanced dominations mopped up the markets of the still 

remaining non-capitalist world and left them poorer. She pointed out that 

export of capital to underdeveloped non-European lands did not lead to local 

industrial development. There was an artificial division of labour in the world 

whereby the underdeveloped lands were doomed to remain as primary 

producers forever. Rosa Luxemburg shared with Hilferding the fear of 

nationalist economic rivalries leading to war. 

 

This row of thought was developed with greater clarity through V.I.Lenin, 

the leader of the Russian Bolshevik Party. His work Imperialism, the Highest 

Stage of Capitalism was written in Zurich in 1916. He too, like Hobson, 

explained the reasons for the export of capital: 

 As extensive as capitalism remnants capitalism, surplus capital will 

never be used for the purpose of raising the standard of living of the 

masses, for this would mean a decrease in profits for the capitalists; 

instead it will be used to augment profits through exporting the capital 

abroad, to backward countries The necessity for exporting 

capital arises from the fact that in a few countries capitalism has 

become in excess of ripe and, owing to the backward stage of 

agriculture and the impoverishment of the masses, capital lacks 

opportunities for profitable‘ investment. 

 

Lenin's work was planned to illustrate that the First World War was 

basically an imperialist war for the partition of the world and for the sharing 

and redistribution of colonies, of ―spheres of domination‖, of finance capital 

etc. These were the vital issues that the theorists of imperialism in the early 

twentieth century emphasized. Though, the notion of the export of capital to 

the underdeveloped world to maximize profits was challenged later through 



those who establish that, in actual fact, the industrialised nations were 

exporting mainly of their surplus capital not to the underdeveloped world but 

to the more industrialised regions. This was particularly true of Britain. Only 

in relation to the 20 per cent of British capital exported before 1914 was 

invested in the British colonies including India and another 20 per cent in 

South America. The main investment was in other capitalist countries, mainly 

Europe and North America. At least three quarters of British capital exports 

before 1914 and again flanked by the two world wars went as loans to 

governments and government guaranteed public utilities. Further, Hilferding's 

findings in relation to the rising monopoly tendencies may have been accurate 

for Germany but in the case of Britain, monopolistic firms were slow to 

emerge before the 1920s. And yet, at least until 1914, mainly of the foreign 

capital in the world was British. And finally, it was establish that 

deindustrialization in the colonies was in the extensive run disadvantageous 

for the imperialist domination. The impoverishment of the colonial peoples 

finally resulted in a cutting back of production in Britain‘s industries, leading 

to an augment in unemployment in Britain. In fact, there were greater benefits 

from capital export to European lands and European-settled lands in North 

America, where there were expanding markets for British goods. 

 

After the Great Depression of 1929, a new trend in writings on 

imperialism appeared. In 1931, Joseph Schumpeter's Imperialism and the 

Social Classes was published. Schumpeter lived and wrote in Germany 

throughout his early years and then moved on to the United States, following 

which he started writing in English. He was deeply impressed through the 

German Junker class - a class of feudal landlords which had played an 

significant role in the political and economic life of Germany in the late 

nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. He also pointed out that the 

acquisition of empire in North America through Britain was the work of the 

feudal aristocracy. From all this he concluded that capitalism and imperialism 

were two separate phenomena. Imperialism, as he put it, was generated 

through pre-capitalist social and political forces. It was a throwback to an 

earlier age, an atavism. Capitalism, on the other hand, developed through 



innovation, through the combination of dissimilar factors of production in 

dissimilar methods. The logic of capitalism was the productive engagement of 

man domination. War, on the other hand, implied the withdrawal of man 

domination for unproductive behaviors. Moreover, for capitalism it was not 

necessary to acquire territory — economic development could be achieved 

without the acquisition of territories. 

 

Thirty years later, the Cambridge historians Jack Gallagher and 

R.E.Robinson came up with their Africa and the Victorians which also 

contested the notion that capitalism led to imperialism. Imperialism, as they 

put it, was the consequence of European domination politics, which was 

reflected in a policy of mutual deterrence followed in the countries of Asia and 

Africa. Sometimes they would mutually agree not to inhabit a territory but to 

share it in the middle of themselves as in China. The European dominations, 

while fighting in the middle of themselves, would inhabit all vacant spaces in 

a preemptive manner so that the rival domination would not come in or get an 

unfair advantage. (It is obvious that the experience of the Cold War greatly 

influenced these writers.) Gallagher and Robinson also took considerable 

pains to try and prove that the economic interests of capitalism did not play a 

role in empire structure. They argued that the British cabinet at no point of 

time had a businessman as its member. It was the aristocracy which ruled 

England, and that aristocracy had a contempt for business. The Gallagher-

Robinson location is obviously a clever polemical exercise. To point out that 

there was never a businessman in the British cabinet is to prove nothing. 

Business interests have always functioned in a distant more subtle fashion and 

business pressures were and continue to be exercised through groups which 

indirectly domination policy. Besides, this type of analysis only looks at the 

procedure of imperialism, not its causes. 

 

Rivalries for the Domination of the Planet  

We shall now look at the rivalries flanked by the Great Dominations in 



Europe that ultimately culminated in the First World War. The period we are 

dealing with begins with 1870 and ends with the outbreak of the Second 

World War in 1914. This is one of the mainly important periods in the history 

of Europe, not only because it saw the diplomacy of Bismarck working itself 

out mainly clearly, but because of the peculiar system of suspicious alliances 

that all the major European dominations entered into, in order to contain each 

other and to prevent the outbreak of an open war. 

 

The defeat of France in the Franco-Pmssian War of 1870 and the 

subsequent Peace of Frankfurt in 1871 set the pace for the growths that were 

to follow in this period. Under the Peace of Frankfurt, France had to pay an 

indemnity of 200 million pounds and thirty thousand German troops would 

remain in Paris until the amount had been paid. No one had expected France to 

be defeated in this war. The outcome of the war was to enhance the prestige of 

Germany under Bismarck considerably. Indeed, this war was to inaugurate the 

period of Prussian diplomacy which would hold all Europe in its thrall for the 

after that twenty years. As Agatha Ramm has explained, Bismarck evolved the 

"system of the great European alliances": 

 

 ―This extra ordinary arrangement of international checks and balances 

for a extensive time preserved peace in the middle of the peoples, but 

through the very fact of its subsistence ultimately engendered strife. 

For the system was one of competing alliances, not a universal league. 

It was a Balance, not a Concert, of Domination. As one combination 

strengthened or developed, its growth alarmed other states outside its 

orbit and mechanically produced a counter combination. Competing 

alliances produced competing armaments and the rivalry of hatred and 

of fear ended in the two opposed groups carrying their competition to 

the battlefield.‖ 

 

What were these ‗combinations‘ and ‗counter-combinations‘? Which were 

the ‗competing alliances‘ and how did they ultimately lead to disagreement? If 

we look at the economies of the European countries in this period, we discover 



the following picture. The German economy, which until 1870 was well 

behind Britain's, was now poised to overtake it in practically every sphere - 

whether it was in the production of steel or iron or alkalis. The huge size of the 

German industrial units described for extensive mechanization. The French 

pattern of industrialization was very dissimilar. Just as to David Landes, 

France's was a ―muffled industrialization‖, a ―measured autumnal advance‖, 

one which ―described forth repeated warnings from [those who were]... aghast 

at the rising gap flanked by the French and German economies.‖ Italy, 

Hungary and Russia assimilated only pieces of contemporary technology and 

―these advances, achieved at discrete points of the economy, were slow to 

break down the tenacious backwardness of mainly branches of economic 

action‖. 

 

It is hard to correlate the differential rates of industrial development in the 

above mentioned European countries to their relative importance in the thrash 

about for mastery in the world. Though, the rising importance of Germany, 

which practically described the shots in all international dealings until 1890 

necessity have, to a big extent, to do with its economic preponderance. 

Separately from the rising strength of Germany, another significant 

development in this period was the expansionism of Russia. As the Ottoman 

Empire weakened and the nationalist aspirations of the Balkan peoples became 

stronger, the Russians could not restrain themselves. Several of the subject 

nationalities of the Ottoman Empire were Slav and so had a strong ethnic 

affinity with the Russians. Hence Russia gave support to the secessionist 

moves of these several Balkan peoples, especially the Rumanians and 

Serbians. This went against the interests of Britain which did not want a 

dismemberment of the Ottoman Empire. France was also unhappy. From as 

early as the time of the Crusades. France had been regarded as the protector of 

Christian rights in the East. But now the Russian Tsar, through posing as the 

champion of Orthodox or Eastern Christianity, which was the version of 

Christianity largely followed in the Balkans region, was demanding the French 

claim. 

 



Though, to return to the aftermath of the Franco-Prussian War: Germany 

did not expect France to recover soon from the disastrous defeat. But France 

actually did so. She succeeded in paying back the indemnity owing to 

Germany with extra ordinary ease. Germany had so to withdraw its troops 

from Paris earlier than it had expected to. It was aware of the fact that France 

resented the loss of the provinces of Alsace and Lorraine greatly, and that this 

issue would be a potential source of disagreement flanked by the two 

dominations in the future. As a result, Bismarck's whole effort in the following 

years was to try and deflect the attention of Britain and France absent from the 

European continent towards Africa and in a more indirect method, towards 

Asia. 

 

French imperialism in Africa made rapid strides in the 1880s! Tunis was 

occupied in 1881. Madagascar was brought under French control in 1884. It 

desired to advance into the Sahara region for which it would have to control 

Morocco. But Germany and Spain were also interested in the Morocco region. 

French expansion into the Sudan region led to disagreement with Britain and 

confrontation on the Niger and at Fashoda. Moreover, through 1882 France 

had to forego its control in excess of Egypt to Britain. In Europe itself the only 

region left for expansion was the Balkans where the rising nationalist ferment 

and the continuing decay of Turkey offered fresh opportunities. Here, Russia 

was the mainly interested of dominations. Since Russian goodwill was 

significant to Bismarck, Germany did not want to oppose Russia in its 

behaviors here. 

 

In 1877 Russia went to war with Turkey and defeated it. It was able to 

obtain strategic sites like Kars, Ardahan and Erzerum as well as all of 

Armenia. In fact, the Treaty of San Stefano of 1878, which concluded the 

Russo-Turkish War, approximately brought Britain and Russia to war with the 

British fleet being ordered to proceed to Constantinople and the British 

Parliament voting six million pounds for Disraeli‘s anti-Russian efforts. Had 

Tsar Alexander II not backtracked at this juncture, realizing the exhaustion 

and weakness of the Russian army after the Turkish campaign, an ignominious 



defeat of Russia could have occurred. The Treaty of San Stefano was then 

placed before a congress of all the major European dominations—Britain, 

France, Turkey. Russia, Italy and Germany—in June 1878 at Berlin. Russia's 

gains were reduced while Austria stood to gain through being allowed to 

inhabit and administer Bosnia and Herzegovina. Britain got Cyprus and 

France was promised a free hand in Turkey‘s North African territory of 

Tunisia. Though, Italy and Germany did not gain any territories as a result of 

this Congress. Bismarck had played the role of the honest broker at this 

Congress. 

 

Though, this was not enough to end the simmering disagreement flanked 

by Russia and Britain. Benjamin Disraeli, or the Earl of Beaconsfield as he 

was now recognized, was singularly anti- Russian. On the other hand, he had a 

"misplaced faith in the Turkish Sultan‖. But what was even more alarming for 

Britain was Russia's expansion in the Central Asian region. From 1860 

onwards Russia was creation rapid strides in the Turkestan region. Eastern 

Turkestan was a nominal province of China. From these regions, robber 

horsemen would raid the adjoining Russian provinces and the governors of the 

border provinces of Russia would have to organize frequent punitive 

expeditions into Turkestan. In 1864 Tashkent fell to the Russians. It was 

followed through the capture of Samarkand, the well-known city of Chenghis 

Khan and Timur. Soon all of Eastern Turkestan fell into Russian hands. The 

Western region held out longer but the Khan of Khiva was finally forced to 

cede his territories to Russia in 1873. This added immensely to Russian 

prestige, but it also brought Britain and Russia face to face with each other. 

Britain felt that India, the jewel in her crown, was, threatened. But what was 

more immediate was the prospect of a Russian takeover of Afghanistan, which 

was a buffer state within the British sphere of domination. In 1885, Russian 

forces occupied a part of Afghan territory. The British Prime Minister asked 

Parliament to vote him eleven million pounds for resisting the Russians. But 

once again the Tsar, now Alexander III, realizing that it was better to exercise 

discretion, decided to withdraw and to turn his energies instead towards 

expansion in China. 



 

Domination Combinations as Background to World War I  

Austria-Hungary was steadily losing its importance throughout this period. 

Though, for Germany it was a natural ally, especially against Russia. Though 

the alliance of the Three Emperors (Russia, Germany and Austria-Hungary) 

recognized as the Dreikaiserbund had been forged in June 1881 and renewed 

in 1884, it finally broke down in 1887. As differences flanked by Russia and 

Germany increased, Austria-Hungary as well as Italy drew closer to Germany. 

This procedure culminated in the formation of the Triple Alliance in 1882. 

 

Through the 1890s Russia was experiencing great separation. So was 

France. This brought the two jointly in a Dual Alliance in 1893. Therefore, in 

the 1890s, two sets of European alliances lived. But this did not mean that the 

European continent was split into two. In the ensuing years, there were many 

occasions on which Russia cooperated with Germany and Austria and 

Germany cooperated with Russia and France. It was England which now felt 

its separation mainly keenly. This was because French and Russian interests in 

several parts of the world conflicted with those of Britain (as in Sudan or 

Persia or Afghanistan) and sometimes Germany too joined Russia and France 

in opposing British war aims. With talk of structure a Berlin-Baghdad Railway 

at the close of the nineteenth century, it seemed as if Germany was well on its 

method to replacing England as the protector of the Ottoman Empire. 

 

Britain tried to end its separation in Europe through seeking an alliance 

with Germany in 1898. But the Germans were not too enthusiastic because 

they enjoyed a favorable location flanked by the Franco-Russian and British 

camps and did not want to change this location. Anglo-German negotiations 

broke down in 1901 because of Germany's unwillingness to help Britain 

against Russian encroachment in the Distant East and Britain's corresponding 

reluctance to help Germany against Russia in eastern Europe. 

 



In 1902 Britain made an alliance with Japan in a bid to stop Russia's 

advance in the Distant East. But this was not enough to end England's feeling 

of separation, especially in Europe. Hence it began to extend the hand of 

friendship to France. The latter was in a mood to respond because its alliance 

with Russia had worn thin in excess of the Fashoda incident, when the 

Russians had refused to support France. Fashoda in Sudan had witnessed a 

clash of British and French troops in 1898. Both the dominations wanted to 

control Sudan. Finally, the French gave in and Britain gained control in excess 

of this region. In 1904 the Entente Cordiale or Anglo-French agreement was 

signed. It settled all their main differences in excess of colonies. France 

recognized British interests in Egypt while Britain in turn endorsed French 

interests in Morocco. This agreement was only a "friendly understanding", not 

an alliance. But Germany's aggressive postures, especially in Morocco, 

brought the French and the British closer to each other, it also brought 

Germany and France very close to war in 1906 and it was only an international 

conference at Algericas, in which the independence of Morocco was 

reaffirmed, which defused the issue. 

 

In 1905 Russia suffered an ignominious defeat at the hands of Japan. It had 

a humbling effect and in the post-1905 period Russia was much more willing 

to mend dealings with Britain. The latter was also keen to end its colonial 

differences with Russia. The Anglo Russian Agreement of 1907 settled the 

extensive-standing rivalries flanked by the two dominations in excess of 

Afghanistan, Persia and Tibet. Therefore a Triple Entente of Britain, France 

and Russia, to rival the Triple Alliance of Germany, Austria-Hungary and 

Italy, had materialized. But now the focus of attention shifted to the Balkans. 

 

The outbreak of a revolution in Turkey in 1908 provided the impetus. 

Tired of Sultan Abdul Hamid II's corrupt and decadent regime and his refusal 

to live up to the repeated promises of reform, a group of liberal patriots, who 

described themselves the "Young Turks", overthrew the Sultan‘s rule. As a 

fallout of these growths, Austria decided to annex Bosnia and Herzegovina, 

which it had been administering since 1878. This brought protests from 



Russia. It demanded that Austria‘s action be brought before an international 

conference. The Serbians, who had nurtured hopes of acquiring Bosnia-

Herzegovina some day, joined the Russians in their protest. But Germany and 

Austria held that they would not agree to a conference unless the annexation 

of Bosnia- Herzegovina was recognized beforehand. Ultimately, they had their 

method largely because Russia, after its defeat at the hands of Japan, was in no 

location to go to war against Austria-Hungary and Germany at this juncture. 

This incident revealed the might of Germany and its rising skill to strongly 

assert itself, though on this occasion on behalf of Austria. This tendency had 

ominous forebodings for the future. 

 

The Bosnian crisis left a legacy of tension which lasted until the First 

World War. Both Russia and Serbia were feeling humiliated. Italy felt slighted 

because Austria had not consulted it before annexing bosnia-Herzegovina. 

Perhaps as a consequence of this, Italy entered into a secret understanding 

with Russia in 1909 whereby it promised to support Russia's interests in the 

Straits of Dardanelles in return for Russia‘s support for Italian designs in 

Tripoli (Libya). 1911 saw the outbreak of the second Moroccan crisis. There 

was a local insurrection in Morocco. French troops intervened. Germany 

protested against what it described as a violation of Moroccan independence. 

It sent a gunboat, the Panther, to the Moroccan port of Agadir to protect 

German lives and interests in Morocco. Finally, at the initiative of Britain, 

Germany was persuaded to go back on its claims and settle the crisis. Europe 

had once again be-brought to the brink of war. 

 

Throughout the second Moroccan crisis, Britain suspected that Germany 

wanted to establish a naval base in Morocco which would threaten Britain's 

own base at Gibraltar. Anglo-German naval rivalry had originated earlier. In 

1889 England had adopted a "two-domination standard" whereby the British 

would have a naval fleet 10% stronger than the combined navies of the two 

after that- strongest dominations. Germany had in 1898 embarked on a course 

of naval expansion which made it the second-strongest naval domination in 

the world through 1914. This was galling for England which felt that Germany 



did not really require a navy, especially since it already had such a domination 

army. A naval build-up could only mean that it wished to challenge Britain's 

naval supremacy some time in the future. On at least two occasions, first in 

1908 and then again in 1912, Britain urged Germany to slow down its naval 

construction, but Germany was in no mood to back down. The naval rivalry 

worsened dealings flanked by Germany and Britain considerably. 

 

In this narrative we have discussed Italy's role in the imperial rivalry only 

marginally. Italy was also desirous of acquiring colonies, especially in north 

Africa, at the expense of the Ottoman Empire. Though, because of its 

relatively insignificant status, it had had little success. In 1912, Italy suddenly 

decided to take the plunge and annexed Tripoli. It had secured the consent of 

all the major dominations in this campaign and hence there was no major 

Moroccan-type crisis this time. But the impact of the annexation of Tripoli 

was distant-reaching in a more fundamental sense. If Tripoli could be wrested 

from the Ottoman Empire, then why should not Serbia and Greece also try and 

seize territories from it? In October 1912 Greece and Serbia invaded the 

Ottoman Empire and decisively defeated it. Through the Treaty of London of 

May 1913, the Ottoman Empire lost all its European possessions except the 

region adjacent to the Straits of Dardanelles. 

 

That was the First Balkans War. It was followed within a month through a 

second Balkan War but now the disagreement was in excess of the division of 

the spoils. Serbia wanted an outlet to the Adriatic, which Austria and Italy 

were not willing to concede. Following this, tension erupted flanked by 

Bulgaria and Serbia in excess of some territories in Macedonia - a war in 

which Bulgaria had to back down and concede the greater part of Macedonia 

to the Greeks and Serbians. In the immediate run-up to the First World War 

the rising strength and aggressive designs of Serbia were an significant 

contributory factor. This small country was determined to add to its territories 

— not content with the Macedonian territories, it now laid claim to parts of 

Albania as well. Russia backed Serbia in this effort. Austria was bitterly 

opposed to it, but Germany restrained Austria. England and Italy were in 



favour of the independence of Albania. Finally, Russia withdrew its support to 

Serbia and the crisis was diffused. But the Serbians sustained to harbor strong 

resentment against Austria. 

 

It is well-recognized that the immediate cause of the First World War was 

the assassination of Archduke Francis Ferdinand, heir to the Austrian throne at 

the Bosnian capital of Sarajevo on 28 June 1914. A secret society of Serbian 

nationalists described the "Black Hand" was responsible for the killing. Even 

though the Serbian government did not have any hand in the assassination, 

Austria was determined to punish Serbia for the murder. On 28 August 1914, 

it broke off diplomatic dealings' with Serbia and declared war on it. Russia, 

anxious in relation to the Serbia's fate, also prepared for war against Austria. 

Germany, on seeing this, sent an ultimatum to Russia demanding that it cease 

its preparations for war. On getting a reply from the Tsar that this was 

impossible, Germany declared war on Russia on 1 August 1914. It followed it 

up with a declaration of war on France two days later. The thought was to 

strike France at its mainly vulnerable spot, at the border flanked by France and 

Belgium. It was Germany's invasion of Belgium which brought Britain into 

the war. 

 

Therefore the caution and care that had been taken in excess of the 

previous thirty-four years to prevent the outbreak of a general European 

disagreement was now thrown to the winds. It seems ironic that one of the 

smallest and newest nations of Europe, Serbia, should have triggered off the 

First World War. But as in all such historical events, the immediate cause 

reflected the superior forces at work. Behind Serbia was the extensive-

standing disagreement flanked by the Russians and the Austrians. Austria had 

Germany as a strong ally and Russia had France. If France was threatened 

with invasion, Britain felt vulnerable and was so compelled to come to the 

rescue of France. The First World War was fought in Europe but the rivalries 

that brought this climax, had sheltered practically the whole planet. From 

China to India to Central Asia to Persia to Greece and the Balkans to Africa 

the disagreement ranged and the peace agreements after the conclusion of the 



War also affected all these distant-flung parts of the world. 

 

REVIEW QUESTIONS  

 What is colonialism? 

 Talk about the vital characteristics of colonialism. 

 What are the distinctive characteristics of colonialism in India? 

 What was the impact of colonial rule on Indian agriculture? 

 Talk about the system of semi-colonialism in China. 

 In what compliments was the semi-colonial rule in Latin America was 

dissimilar from others? 

 Describe the Russian expansions in the 19th century. 

 Why did Britain ally with its traditional rival, France, in the beginning 

of the 20
th

 century? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CHAPTER 7 

THE CRISIS OF THE 20
TH

 CENTURY  

STRUCTURE  

 Learning objectives 

 Liberal democracy 

 Counter revolution-I: fascism to conservative dictatorship 

 Counter-revolution II: national socialism in Germany 

 The socialist world -1 

 The socialist world-II 

 Review questions 

 

LEARNING OBJECTIVES  

After reading this chapter, you will understand: 

 The nature of the new regimes in countries like Britain, France and 

Germany in this period; 

 The nature of the crisis that gripped the whole of Europe in this period; 

 The factors that led to the economic depression of 1929;  

 Some general characteristics of fascism and the nature of its 

mobilization; 

 The ideological shapes and the organizational style of fascism in 

carious countries of Europe; 

 Learn the historical antecedents to the rise of fascism in Germany; 

 Get an thought of the circumstances which led to the formation of Nazi party; 

 Understand the essence of German fascism; 

 The circumstances in Russia which led to the first socialist revolution; 

 The procedure of structure socialism in Russia after the revolution; 

 The major political and economic growths in the USSR in the 1930s; 

 The essence of collectivization of agriculture and its impact on the 

Russian peasantry, and 

 The political factors that led to the terror and the purges of the 1930s. 

 

LIBERAL DEMOCRACY  



Background  

The historian and critic Eric Hobsbawm once referred to the period 1914-

1945 as the Thirty Years War. Hobsbawm was speaking of the unresolved 

crisis of Europe after the First World War, therefore resulting in the 

catastrophe of fascism and World War II. The inter-war period may be seen as 

effort through several regimes to overcome the crisis, with several solutions 

being posed ranging from radical revolutions on the Left and fascism-on the 

Right. What in relation to the liberal democracy? Liberal Democracy also 

appeared from World War I beset with the sense of crisis. Several factors 

contributed to this. The brutality and savagery of the war, and the 

mobilization, privation and dislocation all in excess of Europe had led to a 

considerable radicalization of the European populations, with revolutions in 

Russia and failed revolts in Germany and Hungary. In England and France, the 

main liberal democracies, the old elite model of liberal democratic politics was 

confronted with movements of workers alienated from the social order, and of 

women demanding the vote. The economic crisis which obtained with the 

stock market crash of 1929 further increased pressures on liberal democracy. 

 

The major liberal democratic experiment was the Weimar Republic in 

Germany. Born out of Germany‘s defeat in World War I, the Weimar 

Republic was Germany‘s first effort at liberal democracy with a broad adult 

suffrage. Though crisis-ridden from its very inception the Weimar period in 

Germany produced some of the pioneering debates on philosophy and politics 

and brilliant cultural experiments that made Berlin the cultural capital of 

Europe in the 1920s. Internationally, the liberal democratic regimes of France 

and England pursued in dissimilar methods policies of dealing with the main 

threat perceptions posed through Germany and the Russian Revolution. In the 

case of Germany, the French were particularly forceful in demanding severe 

reparations and later pursuing a policy of security pacts with states in Central 

and Eastern Europe to encircle Germany. The Russian Revolution and the 

ensuing radical upsurge all in excess of Europe and the world posed 

scrupulous troubles for the liberal democracies. The British were the mainly 



aggressive in the campaign against the Russian Revolution, often seeing it as 

the main threat to security in Europe. 

 

Versailles and After  

Discussions on the Treaty of Versailles provide us an motivating window 

into the liberal democratic experience in the inter-war period. As we know 

from the previous discussions, the Versailles conference was the conference of 

the victorious Allied powers to extract the conditions of defeat from Germany. 

The conference was dominated through three major actors: President 

Woodrow Wilson of the United States, Georges Clemenceau of France and 

Lloyd George of Britain. The real debate was flanked by Wilson‘s liberal 

vision in excess of the post-war settlement and Clemenceau‘s nationalist 

insistence on extracting harsh conditions from Germany. Clemenceau was 

obsessed with what he saw as France‘s security needs, given that France as a 

mainland power had suffered the mainly from the war. Hence the need to 

break Germany‘s might once and for all. 

 

On the other hand, Wilson‘s vision was a broader one. His Fourteen Points 

stressed the ideals of self-determination, sovereignty and justice. Wilson‘s 

thought was to give for a new programme stability for the contemporary state 

system (which had been put into place through the Treat of Westphalia in the 

17th century). This stability had been destroyed beginning with the intra-

European rivalry in the 19th century culminating in World War I. The 

American historian Charles Maier has spoken of how the ideals of Wilson and 

those of the Russian revolutionary leader Lenin (who was obviously not at 

Versailles) offer differing yet new methods of perceiving the contemporary 

state system. Therefore while Wilson‘s was a liberal programme speaking of a 

new world order, world government (the League of Nations), Lenin‘s was a 

radical cry to overturn the old state system through world revolution. Further 

Lenin‘s call for the self-determination of non-European peoples enlarged his 

internationalist programme and questioned the foundations of the Westphalia 



system which had privileged the power of Europe in excess of others. At any 

rate, the internationalisms of Wilson and Lenin, articulated approximately the 

time of Versailles were significant as the first important global statements in 

the 20th century. 

 

At the Versailles conference itself, it was Clemenceau‘s hard-nosed 

policies that accepted the day. Severe reparations were imposed on Germany. 

Germany‘s military strength was crippled. Her army was cut down to 100,000 

men based on voluntary service, the old General Staff was destroyed, and no 

tanks or heavy weaponry could be produced. Her navy was vastly reduced and 

the submarine programme abolished. Territorially, Germany was divested of 

all her colonial possessions totaling a million square miles, as were the 

provinces of Alsacc and Lorraine (which had been taken from France in 

1871). Germany ceded the coal mines of the Saar to France for 15 years, the 

territory itself was administered through the League of Nations. 

 

As the conditions of the treaty illustrate, the harshness with which the 

victors treated Germany, and the unwillingness to provide freedom to the 

colonics gave considerable weight to Lenin and the Bolshevik‘s assertion that 

World War I was essentially a war in the middle of imperial powers to re-

divide the world in the middle of themselves. In this sense, despite the 

publicity of the Wilsonian programme of liberal internationalism, Versailles 

led to considerable disillusionment in the middle of colonial peoples with 

Western liberalism. Nationalists in the colonies now looked to Bolshevik 

Russia for answers. Mainly importantly, Versailles failed to deal with the 

radically changed situation in the wake of World War I. As the writer Karl 

Polanyi points out in his classic The Great Transformation, World War 1 

destroyed the foundations of 19th century Europe, unleashing a extensive 

period of crisis. Versailles only resulted in deepening this crisis and 

culminating in the tragedy of World War II.  

 



The Weimar Republic and Liberal Democracy  

The Weimar Republic refers to the political system that came into place in 

Germany after World War 1 and sustained till the Nazi take-in excess of in 

1933. The name conies from the town of Weimar in Germany were the 

Republic‘s constitution was promulgated. The Republic was born in the 

background of defeat, and attempts through revolutionary socialists to emulate 

the instance of the Bolsheviks in Russia. The early days of Weimar were 

marred through the brutal murder of noted revolutionary socialists Rosa 

Luxembourg and Karl Liefknccht I/s militia men in Berlin. The threat from 

revolutionary socialism, which became the Communist Party, was to be a 

constant characteristic in the Weimar period till the rise of the Nazis. 

 

The very fact that the Republic was recognized on the principles of 

universal suffrage, formal political freedoms and a democratic parliament was 

an significant step in European history. The old electoral clauses which 

prevented the reformist Social Democrats from expansion were now removed 

giving the party an significant voice. New laws on individual freedoms and 

social policy were enacted in Weimar largely under Social Democratic power. 

TThough, the German social democrats were never strong enough to form a 

government on their own. In the event a conditional culture resulted, giving 

parties of the Centre-Right prominence, distant more than their actual strength. 

The major beneficiary of this peculiar situation was the People's Party and 

their leader Gustav Streseman. Having become Chancellor with the elections 

of 1924, Streseman was the mainly significant political leader in the country 

until his death in 1929. So great was the weight of his attendance that this 

short period was described the Streseman era in German politics. 

 

Streseman's project was to unite the several fractions of the German elite 

under the Weimar banner, while fighting off the more radical challenges from 

the Communists and the Nazis, Internationally, Stresseman was committed to 

rolling back the legacy of Versailles and paving the method for Germany‘s re-

emergence as a world power. In order to regain the glory of Germany lost at 



the treaty of Versailles, Stresman did the following: 

 He vigorously opposed the French job of Germany's Ruhr valley. 

 He got the Dawes plan of 1924 for the economic reconstruction of 

Germany ratified in the Reichstag or Parliament, 

 He gained German admission to the League of Nations in 1926, and 

 He also encouraged and helped stimulate German economic recovery 

through rationalizing German industry through a series of cartels, and 

an aggressive export drive to overcome the balance of payments crisis. 

Through cautiously balancing the often contradictory interests of 

several fractions of the German elite, 

 

Streseman sought to preserve the cause of old style conservative 

nationalism, now grafted to the liberal constitution of Weimar. The Weimar 

experiment collapsed under the weight of the economic crisis after 1929 The 

fragile social compromise flanked by industry and labour and flanked by 

dissimilar factions of Germany‘s capitalists was destroyed with the collapse of 

the economy. As the elites retreated from the culture of compromise that is 

integral to any democratic politics, they saw the Nazi radical right-wing 

programme as the only solution to the crisis. The historian David Abraham, in 

his book, The Collapse of the Weimar Republic, shows us in detail how this 

compromise in the middle of elites worked in Weimar, and when the elites 

despaired of any other solutions and fearing revolutionary change, opted for 

the Nazis. 

 

Several discussions after the collapse of Weimar tend to attribute to 

German ―particularity‖, or the distinctiveness of Germany vis-à-vis the 

experiences of liberal democracy in England and France. Here German 

particularity (or Onderweg in German) was seen as Germany‘s partial liberal 

transformation because German industrialists allied with conservative Junkers 

(an agrarian landlord class originating in Prussia) lacked the will to carry the 

transformation to its full conclusion. Hence the ―backwardness‖ of Germany, 

its propensity to lapse into undemocratic rule. The particularity argument has 

been subject to strong criticism through several contemporary historians, who 



point to the troubles of using France and England as ideal yardsticks for 

liberalism. Whatever the debate, it is clear that the Weimar regime was to be 

replaced through an entirely new type of reactionary politics in Nazism with 

terrifying consequences in Europe. 

 

Notwithstanding its collapse, the Weimar period will stand out as one of 

the mainly stimulating experiments in 20th century Europe. As the late 

German historian Detlev Peukert pointed out, Weimar‘s limited social 

experiments in public housing and health were to be a model for the post-war 

reconstruction. Intellectually, there can be little doubt in relation to the critical 

energy stimulated through the freedoms of Weimar. In the field of philosophy 

the Weimar period saw the publication of brilliant works through Martin 

Heidegger, Georg Lukacs (who was Hungarian himself), Karl Mannheim and 

a host of others. The Frankfurt School for Social Research was set up bringing 

jointly some of the best minds of the 20th century: Theodor Adorno, Max 

Horkheimer, Herbert Marcuse, Eric Fromm. The critic Walter Benjamin 

published his significant book on German Tragedy, and Erwin Piscator and 

Bertolt Brecht introduced pioneering experiments in the theatre. The critic 

Seigfreid Kraceuer wrote in relation to the role of the film audience in his 

essays on cinema. In cinema itself, the films of Fritz Lang brought a new voice 

of German cinema to the world. In other regions, the Bauhaus school of 

architecture was set up in Berlin pioneering new methods in contemporary 

design using structure materials like steel and glass. Bauhaus architects like 

Walter Gropius and Mies Van der Rohe went on to the United States after the 

Nazi take-in excess of to earn a world reputation. In the meadows of fine arts 

and literature there was also considerable ferment and radical innovation, 

some of Europe‘s best contemporary painters and writers flocked to Berlin in 

the Weimar period. The writer Walter Benjamin once described Paris the 

capital of the nineteenth century due to its skill to draw literary talent and 

inspire innovation. In a sense Weimar Berlin was the capital of the 1920s, the 

legacy of which was to live on extensive after the collapse of the Republic 

itself. 

 



Social Thrash about and the Search for Stability: Britain and France  

Separately from the Weimar Republic of Germany, France and Britain 

were the other two significant democratic regimes. There were several 

similarities flanked by the two regimes but they were also dissimilar in some 

methods. Britain had been an economic super power but had lost its superior 

economic status through the beginning of the 20th century. France, on the 

other hand, had supervised to retain economic prosperity in the post-war 

period. Let us now talk about the growths in the two countries in the realm of 

economy and politics. 

 

Britain  

The post-war location of Britain confirmed the extensive term decline of 

British dominance in the world economy. British dominance; based on the 

free-trade imperialism of the 19th century, was already in crisis towards the 

last decade of that century. In the 1920‘s Britain slowly gave method to the 

United States economically. At any rate the British dependence on the US 

throughout the war had grown, since the UK was in no location to organize the 

war effort through itself. TThough, through 1924 a minor recovery did take 

place in Britain largely through the financial intervention of the state. 

Industries like the automobile and shipbuilding revived and through 1925 

Winston Churchill was able to restore the pound to its pre-war parity with the 

dollar and put Britain back on the gold standard. TThough even this recovery 

was mixed. Industry never returned to pre-war stages and Britain was 

increasingly challenged in the world market through the US, Germany and 

Japan.  

 

This procedure of extensive-term decline could not but affect the political 

scenario. The Liberals, whose politics was based on 19th century free-trade 

doctrines, began to provide method to the Labour. The new tasks were to 

incorporate the rising demands of social citizenship through the working class. 

This entailed a sure re-structuring of the 19th century socio-economic system. 



The Labour party as the main voice of the working class movement, was the 

main beneficiary of this new situation. There were coalitions flanked by 

Labour and liberal in 1924 and 1929, with the Labour party in a dominating 

location. 

 

In the 1920‘s Britain saw a series of prolonged working class struggles and 

strikes which were a striking break from the relative social peace of the past 

50 years. These began in the 1920 with a bitter miners‘ strike involving a 

million workers and approximately snow-balled into a general strike. The 

miners were the mainly militant section of the labour movement and their 

actions often played the role of catalyzing other labour straggles. In May 1926, 

a new miners‘ strike began and this time it led to a general strike. Iron and 

Steel workers, printers‘ branches of heavy industry, builders and several other 

sections of industry struck work. The situation soon grew to serious 

proportions with troops being sent through the Conservative government. With 

newspapers absent from the streets, government repression was severe. After 

nine days the Trade Union Congress described off the strike. The attacks on 

the labour movement sustained with the Conservatives pushing legislation in 

1927 which banned sympathetic strikes. 

 

Despite the temporary victory through the Conservatives in excess of the 

labour movement, it was clear that the decades of social peace which was 

feature of British 19th century liberalism, were now in excess of. The working 

class whose loyalty had been purchased through colonialism and British 

dominance in the world economy was now vocal in demanding a new social 

arrangement with the state. Here Polanyi‘s words in relation to the decline of 

the 19th century order ring particularly true, in Britain the Liberals were the 

first casualty of this new situation. - 

 

France   

The French economic recovery after World War I was undoubtedly more 

substantial than that of the UK. Pre-war France was never as advanced 



industrially in conditions of the world economy. French foreign trade was 

limited in conditions of its share in national GNP. To be sure, French 

industrialisation and modernization of agriculture had been proceeding rapidly 

in the late 19th century, but these steadiness of such growth meant that there 

were no spectacular equivalents of the Industrial Revolution in England and 

Reconstruction in the United Stales. 

 

TThough, World War I did lead to a substantial rationalization in French 

industry to meet the demands of the war effort. This rationalization sustained 

after the war, the return of Alsace and Lorraine boosted the industrial potential 

accessible to France. In the war a decision was taken to develop hydro-electric 

power to create up for the loss of the coal regions. This in turn led to industrial 

growth in hitherto agrarian regions. From 1923 onwards there was a steady 

augment in productive capability. Through 1925 the index of industrial 

production was double that of 1919, the balance of payments location seemed 

favorable. Yet troubles remained. One of the extensive term legacies of the 

Revolution was high food prices and a protective agricultural policy towards 

the pre- revolutionary peasantry.  

 

On the political front French politics in the 1920s was decisively shaped 

into the Left-Right divide — a characteristic which continue to this day. From 

the early 1920s onwards, the Left grew steadily — this incorporated the new 

Communist Party in addition to the older Socialist Party. The Left first made 

its attendance felt in the elections of 1924 when both the conservative prime 

minister Raymond Poincare as well as the right-wing President Millcrand lost. 

A left coalition (but without Communist participation) came to power for the 

first time in France. But this coalition, like several of its ideological 

counterparts in Europe, proved unstable and Poincare returned in the elections 

of 1926. 

 

The main problem in France as the Left perceived it was the concentration 

of power in the hands of a financial oligarchy connected to the Bank of 

France. The Left argued that France‘s well-known 200 families (composed of 



the 200 major shareholders) constituted a political support for reaction. 

TThough in the 1920's social disagreement in France remained at a 

manageable stage - all this would change after the economic crisis of 1929. 

 

The Crisis of Diplomacy  

The League of Nations was Wilson‘s great internationalist project for the 

new era. The League was to give the foundations for order in the post-war 

scenario, to remake the international state system which had been successively 

undermined through conflicts in the middle of European powers. The 

League‘s main project was 'communal security. but in the European scenario 

this was subject to a number of twists and turns. Dissimilar countries in 

Europe perceived their security needs differently. For instance, Britain 

perceived Soviet Russia to be the main enemy, France saw the main threat 

from the neighboring Germany. 

 

The European scenario was complicated through a number of factors: the 

‗problem‘ of Germany and the unresolved legacy of the Versailles pact; the 

French clamor for security in Europe, and the Russian revolutionary threat. 

Both the French obsession with security and the German problem were 

connected, since French intransigence often led to crisis in the reparations 

sought from Germany. The French search for security also led them to try and 

push their agenda in the League as well as conclude a series of self-governing 

pacts with states nearby Germany. The French agenda in the League often 

came to naught, with the British expressing exasperation in excess of what 

they saw as French intransigence in excess of issues of disarmament. This led 

the French to move towards a policy of bilateralism. 

 

The major consequence of this transition were the Locarno treaties of 

1925. Locarno was born out of a previous German request that France and 

Germany conclude a pledge of not resorting to war flanked by each other, 

something which would also involve Britain and Belgium. Through 1925 the 



British agreed to guarantee such a treaty, which would also contain the 

Belgian-German boundary. The sum total of the Locarno treaties was as 

follows: Britain would guarantee the boundary of Belgium against future 

(German) aggression while Fiance would do the same in the east — - 

protecting Poland and Czechoslovakia. Germany would join the League (of 

Nations. The Locarno treaties were followed up through the Kellog-Briand 

pact of 1928 also recognized as the Pact of Paris. The pact was universal in 

scope and the signatories renounced the use of war as an instrument of 

international dealings. Sixty Five States ultimately signed the treaty. This 

multitude of pacts and rigorous diplomacy created a mood of quietude in 

Europe. This mood was soon to be broken. 

 

The Economic Crisis  

The immediate post-war period saw the rationalization of European 

industry on the rows of American experiments. Ford‘s assembly row and 

horizontal integration methods beside with a new regime of labour standards 

had vastly improved productivity in the United States. The success of the 

United States (which through the end of World War I had become the world‘s 

premier industrial nation) was held out as a model for emulation through 

Europe. Leaders as varied as Lenin and Mussolini praised American factory 

reforms and labour regimes as worthy of emulation. 

 

In fact, from Germany to Russia, and France to Italy, variants of 

American-style reforms took place. All this was often backed up through 

cheap American credits, through US machinery, and capital goods. In fact it 

necessity be underlined that the post-war revival of world trade was largely 

due to the vast volumes of credit pumped into the world-economy through US 

lenders. In a sense the ‗recovery‘ in Europe in the years after World War 1 

was built approximately entirely on US loans. The procedure also ensured a 

constant supply of liquidity back to US lenders. To take an instance, the US 

lent money to Germany in the 1920s for her recovery. In turn Germany passed 



on money to the French and the British as part of reparation payments. The 

French and the British for their part re-routed money back to the US as part of 

repayment for war loans. The world economy was flush with money supply, 

mainly of it US-dominated. The atmosphere was ripe for speculation: a host of 

new fly-through-night players entered the scene. The period was in fact full of 

financial scandals and mismanagement, all of which would come to a head at 

the end of the decade.  

 

The crisis actually began in excess of the rapid drop in agricultural prices 

in North America. With European recovery the world agricultural surplus 

began to rise, and the North American producers (who had vastly increased 

production throughout the war period) were convulsed through a rapid drop in 

prices. Bankruptcies began in US agriculture and saw a rapid drop in 

expenditure. It was only a matter of time before the stock market would be 

affected. The actual events began to unfold in October 1929. On 24th and 29th 

of October 1929, thirteen and sixteen and a half million shares were sold. In 

that month US investors lost 40 billion dollars, a vast sum at that time. The 

meltdown had begun. The crash was followed through the world-wide fall in 

agricultural prices. Given the fairly advanced integration of the world, 

economy for agricultural products, millions of primary producers were 

affected. As prices of sugar, cotton, tobacco, wheat, rice and a host of other 

products fell, all monetised, export- related parts of the world felt the effects. 

Plantations and farms closed down, and millions were thrown out from work. 

The purchasing power of millions of working people the world in excess of 

crashed and demand for other commodities began to fall, Trade flanked by 

nations began to dip. Factories closed down, workers were on the streets and 

incomes showed no signs of stabilizing. The world felt the effects of US 

hegemony in the global economy. Once American banks stopped lending 

money (they were the only ones who risked extensive-term loans) the credit 

squeeze was felt on a world scale. 

 

This crisis had earlier been predicted through writers like Karl Marx who 

had spoken in relation to the cyclical nature of capitalism: how its chaotic and 



unplanned character would lead to periodic arises of in excess of-production. 

In fact, the tendency towards in excess of-production in capitalism (coupled 

with low wages at home) had led some writers to deduce a theory of 

imperialism connected to under consumption at home. TThough none of the 

previous downturns of the world economy had had such serious consequences 

as that beginning in 1929. The downturn of 1871 was important in that it 

undermined British hegemony in the world-economy, but in no method did 

world-wide depression happen. The Great Depression of 1929 surpassed all 

the previous downturns in the world economy through its scope and depth of 

penetration. In a sense this was inevitable. The world-economy had expanded 

tremendously in the period after 1871, and vast regions of the globe had been 

incorporated and monetised. As such the world was more vulnerable to crisis. 

 

The only country that was relatively unaffected through the crisis was the 

Soviet Union, structure "socialism in one country.‖ The Soviet economic 

model was now built on two inter-connected thrusts. The first was an 

agricultural collectivization campaign aimed at destroying rural private 

ownership and channeling the surplus into industry. The second was a 

programme of industrialisation directed through a series of five-year plans. 

The First Five-Year Plan was launched in 1928, was characterized through a 

frenetic pace of quota fulfillment, in fact it was claimed that several of the 

quotas were over fulfilled through 1932 itself, a year early, Russian industry 

was reorganized, and agriculture was transformed through collectivization. 

TThough, it necessity be stressed that the agricultural transformation was quite 

savage with big-scale deaths and dip in productivity. 

 

Soviet scheduling tended to focus on heavy machinery and engineering 

goods to the detriment of consumer goods. The results here, though impressive 

in conditions of official figures, were mixed. While production did augment, it 

did so at a tremendous cost in conditions of excellence, and big-scale waste 

was not uncommon. The lop-sided development of Soviet industry was not 

though felt at that time: it would illustrate prominently in the post-war era. The 

frenetic pace of Soviet scheduling was partly a result of the threat perception 



of the Soviet leadership. Stalin said publicly that the Soviet Union needed to 

catch up with the West, in 10 years or, ―they will finish us.‖ At any rate, in the 

background of the severe economic crisis that had gripped the capitalist world 

the Soviet Union did not seem to do so badly. Scheduling seemed to protect 

the Soviet Union from the severity of the Depression. At that time anyway, the 

flaws of Soviet scheduling were not apparent, and radicals in several parts of 

the world looked to the Soviet Union for hope. 

 

Understanding the 1920s  

As pointed out earlier Karl Polanyi argued that the First World War 

destroyed the foundations of nineteenth century Europe. In every sense the 

economic crisis completed this procedure. The crisis was the final nail in the 

coffin of 19th century economic liberalism, based on British notions of a self-

regulating world market and a free-trade regime. After the crisis the role of the 

state began to take on a new prominence. The heart of this transformation was 

a reading of the seminal works of the economist John Maynard Keynes, which 

would become a recipe for economic revival in Europe and the U.S. Keynes 

had argued that state intervention was needed in order to stimulate demand for 

commodities. Therefore the stale would now intervene to begin public works, 

take-in excess of sick industries and give an unemployment allowance to those 

without work. Here lay the crucial transition from 19th century liberalism: the 

state, as opposed to free trade and private capital, would now play a crucial 

role in demand stimulation. Keynesianism become an active ingredient of 

centre-left politics in Europe and North America ranging from the Labour 

Party in Britain to Roosevelt‘s New Deal in the US. 

 

From the Right there were also critiques of the crisis. Mainly originated 

from Germany. Oswald Spengler wrote his Decline of the West in 1918, 

widely distributed in the 1920s. Here Spengler argued that Western 

civilization, characterized through industrialism had reached a period of 

decline in the 20th century. Spengler‘s alternative which drew from strands of 



lebens philosophie (philosophy of life), was to attack the rational strains of 

classical modernity and to pose ‗life‘ as an alternative. The political theorist 

Carl Schmitt wrote his critiques of parliamentary democracy in the 1920s 

arguing for a plebiscitary dictatorship. The philosopher Martin Heidegger 

penned his significant attacks on Western modernity which he recognized as 

compromised through technological violence and a contempt for being. In 

several methods, the philosophies of the right were to become justifications for 

the Nazi regime in the 1930s. The relative success of the Right pointed to the 

fragile nature of the settlement after the First World War. If the War signaled 

the first major crisis of 19th century liberalism, the collapse of the settlement 

in the 1930s would pave the method for the second. 

 

COUNTER REVOLUTION-I: FASCISM TO CONSERVATIVE 

DICTATORSHIP  

Fascism: General Characteristics  

Another important characteristic of fascist ideology was the organisation 

of some type of regulated, multi-class, integrated national economic structure 

(variously described national corporatist national socialist or national 

syndicalist). The goal of empire or at least a radical change in the nation‘s 

connection with other powers was also a crucial factor. 

 

The Political Antecedents of Fascism  

The growth of fascist thoughts, in embryonic form, can be traced to the 

late 19th and early.20th centuries. The thoughts of corporatism (as a 

community of people, of producers free from class-strife) appeared in reaction 

to individualism, social atomization and new centralizing states. Initially, it 

was a residue of the feudal ideology of a mystical ‗community‘ of personal 

ties. But slowly it acquired contemporary reformist, class-collaborationist 

shapes. Its two separate shapes were societal corporatism (based on autonomy 

to corporal ions) and state corporatism. At the second stage, we may discern a 



tendency from conservatism towards neo-authoritarianism. Action Francaise 

(founded in 1899 in France) represented this new authoritarian, neo-

monarchist nationalism. Its core principle was legitimate monarchy and 

corporate representation. It also made use of ANTI-SEMITISM and an 

embryonic militant group of young activists (as a precursor of the fascist 

militia).  

 

The third trend toward the crystallization of the fascist right was 

symbolized through an instrumental, modernizing radical right which 

combined domestic modernization with militant nationalism. Its political 

manifestation was the Italian National Association (ANI — founded in 1910). 

Its ideology of state-corporatism demanded a co-ordination of contemporary 

industrial production to create Italy a strong imperial country and its militia 

Sempre Pronti (Always Ready) countered leftist violence with its own street 

violence. The other political precursons of radical, semi collectivist 

nationalism which anticipated the fascist goal of broader mass mobilization 

were Paul Deroulede‘s League of Patriots in France and the Boulangist 

Movement in France in the 1880s. Pan-Germanism and the racial nationalism 

of the Austrian leader Georg Ritter von Schenerer in the late 19th century, 

Maurice Banes socialist-nationalism embodied in the Czech National Socialist 

Party (1904) and the German National Socialist Workers‘ Party (DNSAP) and 

its leaders Dr. Walter Riehl and Rudolff Jung came much closer to the later 

Hitlerite thoughts and programmes. 

 

Foundation of Fascist State in Italy  

Through now you necessity have acquired a general awareness of the 

characteristics of fascism. It is now time to do a case study. Germany, Italy 

and Spain are some of the examples of fascism. German fascism will be 

discussed in the after that Unit. Let us now look at the specific shapes that 

fascism took in Italy and Spain. 

 



The Emergence of the Fascist Movement and Conquest of Power  

Fascism in Italy was created through the convergence of sure existing 

trends. The split in the radical syndicalist Confederation of Trade Unions took 

place in 1914 in excess of the issue of Italian participation in the war. The 

syndicalist whispered in the ‗self-emancipation‘ of the ‗producers‘, which 

could be achieved through ‗regulation at factory stage‘, and not through 

‗seizure of stale power‘. The state would be replaced at an appropriate time 

through worker‘s syndicates or associations, which would act as the 

instruments of self-government of the producers. The Syndicalist wing which 

moved towards fascism embraced extreme nationalism, and nations were 

described through it as proletarian or plutocratic (i.e., in class conditions). The 

futurists who rejected traditional norms and existing institutions and exalted 

violence, and were fascinated through speed, power, motors and machines, or 

all the modem technological possibilities, were a second major ideological 

factor. Mussolini‘s socialistic views, and thoughts on leadership, mass-

mobilization and national revolution contributed the third major strand.  

 

The Crisis of the 20th Century The initial programme of fascists, launched 

as Fasci di Combanimento (1919) in Milan described for the installation of a 

republic and reflected demands for radical. democratic and socialistic reforms-

including confiscation of the vast war-time profits of the capitalists, the 

suppression of big joint-stock companies and land for the landless peasants. 

These leftist elements of the programme were dropped in 1920 and only an 

emotive mixture of strident patriotism, justification of the war and a concern 

for national greatness and rising aversion to the socialist party were retained. 

The growth of fascist squads led through ex-military personnel and supported 

through the local police and army especially in northern and central Italy- the 

Po Valley and Tuscany was directly connected to the actual or perceived threat 

of the left. The Fascist Militia was created in January 1923 through Mussolini 

in order to discipline the squads and curtail the powers of local squad leaders. 

 

The poorly organized fascist march on Rome (October 1922) suggests that 

a revolutionary insurrection could not have succeeded bur for the 



indecisiveness of the King and the passive support of a section of army. The 

King appointed Mussolini as the Prime Minister on 29th October 1922, who 

temporarily observed all the constitutional norms after the assumption of 

power. Mussolini, though, realized that even a multi-class nationalist 

movement would need a compromise or a coalition of right forces to stay in 

power. In February 1923. a fusion of Fascist Party and Nationalist Association 

of Italy (ANI) took place. This fusion with a conservative, elitist, monarchist 

right-wing became essential to gain broader support in the middle of army 

officers, academics, civil servants and businessmen. This and other steps to 

seek accommodation with the traditional elites left its imprint on the fascist 

party and the state. The traditional right groups co-operated with fascists in 

passing the Acerbo Bill in 1923 which proposed that the party getting a 

quarter of votes in an election, should be automatically given two-thirds of 

seats in the parliament. 

 

Consolidation of the Regime  

Using force and fraud, Fascists swept the 1924 election and after 

temporary discomfiture in excess of the murder of Socialist Deputy Matteotti 

in 1924, Mussolini went ahead with his institutionalization of dictatorship. In 

October 1926, all opposition parties were banned. The press was shackled, and 

the Public Safety Law (1926) made the security of state take precedence in 

excess of personal liberty. The Syndical Law (1926) brought labour under the 

control of state, in the interest of production. The law confirmed the fascist 

unions in their monopoly of negotiations, set up tribunals for compulsory 

arbitration and banned strikes and go-slows. The Fascist Party itself was 

bureaucratized. The new party statute in October 1926 introduced rigid 

centralization of powers, all posts being appointed from above. In 1927, 

Mussolini resolved the question of the connection flanked by the party and the 

state, in favour of the latter. Flanked by 1926 and 1929, in excess of 60.000 

squad members were expelled from the party. Effort was made to control 

syndicalist thoughts in the middle of fascist trade unions and Edmondo 

Rossoni, the leader of syndicalists, was sacked in 1928. The productivity and 



modernizing goal of early fascism led to a compromise with private capital in 

the 1920s and 1930s. without formally renouncing, syndicalist projects of 

semi-collectivism. The ‗Corporate State‘ was formally created in 1934 with 22 

new combined corporations of employers and employees, but they lacked real 

powers to take economic decisions.  

 

Mussolini also tried to appease the church. Big grants were made for the 

repair of war- damaged churches. In 1923, religious education was made 

compulsory in secondary schools. The Roman question was finally settled m 

1929 with the signing of the Lateran Pacts. The Vatican became a sovereign 

state and a big sum was given to it for the loss of papal territories in 1860 and 

1870. The Church‘s main lay organization. Catholic Action, was guaranteed 

freedom provided it stayed out of politics.  

 

Major Types of Fascist Mass Organizations  

At the lop was the Grand Council of Fascism created in 1922 as a 

consultative body which was converted into an organ of state through 1928. 

But grass-root organisations were more significant. The military type Militia 

developed out of the fascist squads. It was trained to use all type of weapons 

and centered approximately a core of professional soldiers. Its cadres were 

indoctrinated and used against opponents. The semi-military propaganda-type 

organization incorporated Balilla, young vanguards and the young fascists. 

These organizations were bureaucratically controlled through the Party. The 

regimented fascist unions for workers were another major mass organization. 

Fascism‘s mainly effective experiment in consent-structure was creation of the 

Opera Nazinale Dopolavoro, Paul Deroulede‘s League of Patriots in France 

and the Boulangist Movement in Franco in the 1880s. Pan-Germanism and the 

racial nationalism of the Austrian leader Georg Ritter von Schencrer in the late 

19th century, Maurice Barres socialist-nationalism embodied in the Czech 

National Socialist Party (1904) and the German National Socialist Workers‘ 

Party (DNSAP) and its leaders Dr. Walter Riehl and Rudolff Jung came much 

closer to the later Hitlerite thoughts and programmes. 



 

Foundation of Fascist State in Italy  

Through now you necessity have acquired a general awareness of the 

characteristics of fascism. It is now time to do a case study. Germany, Italy 

and Spain are some of the examples of fascism. German fascism will be 

discussed in the after that Unit. Let us now look at the specific shapes that 

fascism took in Italy and Spain. 

 

The Emergence of the Fascist Movement and Conquest of Power  

Fascism in Italy was created through the convergence of sure existing 

trends. The split in the radical syndicalist Confederation of Trade Unions took 

place in 1914 in excess of the issue of Italian participation in the war. The 

syndicalist whispered in the ‗self-emancipation‘ of the ‗producers‘, which 

could be achieved through ‗regulation at factory stage‘, and not through 

‗seizure of state power‘. The state would be replaced at an appropriate time 

through worker‘s syndicates or associations, which would act as the 

instruments of self-government of the producers. The Syndicalist wing which 

moved towards fascism embraced extreme nationalism, and nations were 

described through it as proletarian or plutocratic (i.e., in class conditions): The 

futurists who rejected traditional norms and existing institutions and" exalted 

violence, and were fascinated through speed, power, motors and machines, or 

all the contemporary technological possibilities, were a second major 

ideological factor. Mussolini‘s socialistic views, and thoughts on leadership, 

mass-mobilization and national revolution contributed the third major strand.

 



 

The initial programme of fascists, launched as Fasci di Combattimento 

(1919) in Milan described for the installation of a republic and reflected 

demands for radical democratic and socialistic reforms-including confiscation 

of the vast war-time profits of the capitalists, the suppression of big joint-stock 

companies and land for the landless peasants. These leftist elements of the 

programme were dropped in 1920 and only an emotive mixture of strident 

patriotism, justification of the war and a concern for national greatness and 

rising aversion to the socialist party were retained. The growth of fascist 

squads led through ex-military personnel and supported through the local 

police and army especially in northern and central Italy- the Po Valley and 

Tuscany was directly connected to the actual or perceived threat of the left. 

The Fascist Militia was created in January 1923 through Mussolini in order to 

discipline the squads and curtail the powers of local squad leaders. 

 

The poorly organized fascist march on Rome (October 1922) suggests that 

a revolutionary insurrection could not have succeeded bur for the 

indecisiveness of the King and the passive support of a section of army. The 

King appointed Mussolini as the Prime Minister on 29th October 1922, who 

temporarily observed all the constitutional norms after the assumption of 

power. Mussolini, though, realized that even a multi-class nationalist 

movement would need a compromise or a coalition of right forces to stay in 

power. In February 1923. a fusion of Fascist Party and Nationalist Association 

of Italy (ANI) took place. This fusion with a conservative, elitist, monarchist 

right-wing became essential to gain broader support in the middle of army 

officers, academics, civil servants and businessmen. This and other steps to 

seek accommodation with the traditional elites left its imprint on the fascist 

party and the state. The traditional right groups co-operated with fascists in 

passing the Acerbo Bill in 1923 which proposed that the party getting a 

quarter of votes in an election, should be automatically, given two-thirds of 

seats in the parliament. 

 



Consolidation of the Regime  

Using force and fraud, Fascists swept the 1924 election and after 

temporary discomfiture in excess of the murder of Socialist Deputy Matteotti 

in 1924, Mussolini went ahead with his institutionalization of dictatorship. In 

October 1926, all opposition parties were banned. The press was shackled, and 

the Public Safety Law (1926) made the security of state take precedence in 

excess of personal liberty. The Syndical Law (1926) brought labour under the 

control of state, in the interest of production. The law confirmed the fascist 

unions in their monopoly of negotiations, set up tribunals for compulsory 

arbitration and banned strikes and go-slows. The Fascist Party itself was 

bureaucratized. The new party statute in October 1926 introduced rigid 

centralization of powers, all posts being appointed from above. In 1927, 

Mussolini resolved the question of the connection flanked by the party and the 

state, in favour of the latter. Flanked by 1926 and 1929, in excess of 60,000 

squad members were expelled from the party. Effort was made to control 

syndicalist thoughts in the middle of fascist trade unions and Edmondo 

Rossoni, the leader of syndicalists, was sacked in 1928. The productivity and 

modernizing goal of early fascism led to a compromise with private capital in 

the 1920s and 1930s. without formally renouncing syndicalist projects of 

semi-collectivism. The ‗Corporate State‘ was formally created in 1934 with 22 

new combined corporations of employers and employees, but they lacked real 

powers to take economic decisions.  

 

Mussolini also tried to appease the church. Big grants were made for the 

repair of war- damaged churches. In 1923. religious education was made 

compulsory in secondary schools. The Roman question was finally settled in 

1929 with the signing of the Lateran Pacts. The Vatican became a sovereign 

state and a big sum was given to it for the loss of papal territories in 1860 and 

1870. The Church's main lay organization. Catholic Action, was guaranteed 

freedom provided it stayed out of politics.    

 



Major Types of Fascist Mass Organizations  

At the top was the Grand Council of Fascism created in 1922 as a 

consultative body which was converted into an organ of state through 1928. 

But grass-root organisations were more significant. The military type Militia 

developed out of the fascist squads. It was trained to use all type of weapons 

and centered approximately a core of professional soldiers. Its cadres were 

indoctrinated and used against opponents. The semi-military propaganda-type 

organization incorporated Balilla, young vanguards and the young fascists. 

These organizations were bureaucratically controlled through the Party. The 

regimented fascist unions for workers were another major mass organization. 

Fascism‘s mainly effective experiment in consent-build-ins was creation of the 

Opera Nazinale Dopolavoro, set up in 1925, its main concern being the 

organization of leisure-time.' It ran a vast network of local clubs and 

recreational facilities with libraries, bars, billiards halls and sport grounds. The 

Dopolavoro circles arranged concerts, plays and film shows, organized outings 

and provided very cheap summer holidays for children. Through the 1930s, 

there were in relation to the 20,000 such circles in Italy. 

 

Nature of the Fascist State  

Though some characterize it as a totalitarian‘ state, the preeminent power 

of the state remained only in the regions of disagreement, it was never total. 

Unlike the Nazi German state, it never achieved even an approximate day-to-

day institutional control. The bureaucratic structure was never able to 

intervene in all avenues of life. It was primarily a dictatorship that presided in 

excess of a pluralistic or semi-pluralistic system, pluralist not in ideological 

but in an institutional sense. Big business, industry, finance and even army 

retained their autonomy to a big degree while labour interests were more and 

more regimented. The administrative machinery was preserved. The 

bureaucracy was never subjected to a systematic purge, and was dominated, as 

before, through career officials. The Police and Carabinieri were similarly 

unpoliticized, i.e., they were not taken in excess of through party officials; 

though, a new political police, the OVRA was created in 1932. Fascism came 



to power on the basis of a tacit compromise with the recognized institutions 

and elites and never fully escaped the constraints of that compromise. 

 

The state intervention in the economic life of the nation was marginal in 

the early part of regime. The Direct state investment throughout the 

Depression was only an emergency measure. In 1933, after the foundation of 

IRI (Institute for Industrial Reconstruction) and IMI (Instituto Mobiliare 

Itijiano), state intervention increased. But even in 1940, IRI possessed only in 

relation to the 17.8 per cent of the capital assets of Italian industry. The state 

in scrupulous fostered the growth of chemical, electrical and machine 

industries and gave impetus to modernization through electrification of 

Railways and growth of telephone and radio industry. Another important 

characteristic was the lack of economic militarism or major investments in 

military production despite the regime's rhetoric of Italy being ‗in a permanent 

state of war. Related to this was the predominance of the humanistic 

intelligentsia in Italy which was not reduced in favour of technical experts. 

 

The Fascist State also introduced sure welfare schemes for workers in 

1930s. Family allowances were given in 1934, largely to compensate the loss 

of income resulting from the imposition of a forty hour week. Insurance 

against sickness and accident was incorporated into wage agreements, and in 

later 1930s Christmas bonus and holiday pay were introduced. The Italian 

state also lacked any policy of racial anti-Semitism, at least, upto 1937. There 

were only in relation to the 45,000 Jew families and they were well 

assimilated. Even in 1938, the Party had 10,125 Jewish members. In 

November 1938, though, under the power of Nazis, racial laws were passed 

which banned marriages with Jews, denied jobs to them in public services, 

debarred them from joining the Fascist Party and from owning more than 50 

hectares of land. 

 

The Fall and Salo Republic  

The overthrow of militarily underprepared Mussolini‘s regime in 1943 was 



effected through an ad hoc coalition of the old conservative right represented 

through the monarchy, army and the upper propertied classes led through 

moderate fascist leaders. The Salo republic which appeared as a German 

satellite, divested of its former right-wing allies attempted to introduce sure 

mechanisms for workers‘ councils and profit-sharing and envisaged rising 

nationalization of industries. But this radicalism proved to be the gesture, of a 

dying organism. 

 

Right Wing Dictatorship and Movement in Spain  

The first stage of authoritarian government in Spain was recognized 

flanked by 1923-30 through General Miguel Primo de Rivera. It appeared as a 

type of military reaction to the socialist pressure for democratic reforms and 

above all the effort of Spanish Parliament to fix ‗responsibilities‘ for 

disastrous military campaign in Morocco, where 9,000 soldiers were killed 

through Abed-el-Karim Rifian rebels after the collapse of its military 

command. Initially the overthrow of the Spanish Cortes or parliament was 

planned to be a temporary step. But a dictatorship was institutionalized slowly. 

This dictatorship, which some call ‗Fascism from above‘, was based on 

economic nationalism, protectionism and a militant advocacy of a ‗strong‘ and 

‗hierarchic‘ executive for restraining social chaos and attempted mobilization 

of people from above. It was particularly hostile to the behaviors of Anarcho-

Syndicalist labour union, Confederation Nacinal de Trabajadores (CNT) and 

Socialist Union UGT (Union General de Trabajadores). The dictator created 

Union Patriotica Party for a controlled popular mobilization. The Party was 

based on a militant Catholic ideology and establish support of agrarian 

interests. Similarly, Rivera institutionalized Somaten, a traditional Catalan 

militia which protected' capitalists throughout crisis and strikes. But the new 

militia remained an auxiliary of authorities in their endeavour to preserve 

order and never acquired the status of a radical fascist militia. 

 

The demise of Rivera‘s dictatorship inaugurated a new stage of mass 



democracy and led to the radicalization of Spanish politics — beside both led 

and right rows. CEDA or the Confederation of Spanish Right groups was the 

main conservative authoritarian party throughout 1933-36. Its youth 

movement (JAP) underwent a sure vertigo of fascistization but remained 

ambivalent. The neo-traditionalist Carlist and Alfonsino Monarchists 

represented another strand of right-radicalisin. The Alfonsino neo-monarchists 

were especially influenced through the Action Francaise — a rightist-French 

group as well as the Right Nationalist Wing of Italian fascism. Their journal 

Action Espanola, and their main ideologue Jose Calvo Sotelo envisioned 

establishment of a new authoritarian dictatorship preceding installation of 

monarchy with the help of traditional elites-army, landowners, church, etc. and 

wanted to replace liberal parliament through an indirect corporate chamber 

representing social and economic interests. Later, Franco regime approximated 

the structure and policies of Sotelo thoughts. 

 

The open fascistic groups, though, remained small and insignificant in the 

Spanish politics. Flanked by 1931 and 1934, a small band of students 

organized as Juntas de ofensiva Nacional Syndicalista (JONS). Their 

programme resembled Italian fascism. In October 1933, Jose Antonio Primo 

de Rivera, with financial assistance from the Basque businessmen shaped 

Falange Espanola (or Spanish Phalanx) to provide form and ideological 

content to the national authoritarian movement. JONS merged with Falange in 

early 1934. 

 

TThough, it remained politically insignificant and relied heavily on student 

clientele in the middle class support. Through 1935, it assumed more radical 

tones  of national syndicalism and criticized Italian fascism as too 

conservative and capitalistic. Falange advocated nationalistic ideology, 

whispered in ‗power, hierarchy and order‘ and its Point Programme 

incorporated development of a national-syndicalist state, nationalization of 

banking and credit facilities and the confiscation of big landed estates. This 

programme resembled early radical programme of Italian fascists. Falangism, 

though, retained a vital Catholic religious identity, despite being politically 



anti-clerical. Big sections of Spanish right became ‗fascistized‘ but Falange 

itself failed to acquire a mass-following. In 1936 election, it received only 

44,000 votes or 0.7 per cent of all voles cast. The failure of militant 

nationalistic ideology in Spain stemmed partially from the power of intense 

local nationalism (or sub-nationalism) of Catalans and Basques, directed 

against the unified Spanish nation-state. Moreover, Spanish Civil war (1936-

39) produced a polarized revolutionary-counter- revolutionary disagreement in 

which leadership passed totally in the hands of the insurgent Nationalist Army 

which created the Franco regime and subordinated Falangc to military 

dictatorship. In 1937, Franco took in excess of the Falange movement and 

created a syncretic,, heterogeneous state party on the basis of Falangism. This 

new party was a union of Falangists, 

 

Calists and all other members of several rightist and other groups willing 

to join it. Falange‘s Programme was raised to the status of official stale 

doctrine but it remained modifiable just as to future necessities. Only a 

marginal role was played through the old Falangists in the new dictatorial 

Franquist state and even in the administration of new state party, the Falange 

Espanola Tradicionalista. The early Franquism contained a major component 

of fascism, but it was so restricted within a right-wing, Pretorian, catholic and 

semi-pluralist structure, that the category of ‗semi-fascist‘ would almost 

certainly be more accurate. Franquism resembled Italian fascism in its use of 

subordinated state fascist party and in its limited pluralism under executive 

dictatorship. Through 1945 non-mobilized, ‗bureaucratic‘ authoritarianism 

replaced a partially mobilized semi-fascist state. 

 

The French Right and Vichy Government  

France had several fascist groups but none of them was able to cross 2 

percent votes, the minimum required to gain representation in the French 

electoral system. Action Francaise, founded in 1899, was a type of proto-

fascist reactionary movement. George Valois Le Faisceau (founded in 1925) 



tried to wed syndicalism with nationalism. The Jeunesses Patriotes (192428), 

was also organized on military pattern and whispered in street-violence. Some 

other groups developed a broader appeal. In the middle of these were the 

Solidarite Francaise (1933) and Croix de Feu. The latter gained support from 

the big business and finance. Politically, it leaned towards Catholic 

conservatism. Banned through the Popular Front ministry in 1936, it soon 

reorganized as the Parti Social Francais. The Francistes, organized in 1933 

through Marcel Buccard, was another right-wing group. 

 

The Parti Populaire Francaise, led through an ex-Communist, Jacques 

Doriot, represented a type of half-method home flanked by socialism and 

nationalistic class collaboration. Marcel Deat, a deviant from socialism, also 

propagated need for national scheduling and integration of all productive 

forces. TThough, throughout the German job, Deat moved towards fascism 

and his Rassemblement National Populaire (1941) shaped the extreme left-

wing of French fascism. The Parties committed to democratic republic (i.e. 

Socialist, Communist and Radical) created a Popular Front against fascism 

(1934-35).  

 

The Vichy Government     

The devastating defeat of French forces in the Battle of France in which 

92,000 army men were killed and 18,50,000 were taken as prisoners of war 

through the German troops, led to a rising demand in France for an armistice, 

voiced through Deputy Prime Minister, Marshal Petain and new Commander-

in-chief. Wegand. The French Prime Minister Paul Reynaud resigned on 16 

June 1940, and Marshal Petain concluded the conditions of armistice which 

incorporated reduction of French army to 100,000 men equipped only to 

maintain internal order, demobilization of Home Fleet, German job of a 

substantial pari of France, an enormous levy to meet the cost of occupiers, and 

retention of French prisoners of war practically as hostages until the final 

conclusion of a peace treaty. Marshal Petain recognized his government on 1 

July 1940, in the cramped and unsuitable hotel rooms of Spa town of Vichy. A 



demoralized National Assembly gave the right to draft a new constitution and 

granted ‗full executive and legislative powers‘ to the Marshal. Petain outlook 

can be summed up through the formulae ‗Work, Family and Homeland‘ 

(Travail, Famille and Patrie in French) which substituted the familiar 

republican device Liberty, Fraternity and Equality. The Vichy government 

represented the conservative elite groups‘ desire to maintain social-hierarchy 

and order. Rather than Facism, the dominant characteristic of new government 

was traditionalism associated with movements like Action Francaise. The 

Vichy government stressed proper moral instruction as a means of protecting 

social order. There were attempts to glorify the roles of housewife and mother 

and to reduce the number of women working outside the home. As a result, the 

regime received widespread support of the clergy. The economy, though, was 

increasingly subordinated to German interests. Through 1943, 15 per cent of 

the agricultural and 40 per cent of industrial output was exported to Germany 

as the job cost. The peasant corporation, created in December 1940 as a means 

of producer‘s self-regulation, was rapidly turned into a bureaucratic machine 

for official intervention in the market. In industry, too, rising German demands 

described for a degree of scheduling which heralded the development of post-

war technocracy. The paternalistic rhetoric and corporatist structures became 

effectively a. cover for policies overwhelmingly favorable 'to businessmen. 

Trade unions were banned and any sign of labour resistance was brutally 

repressed. At local stage, appointed mayors replaced the elected councils. 

Mediation flanked by the masses and Vichy was fostered through an inflated 

civil service. This led to sway of an unelected social and administrative elite, 

imposing its control through the bureaucracy and corporations. 

 

In return for collaboration, Vichy had expected concessions on the 

armistice conditions and a favorable peace treaty. TThough, with the German 

entry into unoccupied zone in November 1942, Vichy was reduced to the 

status of a dependent satellite. Initially, though, only few fascists were 

associated with the government. Marcel Deat and Joseph Darnad were given 

ministerial berths only in December 1943. Vichy‘s ANTI-SEMITISM also 

tended to be nationalistic and Catholic rather than racialist. The armistice 



obliged Vichy government to repatriate Jewish refugees of German origin. In 

October 1940, a piece of legislation debarred Jews from the electric offices, 

civil service and teaching and journalism besides imposing quotas on the entry 

to mainly professions; although war-veterans and the fully assimilated Jews 

were exempted. Jewish property was confiscated with Vichy‘s co-operation in 

the occupied zone and foreign Jews were repatriated. These policies were 

extended to the unoccupied zone also after the summer of 1941. 

 

Resistance to the German job and Vichy‘s collaboration developed slowly. 

This was further fuelled through the German scheme for compulsory labour 

service introduced in August 1942. Some 40,000 resistant‘s were murdered 

and 60,000 were deported to the concentration camps. Allied forces landed on 

the Coast of Normandy on 6 June 1944 and Paris was liberated on 25 August 

1944. Through the end of 1944, mainly of France was free of German troops. 

Vichy government was forced through the German authorities to shift to 

eastern France, and finally, as virtual captives, into Germany itself.  

 

The Right Wing Movements and Dictatorship: The Eastern Central.... 

Europe and Baltic States  

Quite separately from the recognized regions of Italy and Spain, Fascism 

also lived in the form of brief political experiments and organisations in sure 

other countries of Europe. Not all these organisations possessed the vital 

ingredients of fascism. The degree and extent of fascism practiced also varied. 

Let us look at the examples of Poland, Hungary, Baltic states and Czecho-

Slovac.  

 

Poland  

Poland had a weak fascist movement. Pilsudski‘s coup d‘tat in 1926 

resulted in a strong authoritarian regime. It functioned as a moderate semi-

pluralist system up to 1935. National Democratic Party of Western Poland was 

a mass parliamentarian party, advocated anti-semitism towards other national 



minorities. Its radical youth wing split off as national radicals in 1930s and 

gave birth to two more explicitly fascist like organizations —ABC and 

Falanga. Falanga‘s ideology was of extreme Catholicism and it insisted on 

elimination of private sector of the economy in favour of some sort of national 

socialism. A new corporative, authoritarian Constitution in 1935 reduced the 

sphere of tolerated pluralism. Pilsudski also died in 1935 and the Colonels 

who succeeded him created a new proto-fascist state party—the Camp of 

National Unity or OZN. Colonel Koe, its first director, came to rely heavily on 

Boleslaw Piasecki, the head of Falanga, and the radical implications of this 

connection led to Koe‘s ouster and the severing of the Falanga‘s connection. 

Some have described this system as ‗directed democracy‘, but through 1939, 

the regime was moving towards a mobilized state organization and a 

controlled one party system. 

 

Hungary  

Hungary had the main assortment of several fascist, fascist type, right 

radical and simply authoritarian nationalist groups. A big unemployed 

bureaucratic middle class contributed to fascist growth in the aftermath of 

Communist Bela Kun revolt (1919). Throughout mainly of the Interwar 

period, Hungary was governed through the conservative authoritarian regime 

of Admiral Horthy. It valued nineteenth century social hierarchy and was 

governed through a restrictive parliament based on limited suffrage. The 

official state party was National Unity Party. A Fascist group, ‗Szeged 

fascists‘, led through Gyula Gombos lacked popular support, but Gombos was 

offered prime minister ship through Horthy in 1932 on the condition that he 

would moderate his programme and abandon anti-semitism. He tried to 

transform the official National Unity Party and state towards national 

socialism. This transformation, though, remained partial due to his sudden 

death in 1936. 

 

‗Arrow Cross‘ of Ferenc Szalasi achieved more substantial mass support. 

The Movement whispered in Hungarian racism and proposed a drastic 



Hungarian expansion that would incorporate the greater Danube-Carpathian 

region. But there was proposal of autonomy to regions inhabited through a 

strong majority (of in relation to the 80-90 per cent) of a single non-Magyar 

people. Another anomaly was Szalasi‘s theoretical eschewal of violence. His 

movement was not anti-semitic but ‗asemitic‘, advocating that all Jews leave 

Hungary for elsewhere. ‗Arrow Cross‘ further advocated a revolutionary 

economic corporatism that would overthrow big landlords and capital in the 

interest of greater communal well-being. It acquired a broad mass-base in the 

middle of workers and peasants in the late 1930s but its popularity was waning 

throughout the war. The movement itself became more nazified and was 

placed in power briefly in 1944 as a puppet of German military. 

 

Czecho-Slovak  

It bad two overtly fascist organizations: The National Fascist Community 

(NOF, organized in 1926) and the Czech National Socialist Camp which 

developed in 1930s. These remained weak as workers clung to socialism and 

the middle classes remained under the power of some variants of liberalism. 

There was partial fascistization of the Slovak People‘s Party, the principal 

political force in Slovakia throughout the Inter-war period. It was originally a 

moderate conservative authoritarian Catholic-populist nationalist party 

oriented towards corporatism. It was influenced through Nazification after 

1938 when anti-Semitic policies were adopted that excluded Jews from 

business and the professions. Later, several Jews were deported to Poland 

under Nazi pressure.  

 

Baltic States  

A rightist moderate dictatorship was recognized in Lithuania through a 

military coup at the close of 1936 after major gains through the left in the 

domestic elections. Antanas Smetona remained the head of the state till its 

disappearance in 1940. Some degree of pluralism was tolerated. TThough, the 

state was moving towards one party regime in 1940. The State Party National 



Union (Tautnin Kai) establish social support in the middle of the intelligentsia 

and the rich peasants. Through contrast, the more moderate regimes of 

‗authoritarian democracy‘ in Latvia and Estonia were instituted simply as 

preventive authoritarianism in 1934 through the moderate forces. Konstantin 

Pats, the leader of Farmers Party in Estonia recognized a more authoritarian 

government to check the power' of the right-radical Association of Estonian 

Freedom Fighters. In Latvia, the new Ulamanis government was directed 

against both the left and the Thunder Cross, a vigorous Latvian fascist type 

party influenced through Nazism, though politically strongly anti-German. 

TThough, pluralism was tolerated in both Lativia and Estonia and in neither 

case did a well institutionalized dictatorship develop. 

 

COUNTER-REVOLUTION II: NATIONAL SOCIALISM IN 

GERMANY  

 

It is significant to understand the ideological range that is coverd through 

the right-wing regimes. All of them are not similar, and can cover a broad 

spectrum starting from conservative regimes to extreme fascist ones. The 

regime that took in excess of in Germany in 1933 represented the mainly 

extreme form of fascism. This stage provides you information in relation to 

the roots of German fascism in the 19th century history of Germany. It then 

discusses the crisis of parliamentary democracy in Germany in the 1920s 

which created circumstances for the rise of laicism. It also elaborates the. 

nature of German fascism and‘ the fundamental changes that it brought in 

relation to the in German society. The Nazi Pm (y was banned throughout 

Hitler's incarceration, which ended in December 1914. The ban was lifted in 

1925. and the party was re-organized, with Hiller as its first member He 

quickly recognized his control in excess of the 'left' wing controlled through 

Gregor Strasser in the north, where Goebbels became his new and longest 

lasting ally. New Gauleiter (district leaders) were appointed, the SA was given 

a new head, and the authoritarian role of the Leader formalized, in February 

1926 Hitler met leading Hamburg industrialists and won them in excess of 

with his radical anti-communist rhetoric. The Nazis contempt for democracy 



could not have been more explicitly put than through Goebbels in 1928, ―We 

become Reichstag deputies in order to paralyze the Weimar democracy with 

its own assistance. If democracy is stupid enough to provide us free travel 

passes and per diem allowance for this purpose that is its affair... We come 

as enemies! Like the wolf tearing into the Hock of sheep, that is how we 

come.,.‖.  

 

Gestapo  

The Secret Slate Police Office or Gestapo, was created in 1933 under the 

Prussian Interior Ministry, and rapidly attained autonomy from the provincial 

government, from 1934 Heinrich Hmunler became the head of the nation-wide 

Gestapo. Its Prussian section was headed through Reinhard Heydrieh. who 

was also in charge of the SD, a party intelligence organisation affiliated to the 

dreaded SS. The SD had in excess of 100,000 informers spread in excess of 

the country, and in the middle of other behaviors it used to investigate the "no" 

votes in Hitler's plebiscites. The SS had originated in the early 1920's as 

Hitler‘s personal guard (since he was never totally sure of the loyally of the 

SA) and had become an internal disciplinary executive of the Nazis in 1935. In 

1935 the Prussian Supreme Court declared the decisions of the Gestapo to he 

beyond judicial review. In short, Heydrich acquired the untrammelled power 

of life and death in excess of every German. In 1936 Himmler became the 

Reichsfuhrer-SS. The unification of command in excess of state police and 

party intelligence organizations resulted in the independence of the domestic 

terror machinery and was the germ of the SS state, which in the course of the 

following years developed its own political administration and bureaucracy, 

army units and machinery for mass murder. Its central agency was the RSHA, 

or Reich Security Office, under Heydrieh. The SS was especially active in the 

occupied territories of Eastern Europe. 

 



Workers and Peasants  

Working people‘s lives were deeply affected through the policies of the 

new regime. The Nazis‘ militarist version of the Keynesian doctrine of state 

intervention in the economy drastically reduced unemployment figures, which 

declined from 6 million in 1932 to less than a million in 1936. National 

production rose through 102% through 1937. The regime began to describe the 

economy is a ―war economy‘‘, with the aim of preparing for total war. In a 

secret Defense Law passed on 21 May 1935, Hjalmar Sehacht was appointed 

the economic Plenipotentiary for the War Economy, whose job incorporated 

camouflaging violations of the Versailles Treaty Businessmen, who had 

welcomed the Nazis now were subjected to heavy taxes, "special 

contributions" and compulsory membership of the Reich Economic Chamber. 

But heavy industry, especially the armaments sector, made good profits. The 

wage bill-declined in real conditions) and strikes ceased. These changes were 

effected at the cost of the total obliteration of the trade union movement and 

left-wing political formations, in scrupulous the Social-Democratic party and 

the KPD. 

 

Wages were fixed through "Trustees" appointed through the owners 

(workers were not consul tied in relation to the their appointments). Piece-rate 

and intensification of labour were announced as the only means to augment 

incomes. Though unemployment declined, the share of the German workers in 

the National Income fell from 56.9% in 1932 to 53.6 % in 1938, Income from 

capital rose from 17.4 % to 26.69; Because of close to total employment, total 

income from wages and salaries rose through 66 %. But income from business 

and capital rose through 146%. A Labour Front was created in October 1934 

to function as the ―organisation of creative Germans of brain and list". It 

operated not as a trade union but as a propaganda machine, and incorporated 

employers and professionals as members. Its staled aim was the maximization 

of work, and its officials had to be Nazis, feudal values were inscribed in its 

rules - employers were enjoined to look alter the well-being of their workers 

who in turn, were asked to be faithful 10 their employers. Workers' freedom of 



movement was severely restricted through government decrees and subject to 

controls through the bureaucracy and employers alike. The ―Strength through 

Joy‖ movement provided regimented leisure to millions, and millions of 

embezzled Deutschmarks to its swollen bureaucracy which incorporated the 

Labour Front leader. Dr Ley. In 1933, agricultural income was at its lowest 

since the war and indebtedness stood at 12 billion marks. Much of Hitler's 

populist demagogue was directed at the peasants. But the Nazis never dared 

disturb Junker landholdings. The Farm Law of 29 September i933 declared all 

farms of up to 125 hectares to he indivisible hereditary estates. Peasants were 

virtually bound to the soil, but gained slightly in the prices of agricultural 

commodities. 

 

THE SOCIALIST WORLD -1  

First Socialist Revolution-Why in Russia?  

What exactly was happening to Russian society to create all this possible? 

Karl Marx, in his later years had appreciatively commented on the rise in 

revolutionary temper in late 19th century Russia, but the whole thrust of the 

socialist thought had been towards arguing for revolution in the countries of 

mature and mainly developed capitalism. It was envisaged that the capitalist 

system would be mainly vulnerable where it was mainly mature because its 

‗contradictions' or conflicts and tensions, in the form of private ownership and 

socialized production were more stark in those countries. The working classes 

there would truly have nothing to lose but their chains! In actual fact. the first 

socialist revolution was made in ‗backward‘ Russia, a society that was 

capitalist with strong remnants of feudal social and economic power intact, a 

working class still connected with land, and a peasantry that primarily aspired 

to individual land ownership. Essentially, it was the rising contradictions of 

late and rising capitalism that created the social premises for the revolutionary 

outbreaks in Russia. 

 



The Political Structure  

In Western Europe the growth of capitalism had led to the development of 

liberal-constitutionalism and parliamentary democracies. In Russia right up to 

1917 there lived an autocratic form of government, ruled through the Tsar. All 

the individual, civil and fundamental rights which the citizens of Europe took 

for granted, and all democratic shapes of communal expression such as the 

right to form organisations, strikes and elections were not permitted in Russia. 

As you are almost certainly aware the whole Russian empire did not presently 

consist of the Russian territory and the Russian speaking people. It also 

consisted of a number of non-Russian groups and nationalities, such as 

Ukrainians, Siberians. the Baltic states, etc. The Russian autocracy oppressed 

all the other nationalities of the Empire, and stood firmly against all 

democratic movements in Europe, earning for itself the label Policeman of 

Europe. The nature of the Russian state, so, became increasingly incompatible 

with the new demands that the new and changing social and economic forces 

engendered. 

 

Peasantry and Working Class  

Traditionally Russian agriculture was characterized through the practice of 

bonded labour attached to the land and the landlord. This practice, recognized 

as serfdom, was abolished in 1861 and the ‗serf‘ was now replaced through 

free and mobile peasantry. But the 1861 agrarian reforms did not resolve the 

‗agrarian question' in the Tsarist Empire. Even as capitalism developed in 

agriculture, the landed aristocracy remained dominant, the peasant poor, and 

agriculture still backward. Even as peasant agriculture became 

commercialized and there appeared a 'kulak' rich peasant strata, the 

fundamental disagreement in the countryside on the urgent questions of land, 

rents, wages and rights in excess of commons remained that flanked by the 

landed aristocracy, which still held the major portion of the land, and the 

peasantry as a whole. 

 

The continuing social and economic dominance of the landed aristocracy 



helped retain the political aristocracy, while the disagreement within the post 

1X61 rural structure led to the, creation of a contemporary peasant movement 

that grew increasingly political. Expropriation of landed estates and land for 

the peasant was a demand that neither the Tsarist autocracy nor any other 

political group, except the Bolshevik, was prepared to endorse. This enabled 

peasant uprisings and land take-in excess of through them to become the 

motive force of the Bolshevik revolution in October 1917, as well as for the 

consolidation of the socialist regime. 

 

The timing and nature of Russian industrialisation created scope for a 

workers movement that was both very militant and political, while the specific 

characteristics of Russian society and politics contributed to its assuming a 

revolutionary rather than a reformist character. Late industrialisation and the 

necessity to 'catch up‘ with Western Europe meant big enterprises in the early 

stages of industrialisation, unlike England or France where it was a gradual 

and steady development. In turn this resulted in an early and rapid growth of 

class consciousness and an organized mass movement before the bourgeoisie 

could assume social and political dominance. In Russia the thrust of the 

workers movement was as much against the bourgeois as against gentry rule, 

as much against capitalism as against the autocracy. Besides, in the absence of 

effective legislation or trade union rights even struggles in excess of economic 

demands tended to assume political shapes because the very act of strike 

meant breaking the law. The weakness of representative institutions led the 

working class movement to adopt the revolutionary alternative of 

overthrowing the system rather than seeking to control it through greater 

representation for the socialist political groups, as was done in England, 

France and Germany. Trade unions were infect born in the midst of the 

revolution of 1905. The location of big factories in the countryside, outside the 

limits of city and urban boundaries, and a varied and differentiated working 

class (skilled artisans, skilled and unskilled factory workers, those occupied in 

the kustar or the domestic system, separately from telegraph, railway, 

construction workers) a very great percentage of whom retained their links 

with the land enabled this movement to have a appeal and reach than in 



presently the big urban centers. 

 

National Self-determination  

Freedom from national oppression in the Tsarist Empire coincided with the 

victory of the socialist revolution. Separately from the alienation felt through 

the peoples of the Baltic region, Central Asia, Transcaucasia and other regions 

as a result of political and cultural discrimination, the economic backwardness 

that Tsarist economic policies entailed for these regions ensured that they 

remain predominantly agricultural with a strong slake in the land question. 

There appeared strong movements for national self-determination, demanding 

rights for their own languages, culture, equal opportunities and even a separate 

political identity. The Bolsheviks supported land for the peasant as well as the 

right to secession and a voluntary union. The peasantry in these regions, so, 

played a crucial role in the victory of the socialist alternative to the tsarist 

autocracy, totally bypassing all liberal solutions to nationalist aspirations. 

 

The Stages of Revolution and Bolshevik Victory  

The Russian Revolution may be said to have gone through three separate 

stage and took approximately twelve years to complete. The first stage led to 

the creation of a parliament, described the Duma. The second stage, 

recognized as the February revolution in 1917, led to the establishment of a 

Provisional Government at the centre though the rule of the tsar still prevailed. 

Finally, the Revolution completed its third and final stage in October 1917 

when the rule of the tsar was overthrown and a peoples‘ republic was 

recognized. Let us look at the three stages in detail. The first major assault on 

the autocracy occurred in 1905, sparked off through firing on a peaceful 

demonstration of workers on 9 January 1905. This day came to be recognized 

as Bloody Sunday. The workers and peasants began to demand a ‗democratic 

republic‘. They also created the first soviets, grass-root, elected political 

organisations of workers, peasants and soldiers, which Lenin later described 

the ‗embryos of revolutionary power‘ and which eventually shaped the basis 



of the post-revolutionary state, and from which the socialist state derived its 

name USSR. World War I which adversely effected the economy and 

livelihood of the Russian working people, also created greater opposition to 

the existing regime and contributed to the Russian Revolution.  

  

 

The final assault on the autocracy came with the February Revolution of 

1917. Beginning with a demonstration of women workers in excess of 

shortage of bread in Petrograd, it spread to other cities and to the countryside. 

Strikes through all sections of society, peasant uprisings, and revolutionary 

action through the soldiers sealed the fate of the autocracy. The Russian 

autocracy was overthrown and replaced through a Provisional Government 

dominated through the liberal bourgeoisie. The February 1917 Revolution 

achieved political freedom for the first time. Fundamental and civil rights were 

created. Hundreds and thousands of pamphlets were distributed through 

thousands of little organisations, and establish their method into factories, 

barracks, villages, streets. Factory committees, village councils, soldiers. 

groups became the forums through which the people sought to form their 

destiny. Soviets were once again elected - in towns, in villages, at the front, 

and the Central Soviet once again (as in 1905) appeared as the alternative 

source of revolutionary power opposed now to the Provisional Government. 

 

The liberal bourgeoisie represented in the Provisional Government had 

completed its revolution, the working people were only beginning theirs. That 

was the major contradiction in the new post-February revolution regime, and it 

could not continue for extensive. The peasants were disappointed that they did 

not get any land, and the whole working people and soldiers were 

disappointed that the war still sustained. Discontent expressed itself in the 

form of strikes and demonstrations, peasants spontaneously taking in excess of 

lands, riots in excess of high prices and shortage of food, and desertion 

through soldiers who wanted an end to war and to partake-of the land sharing. 

The Bolsheviks easily appeared as closest to the popular mood with their 

slogans of: 



 Land for the peasant, 

 Immediate end to war, 

 Workers‘ control in excess of industries, 

 Right of nationalities to self-determination, and above all 

 Bread. 

 

Peace! Land! Bread! Democracy! became the immediate demands. The 

Bolsheviks gained majority in all the mass organisations, and had the majority 

of the workers and soldiers on their side. Contrary to general impressions later 

created through a hostile press, the revolution therefore had a popular 

character, and was approximately bloodless. The army - largely peasants - 

simply went in excess of to the side of the revolutionary forces. The 

Provisional Government was overthrown. The first socialist revolution in 

history had become a reality. The new state declared itself a workers state. A 

very vivid explanation of this October 1917 revolution appears in ‗Ten Days 

That Shook the World‘ through John Reed, an American journalist. 

 

Socialist Construction or Structure 

Socialism  

Structure socialism in the country of revolution was in several methods as 

heroic a thrash about as creation revolution was. There was no model of an 

actually existing socialist society for the Bolsheviks to model their 

experiments on. Neither did there exist a detailed blue-print of what socialism 

in practice entailed, comparable to Marx‘s analysis of capitalism. The early 

Russian revolutionaries had only their ideals to rely on and sure broad 

principles worked out through socialist thinkers. Russia was still backward in 

conditions of economic development as compared to other European 

countries, and it was not so easy to chalk out a strategy of economic growth 

that would outpace capitalist economy. Besides, socialist Russia had to face 

the united assault of the capitalist countries, hostile and in actual war against 

the new state, and civil war from former landlords and capitalists within 



Russia. 

 

Rapid economic growth, social justice, and guarantee of individual 

fundamental rights was not as easy to combine in real life as it was in theory. 

There were bitter political differences, debates in excess of strategies and 

goals, and experiments with successive policies in excess of structure 

socialism. Several dreams remained unfulfilled, several ideals fell through the 

wayside several aspirations were denied in the face of the harsh realities of 

backwardness, hostility of the whole capitalist world and civil war. The 

revolutions in the other countries of Europe did not materialize, although the 

Bolsheviks predicated several of their policies in Russia on a ‗socialist world 

revolution‘. The early soviet socialist state survived separation and the pitfalls 

of a pioneering experiment. The workers state had to be defended in several 

methods, and several more people died defending the revolution than in 

creation it. But they succeeded in presenting to the world an alternative model 

for development and modernity, and their achievements were in some respect 

quite remarkable. 

 

The Nature of Change - Early Legislation  

The early legislation aimed at destroying the legal, and economic bases of 

capitalism and in laying the foundation for socialism. It approximately meant a 

reversal of the earlier foreign policy and the whole capitalist ethic of private 

profit, individualism and consumerism. 

In the middle of the earlier events was the abolition of private possessions 

in industry, and the establishment of workers‘ control. The factories were 

taken in excess of through the workers state and experiments made with hour 

workers could keep a check on the production procedures through their 

representatives, while also ensuring the right of workers in their factories. 

While state ownership of industry remained a constant and continuing 

characteristic of socialist scheduling in the USSR as well as in other socialist 

countries, workers control came under severe strain in the circumstances of 

war, and centralized scheduling in later years. 



 

A second major intervention was in agriculture. Through the Land Decree 

of November 1917 landlordism was abolished, and the whole land 

nationalized and given in excess of to peasants for hereditary use under 

individual production. The amount of land given to a peasant family depended 

on the number of family members. The income from the land and from the 

labour on this land sustained to be individual or private i.e. of his family 

members, the only limitation being it could not be sold through them or used 

in any method to use the labour of others. The exploitative relationships that 

characterized the agrarian sector were therefore ended, beside with the 

abolition of private properly in land, although production and ownership were 

not socialized. 

 

On 28 December 1917 all private banks were nationalized, and in February 

1918 all shareholders in banks expropriated and all foreign debts repudiated. 

The Russian Revolution also destroyed class society as we know it. The 

differences in salary were still there and people did not get as much as they 

worked and deserved, because of war circumstances and limited productivity 

but the demands of social justice were met to a greater extent than under 

capitalism because physical labour was no longer devalued, the wage 

differential flanked by workers and ‗white collar‘ remunerations were much 

less, and no one could derive income without working or through creation 

some one else work for him. 

 

Politically, the new stale characterized itself as ‗dictatorship of the 

proletariat‘, i.e., a socialistic democracy. Through this was implied the power 

of the interests of the majority in excess of the minority, as the working people 

constituted the majority of the population. Secondly, through it the revolution 

expressed the political power of those who work, as opposed to these who, 

under capitalism and a bourgeois democracy, live through their private control 

in excess of the nations possessions. Thirdly, the new state sought to apply a 

more positive concept of democracy where state was responsible for a lot 

more of an individual‘s needs-incorporating the French heritage-rather than 



the ‗laissez-faire‘ concept where freedom for the individual comes from non-

interference through the state, and the individual is largely left to fend for 

himself. Within a few months of the revolution the government published all 

the secret treaties of the old government, and proclaimed that all treaties and 

agreements flanked by Soviet Russia and other countries will be open and 

public. With the same Decree on Peace they offered peace without any 

annexations, conquests or indemnities, and withdrew their claims in excess of 

regions the Tsarist government and also the Provisional government were 

lighting in excess of. They took a public stand against colonialism, and in 

support of all national liberation struggles. Without the Russian Revolution 

there would have been no Wilson‘s Fourteen Points at the end of World War I. 

In all the regions that had constituted the Tsarist Empire, the Bolsheviks 

recognized the rights of all nationalities to self-determination, including the 

right of secession. 

 

The Nature of Change: Popular Initiatives  

Even as the Bolshevik leadership tried heroically to fulfill its promised 

mandate of destroying the institutional framework of the old regime and 

creating a new one, the workers and peasants were lending their own 

substance to the revolutionary transformation. The early years carry the 

imprint of their spontaneous and organized action at local stages. The land 

communes, the village gatherings and peasant soviets acted as autonomous 

organs of social and political transformation in the countryside. The agrarian 

revolution sanctioned through the Bolsheviks was in actual fact effected 

through them, and they shaped the nucleus of the post-revolutionary rural 

structure. Within the space of a few years millions of acres of land changed 

hands and was divided in the middle of the peasants. The old stale tools in the 

countryside was totally destroyed. 

 

In the cities there was a similar tendency to put into effect the slogan ‗All 

power to the Soviets‘ and workers control, with two-thirds of the 

nationalizations, of scrupulous factories being local decisions, and workers 



control being recognized as workers take-in excess of factories and 

production. The vast network of trade unions, factory communities, workers 

soviets, and partly organisations achieved the real expropriation of capital.' 

The trend in general was towards democratization, de-centralization, local 

initiative and popular decision creation. These became the bases of the new 

institutional framework emerging out of the legislation of the Bolsheviks and 

the dynamics of the revolution all in excess of the former Tsarist Empire. The 

Bolsheviks were intrinsically connected with this procedure, although there 

were numerous pushes and pulls flanked by these initiatives and the attempts 

through the central leadership to consolidate the gains of the revolution 

through the creation of an administrative network, a public sharing system, 

and the institutionalization of the peasant-worker alliance for the whole 

country. 

 

War Communism 1918-1921  

This whole procedure of revolutionary change was brought to a crisis 

through mid-1918. The revolutionary forces were confronted through Civil 

War in the form of armed hostility of the forces of the former landed 

aristocracy and the bourgeoisie, which merged with an equally determined 

armed intervention through the capitalist countries to dislodge the new 

socialist regime.. Production collapsed, sharing was disrupted, vast 

economically important territories fell outside the control of the Soviet 

government and Soviet held regions were cut off from essential sources of 

materials and food. There was wide spread hunger and starvation, inflation, 

disease, disruption of transportation, and close to anarchy as peasants and 

workers in the vicinity interpreted their new establish powers in their own 

method and acted spontaneously, intensifying class conflicts on all fronts. The 

Bolsheviks responded in June 1918 with a series of economic and political 

events that have subsequently been designated as War Communism. The term 

derives from the fact that the events were adopted throughout the War and to 

meet the exigencies of the war situation on the one hand, and because in 



several methods they reflect some of the features that Marx and other 

Communists recognized with developed socialism or communism. 

 

Economic Initiatives  

The problem of food was no doubt intensified through the war situation, 

but it was equally connected to the structural arrangements created through the 

revolution. Sharing of land to the peasant reduced agricultural production to 

small scale peasant production where the peasant would strive for optimum 

production only if he could convert his labour into higher income and 

consumer goods that would enhance his standard of living. Loss of 

economically rich resource trees throughout war, and the emphasis on 

production for war effort and machinery to broaden the production base, led to 

decline in production of consumer goods. The peasant in this context withdrew 

from the market through producing only for his own needs, resulting in severe 

food shortages in urban regions and on the war fronts. This threatened the very 

survival of the regime, as much from its potential for disagreement flanked by 

town and country. The peasant and the worker, as from hunger. The Soviet 

Government responded with forced requisition of grain surplus from the 

peasants in order to feed the urban poor and soldiers, and state control of all 

enterprises in order to revive industry. Requisition of grain, and later all 

foodstuffs, at fixed government prices, through organized food procurement 

campaigns through urban brigades were accompanied through a ban on private 

trade, rationing and a public sharing system. The peasant, in turn, lowered his 

production even more. The volume of grain procured after the initial thrust 

steadily declined, further aggravating the food crisis that culminated in the 

famine of 1920-1921. There was, through then, huge hoarding through the 

peasantry, a flourishing black market that brought him higher prices, and a 

virtual breakdown of the state infrastructure of the procurement procedure. 

Once the Civil War was won. the peasantry came out openly in revolt against 

the, Soviet Government: until then it stood through the Bolsheviks as the only 

safeguard against the return of landlords. Experiments were made with setting 

up of co-operatives and even state farms to promote the spirit and economics 



of collectivism, but this shaped a very tiny component of the agricultural 

sector. 

 

Nationalization of industrial enterprises was accelerated for maximum 

mobilization of possessions. Through a March 1918 decision the railways 

were taken absent from 'workers‘ control and placed under semi-military 

command. Through September 1919 in relation to the 80-90% of big scale 

industry had been nationalized, through November 1920 even small 

workshops with less than five workers were placed under state control. This 

extreme nationalization created its own chaos, as allocation of material, 

production and marketing became virtually impossible through centralized 

decision-creation and administrative organs. Mainly transfers and accounting 

began to assume the form of paper accounting in this anarchy, and as the 

Rouble Collapsed, mainly swap became simple barter. The grass output of the 

manufacturing and mining industries in 1920-21 was less than l/6th of the pre-

war output. Consumer goods production declined even more. The 

disagreement flanked by the peasant and the worker loomed superior. 

 

Political Characteristics of War Communism  

War Communism is too often recognized solely through its economic 

events, and the reaction to them. In actual fact, it had much superior 

dimensions. Opposition to it came not only due to the hardships it entailed. 

Notions of democracy, the connection flanked by the individual, the state and 

popular organisations were debated. War Communism created a very real 

dilemma flanked by reliance on the specialist or the revolutionary (the ‗Red‘) 

as in charge. Flanked by needs as experienced through the workers and 

peasants and the necessities of socialist construction, flanked by the needs of 

the peasants on the one hand and that of the workers, all of which assumed the 

form of class struggles that effected the composition and nature of the Soviets 

and party organisations. While the failure on the economic front led to peasant 

wars and urban disaffection, the growth of black market encouraged an ethos 

inimical to socialist ideals. The spirit of voluntarism came under severe strain 



even as the ‗world socialist revolution‘ in Europe failed to materialize. 

Recruitment for the Red Army became a problem. Workers opposition to the 

principle of state control and the uprising of kronstadt sailors in February 1921 

was the final straw after the wide spread peasant rebellions. Lenin was forced 

to announce that change of policy had become necessary. But not everything 

that was resorted to as a temporary measure in a critical situation could be 

reversed, as several Bolsheviks were to realize later - particularly the 

institutional structures customized or evolved to implement their policies. The 

crisis for socialist democracy in its political form dates to this War 

Communism experience, and the let down that the Bolsheviks felt from the 

revolutionary movement in Europe.  

 

New Economic Policy  

The New Economic Policy (NEP) was a response to a political and 

economic crisis even though at its core were economic changes that marked a 

change in the strategy of transition to socialism. NEP, as it came to be 

recognized, involved a change in the socio-economic balance of forces. The 

decisive changes that brought this in relation to the began in March 1921. 

Grain requisition was replaced through a fixed tax on income to be paid in 

type, which was much lower that the requisition targets; and the peasants 

could keep for themselves and trade privately in whatever else surplus that 

remained with them, Since agriculture was still based on individual production 

this amounted to allowing ‗profit‘ through market and trade if not through use 

of the labour of others. In 1924 the tax in type was replaced through a money 

tax, followed through legalization of private trade. In 1925 the restrictions on 

leasing of land and hiring of labour were eased, and the agricultural tax further 

reduced. The tax now, levied on net income, varied from a minimum of 5% 

for those holding less than a quarter of an hectare to 17% for those holding 

more than three hectares. In spite of this differential rate, the other 

characteristics such as freedom to trade and choose one‘s customer once the 

tax had been paid; and to lease more land and hire labour, encouraged 



differentiation, and the emergence of a important and rich or ‗Kulak‘ strata 

within peasantry. It also meant re-introduction of market links flanked by 

dissimilar sectors of economy, greater role for money as medium of swap, the 

curtailment of the sphere of centralized sharing system, and individual 

contracts.  

 

There were accompanying changes in the industrial sector and its 

organizational shapes. On 17 May 1921 the decree nationalizing small scale 

industry was revoked and smaller units were actually denationalized, some of 

them being restored to their former owners. Only banking, foreign trade and 

big scale, heavy industry remained state controlled– those that Lenin described 

the ‗commanding heights of economy‘. Through July 1921 every individual 

citizen was given the right to organize small scale industrial enterprises 

although on lease. State enterprises were to operate on the basis of commercial 

accounting; services and wages were to be paid in cash. Industrial enterprises 

were supposed to create their own arrangements for acquiring raw materials 

and marketing of their products through self-governing contracts with other 

industrial enterprises or agricultural producers. All this entailed a degree of de-

centralization of decision-creation, competition, and The Crisis of the 

commercialization, and the recreation of a new class of private entrepreneurs. 

It promoted a capitalist ethos and ethic which affected even the cooperatives 

and the big scale state structure that still controlled major production. 

 

NEP as a Strategy for Transition to Socialism  

Presently as War Communism had enabled the Bolsheviks to tide in excess 

of the immediate difficulties and to consolidate the Revolution, the NEP (New 

Economic Policy) changes made possible economic recovery in the ensuing 

years and also won the confidence of the majority of peasants. Like the 

policies of 1918-21, it accepted in excess of into the future much that was 

intended to be temporary. The economic recovery which began after 1920 

after an initial impact of famine, reached 1/ 3 of the pre-war stage through 

1923. But if we compare with the War Communism stage, agricultural 



productivity increased through approximately 40%, the total sown region 

through 45%, and the grain region through 3943% through 1928-28. This rate 

of growth was much higher than the rate of growth in industry, with the result 

that prices of industrial goods went up, and there was a sizeable widening of 

the gap flanked by the price stages of industrial and agricultural goods in 

favour of industry which, though, also created marketing difficulties. This 

potential for disagreement again flanked by town and country, the peasants 

and working class, was avoided through putting pressure on industry to reduce 

prices. The problem though, remained in a extensive term sense, given the fact 

that the private sector was predominant in agriculture throughout NEP, and a 

lot of industry still a state monopoly. 

 

Secondly, the NEP changes could not resolve the troubles and social 

contradictions that derived not merely from the war situation or specific 

policies but from the superior social contradictions that arise when the 

revolutionary working class is described upon to build socialism in the midst 

of a vast peasant majority. In individual peasant economy while there is little 

scope for class use, nevertheless it is an expression of bourgeois dealings. As 

extensive as land is held individually, worked on individually as a family, and 

income derived from it privately, there is little incentive for the peasantry to 

transform agriculture beside socialist rows. The NEP solution was that through 

cooperation peasantry would voluntarily realize the benefits of collectivism. 

But cooperating to buy tractors or work agricultural machinery collectively on 

land held jointly did not resolve the problem, because cooperatives and 

communal shapes functioned on the same principles of market and profit as 

the individual peasant did. Throughout NEP the number of cooperatives and 

communal farms did not augment significantly, and with the introduction of 

market and private trade operated with the same profit motive as the individual 

peasant did. 

 

The introduction of market and the consequent stratification in agriculture, 

and the emergence of the individual entrepreneur worked against the 

egalitarianism inherent in communist ideology. Voluntarism was replaced 



through economic incentive. Rather than see the fruits of his/her labour 

transformed into communal social benefits, it promoted in the peasant 

individual solutions to social troubles. Advanced socialism where each could 

derive goods/benefits just as to need, required increased industrial 

productivity. NEP provided little scope for transfer of possessions to the 

socialized sector from the individual or private sector of economy. Given the 

fact that Soviet Russia was not open to use of colonies this was a major 

problem. From all proof the transformation of Soviet Union into an advanced 

socialist society, the transformation of the excellence of life of individual 

citizens, and the creation of a more human, scientific and equality oriented 

man was unlikely through the NEP changes. When trade units, soviets and 

other popular organisations gained greater rights they were already dominated 

through the spirit of economic incentive as opposed to voluntarism. It is in this 

superior context that we necessity see the later debates within the Party, the 

collectivization drive, and the conflicts flanked by party and popular 

organisations. 

 

Cultural Characteristics of Socialism  

Socialist achievements in the early years were limited only in conditions of 

their own vision and the agenda they had set for themselves. Given what lived 

before Revolution in Russia, and the priorities and ethics of the capitalist 

world throughout the same years, their achievements were several. The early 

socialist state heroically experimented with guaranteeing full employment, 

free and equal education for all, free health care, equal access to culture and 

cultural advance, and equality for women. In giving recognition to the legal 

right of every citizen to a good life the Bolshevik socialist revolution enlarged 

the realm of freedom to contain also social and economic equality. In adopting 

the principles of right to employment and 'to each just as to his or her work‘, it 

guaranteed the implementation of this equality. The region of freedom and 

rights now ranged from freedom from hunger to freedom of access, in real 

conditions, to leisure and culture. The abolition of private property and the 



creation of welfare infrastructure was meant to ensure its guarantee to all. 

including minorities and women. Through creating economic equality the 

Revolution also sought to bridge the gap flanked by elite and popular culture, 

and made possible a important contribution of the working people to literature, 

cinema, art and music, and a revival of the music and languages of the 

minorities. Much of the very high excellence of artistic production in the later 

years as well as the big scale of books production was a result of this 

enlargement of the realm of freedom. The revolution presented an alternative 

vision of modernity to the world. 

 

It also experimented with a new connection flanked by party, individual 

and the state, with new shapes of communal political expression, made people 

the central focus of national policies, achieved popular participation of people 

in local and national affairs. It sought the abolition of ranks and privileges and 

changed the very scale of participative democracy. In all this their actual 

achievements in excess of the years were mixed. The early years were heady 

and hard. The civil war and allied intervention impinged on all characteristics 

of policy and political life. But in the early years the Revolution had set for 

itself standards through which it was to be judged not merely through others, 

but through the revolutionaries themselves and the whole Soviet people. 

 

Comintern  

For the Bolsheviks the Russian revolution was always inseparable from the 

world socialist revolution. Before they made their own revolution the 

Bolsheviks and other Russian revolutionaries thought that the revolution in 

Russia would follow the socialist revolution in Western Europe. Once they 

made their revolution ahead of Europe, they expected Europe to follow suit. 

This, jointly with the cardinal Marxist principle of the unity of the interests of 

working classes all in excess of the world, and their socialist vision of an 

oppression free world, was the basis of their internationalism. This 

internationalism was given form in the form of the Socialist International. 



When the social-democratic parties of Western Europe refused to oppose their 

own ruling classes in the interest of the working classes in Europe, as the 

Bolsheviks saw it, the Bolsheviks broke absent from them, changed their name 

to communist party, and accordingly shaped a new Communist International. 

For the Bolsheviks their revolution had to spread elsewhere, as, backward 

Russia did not have the productive capability to sustain advanced socialism. 

The Communist International was envisaged as the vanguard of this 

revolution. Because of the atmosphere of international civil war in which the 

Comintern came into subsistence, its circumstances of membership as well as 

policies reflected the Bolshevik positions on national self-determination, the 

nationalities question in former Russian territory, and the strategy for world 

revolution. It also reflected the experience of the Bolsheviks with the 

peasantry, particularly in relation to national-liberation movements. 

 

As soon as the Bolsheviks proclaimed in November 1917 the right to 

secession as part of self-determination, the Allied powers made this issue a 

part of their armed intervention. The Comintern, at this stage, customized their 

right to be that of the workers and peasants in the dissimilar regions. It 

developed the thought of a United Front flanked by national liberation 

movements and the Communist Parties in Europe and Soviet Russia. The 

strategy of the communists in these regions was strongly influenced through 

the Comintern, where the national-liberation struggles were seen as not only 

against the imperialist powers and the feudal landlords in their own country, 

but also against the bourgeoisie in their own country. The agrarian revolution 

was seen as the basis of the national liberation struggles with the workers 

playing the leading role. In the 1920s as the Bolshevik‘s thrash about with 

their peasantry seemed muted with the NEP changes, a similar 

accommodation occurred in the Comintern policy towards the co-relation of 

social forces in the national liberation struggles.  

 

THE SOCIALIST WORLD-II  



Background  

The comparatively brief period of rapid industrial expansion in the USSR 

flanked by 1926 and 1941 did not initiate the modem industrialisation of 

Russia. It was preceded through the spurt associated with tsarist Finance 

Minister S.I. Witte in the 1890s, the boom on the eve of the First World War, 

and the expansion of the armaments and engineering industries throughout the 

World War. But the pace of the inter-war development was so rapid and the 

scale so vast that the USSR was transformed through the end of the 1930s into 

a great industrial power. This laid the basis for its emergence as a super-power 

after recovering from the devastation of the Second World War. Soviet 

economic development from 1926 to 1941 also constitutes the first global 

effort at comprehensive state scheduling and is so significant in the history of 

world industrialisation. 

 

There was no disagreement within the Soviet government that a socialist 

economy and society could be created only through the modernization and 

expansion of industry. This would also give the USSR, the world‘s only 

socialist country till 1949, with the means of defense in a hostile capitalist 

world. Nor was there any disagreement that industrialisation could not proceed 

without the modernization of agriculture. Without a sustained rise in 

agricultural productivity, it would be impossible to give the food needed to 

support an augment in the numbers and standard of living of industrial 

workers, to export grain in order to pay for imports for technology and 

machinery, and to build up reserve stocks in case of war and famine. Marxists 

like the Soviet Bolsheviks had always whispered in ‗scheduling‘ of the 

economy. Marx had argued that a socialist society would be free of the 

arbitrary control of market forces, or the self-interested control of the capitalist 

class to maximize profit. Instead socialist society would control possessions 

directly and plan production to meet the real needs of the people. 

 



Scheduling and Industrialisation  

The thought of a extensive-term plan of ten to fifteen years dates from 

1920. Annual plan forecasts were drawn up as Control Figures from 1925. 

From 1926 several drafts of prospective five- year plans were made both 

through the State Scheduling Commission (Gosplan) and through the Supreme 

Council of the National Economy (VSNKh). This had a dual significance. It 

marked the beginning of a commitment to industrialisation and state direction 

of that development through a comprehensive plan. Secondly, it adopted a 

medium-term period to pull it into operation. Through 1926, mainly of Soviet 

industry had been restored to 1913 stages of production and some industries 

had even exceeded that stage. Thereafter, the main strands of government 

industrial policy were: rapid industrialisation in a socialist manner, and a 

pattern of industrialisation where big-scale industry manufacturing machinery 

would control the national economy. 

 

The construction of Socialism in One Country, bounded through a hostile 

capitalist world, imperatively required that Soviet industry necessity become 

‗self-enough', in the sense that it should not depend on the capitalist countries 

for any major type of product. A vital objective was to achieve and surpass the 

mainly advanced capitalist countries in a relatively minimal historical period. 

This required the establishment of a capability to produce capital-equipment, 

chemicals, and other advanced products which were lacking in the industry 

inherited from the tsarist period. Closely associated with the principle of self-

sufficiency was the further requirement that Soviet industry should be based 

on the mainly advanced technology. It was also agreed that a substantial 

proportion of new factories should be situated not in the traditional centers of 

contemporary industry in northwest and central European Russia and in the 

Ukraine, but in the Urals and Siberia, and in backward Central Asia. The 

needs of defense required the construction of iron and steel, engineering, and 

armaments industries in these relatively inaccessible regions of the Soviet 

Union. 

 



The First Five Year Plan, 1929-33  

Since 1928 was a successful year for industrial growth, earlier plan targets 

were revised upwards. In reality no one had the statistical information or the 

theoretical understanding to predict the workings of a whole economy. As the 

dominant Soviet leader Stalin became more and more impatient with the riles 

of growth within the market economy of the NEP, careful scheduling gave 

method to the demands of politics. Instead of a planned economy-running just 

as to cautiously formulated estimates of economically practicable targets, there 

appeared a ‗command‘ economy, running just as to the political orders and 

priorities of the government. The first five year plan focused on iron and steel, 

hut tractor plants also had high priority. The machine industry was rapidly 

expanded in order to tree the country from dependence on machinery imports 

from abroad. 

 

The Soviet leadership led through Stalin nursed sure obsessions that were 

detrimental to scheduling as a procedure of balanced and realistic economic 

growth. The first has been referred to as ‗giganiomania‘, or the demand to 

build gigantic industrial complexes on a scale beyond the accessible 

possessions to construct or operate. Consequently, they look longer to 

complete than was economical and then were constantly subject to 

breakdowns, or were left unfinished. This obsession with size was 

accompanied through an unrelenting insistence on haste, captured in the 

slogan, '‗tempos decide the whole thing." To illustrate this, the first live year 

plan was formally adopted in mid-1929; simultaneously, backdated to October 

1928. when it was retrospectively deemed to have begun; and finally declared 

in January 1933 to have been fulfilled, not in five, but in four and one quarter 

years.  

 

Plan targets were usually set in conditions of volumes of' production or 

quantitatively. The Plan gave only the vaguest indication of where the real 

material possessions for increased production were to come from. Industry 

was exhorted to over fulfill the Plan rather than simply to carry it out. This 

Plan was not meant to allocate possessions or balance demands but to drive 



the economy forward pell-mell. The excellence of output dropped alarmingly, 

and there was abundant proof of the rapid deterioration of expensive new 

machinery. 

 

The First Plan had mixed results. Although everything was sacrificed for 

metal, the output of coal, oil, iron ore and pig iron fell short of expectation. 

The targets were surpassed only in machinery and metalworking, and this was 

partly caused through statistical manipulation. The goals for steel production 

were fulfilled only in 1940, for electric power in 1951. and for oil in 1955. 

Consumer goods, agriculture and. temporarily, military strength were 

sacrificed to a rapid growth in heavy industry. 

 

The organisation of supply and sharing was perhaps the mainly formidable 

task assumed through the state dining the first five year plan. As it had 

unsuccessfully and temporarily done throughout the Civil War a decade 

earlier, the state took in excess of approximately total control of the urban 

economy, sharing and trade. This time the take-in excess of lasted until the 

1980s. Curtailment of private manufacturing and trade began in the late 1920s 

and the procedure gathered speed with a drive against 'NEP men' (private 

traders) - combining vilification in the press, legal and financial harassment, 

and numerous arrests of private entrepreneurs for ‗speculation‘ - in 1928-29. 

Through the early 1930s. even the artisans and small shopkeepers had been 

put out of business or forced into slate-supervised co-operatives. An 

alternative structure of trade and sharing had not been recognized yet. With 

the simultaneous collectivization of agriculture, the mixed economy of the 

NEP. combining state and private sectors, disappeared. 

 

The Second Five Year Plan, 1933-37  

The second live year plan was adopted in February 1934. Its three guiding 

principles were; consolidation, mastering techniques, and improving living 

standards. In this plan the principle of rational scheduling came closer to 

realization. More moderate and realistic production targets were set. In 



industry the watchwords were now to be raising productivity and acquiring 

skills. This plan envisaged a superior augment in the output of. and investment 

in. consumers‘ goods rather than producers' goods. Urban real wages were 

expected to double as a result of an augment in money wages and a 

simultaneous fall in retail prices. 

 

The big number of new industrial enterprises built throughout the second 

plan meant that through 1937 more than 80 per cent of all industrial products 

were manufactured in new or entirely reconstructed enterprises. Throughout 

this plan, the heavy industrial targets were mostly met and the output of 

machinery and electric power rose dramatically. The production of consumer 

goods, though, rose less than expected and per capita consumption of these 

essential items of household use in 1937 was lower than in 1928. Completed 

metallurgical works in Magnitogorsk. Kuznetsk, and Zaporozhye further 

reduced Soviet dependence on foreign capital goods, relieved the strain on the 

balance of payments and permitted repayment of earlier debts. Through 1937 

the vital apparatus of machinery and defense were being built in the USSR, 

Throughout this plan there was a conscious effort to develop the more 

backward national republics in Central Asia and. Kazakhstan, although it was 

not economically the best method of using scarce possessions there 

 

The Third Five Year Plan, 1938-41  

The period flanked by 1938 and 1941, when the Germans invaded the 

USSR, covers three and a half years of the third five year plan. The plan was 

interrupted through the Second World War in June 1941 and never completed. 

In intention it aimed at an impressive per cent augment- in excess of the five, 

year period: 92 in industrial output, 58 in steel. 129 in machinery and 

engineering. Priority was once again given to heavy industry rather than 

consumer goods‘ industries 

 



Collectivization of Agriculture  

The previous section on industrialisation has depicted the successful effort 

of the Soviet leadership to rapidly transform the country into an advanced 

industrial economy. Industrialisation, though, could not have succeeded 

without major changes in agriculture. In spite of substantial improvement in 

output after the Civil War, Soviet agriculture was more backward than that in 

any other major European country, in conditions of both yields per hectare and 

labour productivity. While the state had succeeded in extending and 

consolidating control in excess of the greater part of industry through 

nationalization, the predominance of private peasant farms meant that 

production and marketing decisions in agriculture remained beyond central 

scheduling and so state control. 

 

The Bolsheviks were influenced that socialized or collectivized agriculture 

had to be promoted against private farms of capitalist agriculture. Superior 

farms would be more productive because better machinery and fertilizers 

could be used on them. They would generate the agricultural surpluses 

essential for industrialisation. In addition, superior farms would even out the 

differences in wealth flanked by peasant households through pooling 

productive possessions within a single farm. It was assumed through the 

Bolsheviks that converting the peasants to this belief in communal or 

socialized agriculture would be a extensive and arduous procedure. In one of 

his last articles, On Co-operation, Lenin had argued that the government 

would have to slowly persuade peasants to provide up their private farms and 

join jointly in communal farms. This would have to be done through providing 

peasants with contemporary equipment, credit and agronomic support. 

 

The advanced technology that would induce the peasant to choose 

collectivization was absent through the NEP. Until such time as Soviet Russia 

acquired tractors, mainly Bolsheviks whispered that a number of events 

preparatory to socialist agriculture had to be adopted. The peasants necessity 

be led through a series of intermediate steps from simple co-operatives for 



selling consumer goods, the marketing and supply of agricultural products, 

and credit, to production co-operatives for machinery, seed, reclamation, 

construction, and finally to communal farms. 

 

Throughout the 1920s agronomists and land-consolidation experts 

occasionally succeeded in persuading the households involved in the 

consolidation of landholdings divided into strips to set themselves up as 

communal farms. But such communal farms tended to be small and few. 

Hoping that co-operatives would inculcate collectivist habits in the peasantry, 

the Soviet state offered the co-operative movement easy credit, tax exemptions 

and priority in the delivery of scarce manufactured goods. But co-operatives 

too attracted small numbers of peasant households. 

 

The spread of rural capitalism, through the differentiation of the peasantry, 

was worrying to the Soviet leadership. Rural capitalism would benefit a kulak 

or rich peasant at the expense of the peasantry as a whole. Differentiation 

occurred in three methods, namely the leasing of land; the loaning of money, 

draft animals, implements and machinery; and, the hiring of labour. In 

defining the kulak, the following criteria were adopted: the systematic 

employment of hired labour; the acquisition of land through purchase or lease; 

extensive ownership and the leasing of agricultural means of production; and, 

income from commercial and financial action. But no clear or convincing 

definition of the kulak was ever produced. 

 

The Weaknesses of NEP Agriculture  

Peasant farming methods and technology under NEP had remained very 

backward. In 1927, 88 per cent of all arable land was in small peasant 

holdings, and less than five per cent of farms were wholly or partly enclosed. 

The small size and fragmentation of farms prevented contemporary farming 

methods and the use of better implements. Three-field rotation systems 

predominated with autumn-sown rye or wheat, spring-sown wheal or other 

grain, followed through fallow; even more primitive two-field or shifting 



systems of farming were establish in several regions. This resulted in the fact 

that one-third of land was not sown at any given time. 

 

Improvements in technology were eagerly sought through the regime but 

not easily brought into practice. Approximately one-quarter of peasant 

households in the Russian Federation had no horses or oxen in 1927 and 

approximately one-third of them lacked sloughing implements. Mainly 

households owned or used no horse-drawn machines. Machinery was 

concentrated in the major grain- rising regions of the country. 

 

Grain Harvests and Marketings  

Although grain production had recovered to pre-war stages through the 

mid-1920s, much less grain was marketed in the 1920s than before the First 

World War. This was partly a consequence of the augment in rural population: 

while this was six million higher in 1926 than in 1913, per capita grain 

production was 16 per cent lower than it had been in 1913. A real problem was 

that there was more than one market lord the sale of agricultural products. The 

slate agencies and the co-operative network only accounted for part of the 

overall market in grain and other crops, with the private market offering a 

dispersed and profitable alternative to producers. It was more advantageous 

for peasants to sell on the private market, with its higher prices, than to state 

collection agencies. The problem for the state was to draw a greater share of 

the marketed harvest to its own collection agencies rather than to private 

traders. 

 

The conditions of trade, or the connection flanked by industrial retail 

prices and stale agricultural procurement prices, were much less favorable for 

peasants than before the war. In addition to the unfavorable price ratios for his 

products, the peasant also had less easy access to industrial goods than before 

the war. Throughout the 1920s, industrial goods were expensive, of poor 

excellence and scarce. Prices paid through the state for procurements 

(zagatovki) of grain were low and often failed to cover the cost of production. 



Prices for livestock products and industrial crops were much more favorable 

for peasants and discouraged grain marketing‘s. Another cause for the decline 

in agricultural marketing‘s was the changed social and economic organisation 

of the countryside after the agrarian revolution of 1917-20. The red vision of 

the big private estates removed those farming units which were mainly 

oriented towards the market. 

 

The Procurement Crisis of 1927-28  

Despite a good harvest in the autumn of 1927, peasant marketing and state 

procurement of grain tell distant below expectation to a stage that was 

insufficient to feed the towns and the army, and export grain in order to pay 

for the import of machinery. If the slate had chosen to raise its procurement 

prices for grain, to match private market prices, funds accessible for industrial 

expansion would have suffered. The rapid rise in industrial investment 

throughout 1927-28 was a major factor leading to the grain crisis from 

October 1927. Consumer goods became even more scarce (the ―goods 

famine‖) as investment shifted to heavy industry; and, they cost more to buy 

as state procurement prices for grain remained low. 

 

In answer to this goods famine, the peasants went on what the regime 

described a ―production strike‖ through refusing to market at state-determined 

prices the quotas of grain set through the state. Instead, the peasants chose 

either to sell to private traders at higher prices or to meet their tax obligations 

through selling higher priced industrial crops or livestock products. In other 

words, the crisis of 1927 was not an economic crisis in the sense of a failure of 

market mechanisms or a decline of productive capability. This is clear from 

the fact that a high share of the harvest was marketed, but often to private 

traders. The peasants were willing and able to produce a surplus if they could 

buy industrial goods with the proceeds. 

 

In December 1927 Stalin had argued that the procedure of consolidating 

the peasants' small, scattered strips of land necessity be accepted out ‗slowly, 



steadily eschewing forcible methods, through demonstration and persuasion‘. 

Through the after that month, in January 1928 he said that ―We cannot allow 

our industry to be dependent on kulak whims; (communal farms) necessity be 

developed to the full... so that within 3 or 4 years (through 1931 or 1932) they 

would supply at least one-third of all the grain necessities of the state.‖ 

 

The Party leadership decided on a policy of confrontation rather than 

conciliation of the peasantry. From early in 1928, markets were closed and 

grain was seized from peasants and traders alike. Those guilty of speculating 

in grain or concealing it rather than delivering it could be imprisoned and their 

property confiscated. As a result the state supervised to procure a considerably 

greater amount of grain. In the summer of 1928 the Party launched an all-out 

drive to collect more grain more rapidly than in any previous year. In 

November the authorities described for the comprehensive collectivization of 

the main grain-surplus regions within five months. In 1928, there was a 

harvest failure in the Ukraine and North Caucasus, significant grain producing 

regions. The best harvests had been in the distant, eastern parts of the country 

(Volga regions, Kazakhstan, Urals and Siberia), precisely where the state 

procurement tools was weakest and the communications infrastructure least 

developed and especially slow in winter. This crisis was compounded through 

manufactured goods shortages. Grain marketing‘s declined sharply and grain 

collections through state agencies were a failure. The shortfall in state 

collections of rye and wheat, food staples, forced the state to curtail grain 

exports and to reintroduce rationing throughout peace time. 

 

Soviet leaders faced two alternatives. They could continue with the New 

Economic Policy - balanced industrialisation, gradual collectivization, and 

adjust agricultural delivery prices to induce the peasants to market more grain; 

this was the policy advocated through leaders like Bukharin. Or they could 

institute a radical new policy of accelerated collectivization and forced 

industrialisation. Stalin opted for the second alternative. 

 

Collectivization policy was now aimed at the formation of big communal 



farms covering whole villages and districts. In the spring of 1929 a skunking 

was launched for the establishment of a few 'districts‘ of comprehensive 

collectivization in which all or a majority of households were collectivized. 

Through early July, eleven such districts were recognized. There were no 

plans for mass collectivization immediately prior to its introduction. Even the 

first live year plan still marked no radical departure in agricultural policy. It 

was envisaged that three out of every four peasant farms would still be private 

farms in 1934, and their output would contribute more than one-half of grain 

marketing‘s. When the decision to introduce mass collectivization through 

force was made, it was done quickly and without legal backing or party 

discussion. 

 

The kulak was to be liquidated as a class and the collectivization campaign 

was to sweep through the countryside in tandem with a ‗secularization‘ 

campaign. The campaigns for procuring grain and for forcing peasants into the 

kolkhozes were merged jointly. No guidance was accessible in relation to the 

structure and organisation of the collectives; nor on how decisions were to be 

taken, not even how payment should be made to the members. Within seven 

weeks, through February 1930, in relation to the half the peasantry had been 

herded into collectives. 

 

Peasant Resistance to Collectivization  

The peasants met forced collectivization with big-scale passive resistance 

and sporadic armed resistance. Active peasant resistance to the regime and its 

representatives look the form of mass demonstrations involving thousands as 

well as ‗terrorist acts', a term that covers murders, beatings up and arson. 

Through and big, though, peasant protest was local and vocal rather than semi-

military. Resistance was evidently mainly stubborn on the part of the richer 

peasants, but it is clear that every section of the peasantry was affected and 

participated in the resistance to collectivization. 

 

Rather than hand in excess of their animals to the kolkhoz, several 



peasants slaughtered them (despite the decree of 16 January 1930 that 

prohibited such slaughtering on pain of confiscation of property and 

imprisonment or banishment) or rushed to the adjacent town to sell them. As a 

result, in 1933 there were only one-third as several sheep, hall as several 

horses and pigs, and 54 per cent as several cattle as in 1928. The attack on the 

peasant economy was accompanied through a fierce campaign against the 

Orthodox Church, the centre of traditional peasant culture. Historic Russian 

churches became the substance of destruction or wrecking and several priests 

were arrested. The monasteries were closed, although several of them had 

operated as model agricultural co-operatives, and thousands of monks and 

nuns were deported to Siberia. Through the end of 1930, roughly 80 per cent 

of village churches are said to have been closed. Dekulakization deprived in 

relation to the one million peasant households (an average of in relation to the 

one household per village), or in relation to the five to six million individuals 

of their land and homes. 

 

This was a veritable civil war raging in the Russian countryside. The 

surviving livestock herds and the spring ploughing were in jeopardy because 

of the lack of seed grain. The regime therefore faced a disastrous situation. In 

March 1930. in an article described ―Dizzy with Success". Stalin blamed local 

officials for excesses he had authorized. He described for a temporary halt to 

the collectivization drive, ordered that mainly of the collectivized animals 

(except those of kulaks) be returned to their original owners, and that attempts 

to totally eliminate the peasant market be ended. Interpreting this as 

repudiation of compulsory collectivization, the majority of peasants hastily left 

the collectives. The percentage of peasant households officially collectivized 

throughout the USSR dropped from 56 to 23 flanked by 1 March and 1 June 

1930 and then to 21.4 in August.  

 

In another concession, a new model statute for the kolkhoz allowed its 

members to keep a cow, sheep and pigs, and the implements to work private 

plots of their own. The peasants‘ real efforts were reserved for these small 

private plots, whose food sustained them and whose sales augmented their 



paltry earnings. The collapse of the collectivization drive was only temporary. 

The climate was type and the harvest was good in 1930. As soon as the grain 

was safely in state storage, the collectivization drive resumed but with clearer 

guidelines this time. Tens of thousands of communists and urban workers 

were urgently mobilized to work in the countryside as kolkhoz organizers and 

chairmen. Villagers were steadily persuaded or coerced through 

discriminatory taxation to return to the collectives. Through 1937, 86 per cent 

of sown region had been brought within the kolkhozes and communal farms 

accounted for 89 per cent of the grain harvest and 87 per cent of grain 

procurements through the state. 

 

Nature of Collectivization  

Collectivization, sometimes described the ―Second Revolution‖, changed 

the peasant method of life more radically than did the Bolshevik Revolution. 

The fact that it was not accepted out through peasants voluntarily, but through 

a largely urban and proletarian Parly, and through force, meant that it was 

authentically a ‗revolution from above‘. The lynch pin of the variation flanked 

by peasant life before and after collectivization was that the communal farmer 

had no control in excess of the grain and cash crops that were produced on the 

collectives‘ land. As mainly communal farms coincided with the former 

communes, the parallels with serf villages were close. The ban on travel 

outside the farm without permission reinforced the impression in peasant 

minds that collectivization meant a new form of serfdom. Peasants joked 

bitterly that the initials of the All-Union Communist Party (VKP in Russian) 

spelt out ‗second serfdom‘ (Vtoroe Krepostnoe Pravo). 

 

Collectivization was a procedure which enabled the state to augment its 

procurement of grain, potatoes and vegetables and the flow of peasant labour 

to industry, at the expense of livestock, the harvest retained in agriculture and 

the living standards of the rural and urban population. It was not able to bring 

in relation to the an expansion of agricultural production to a degree 

corresponding to the rising demand and to this extent it was a failure. 



 

The Terror and the Purges  

The rigors of collectivization and industrialisation were followed not 

through any period of improvement in the lives of the Soviet population, but 

through a renewal of the ‗revolution from above‘, culminating in a reign of 

terror. This was directed not against peasants and the survivors of capitalism, 

hut in successive waves of arrests, trials and purges against industrial workers, 

the Communist Party and finally the secret police itself, the executors of the 

purges and the terror. 

 

Historians have recognized at least three political needs Stalin nursed in 

the 1930s. The first was to overcome opposition to and criticism of his policies 

within the Communist Party. In 193334 this functioned as pressure for 

relaxing the industrialisation and collectivization drives, for creation 

concessions to the working population and for reconciliation with former 

opponents. His second need was not only to defeat the opposition hut to attack 

and root out the source of all potential opposition and criticism in the 

democratic traditions of party leadership. The logical conclusion of this, and 

Stalin‘s third need, was to move from a single-party to a single ruler state. The 

only cause Stalin advanced for his actions was a vast conspiracy to overthrow 

the regime, involving not only the party organisation throughout the country, 

but other post revolutionary elites and networks, like the secret police and the 

armed forces. The menacing international situation and the danger of war were 

used to lend substance to the threat. But not a single authenticated case of a 

spy or traitor was ever recognized in the middle of the victims of the purges 

and terror. 

 

The Four Trials  

In the middle of the mainly dramatic characteristics of the purges were the 

four illustrate trials of 1936, 1937 and 1938. At the ―Trial of the Sixteen‖ 

(August 1936). Prosecutor Vyshinsky accused Kamenev, Zinoviev and others 



of conspiring with Trotsky to overthrow the regime and to remove Stalin and 

other Politburo members. After confessing and incriminating the ―Right‖ 

Opposition, the defendants were convicted and shot. At the ―Trial of the 

Seventeen‖ (January 1937), featuring Piatakov, Muralov and Radek, the 

accused confessed to treasonable dealings with Japan and Germany. They 

were executed. The military chiefs, especially Marshall Tukhachevskii. who 

had made the Red Army an effective fighting force, apparently had been 

highly critical of the trials. In May 1937. he and other prominent Generals 

were arrested, accused of treasonable collaboration with Germany and Japan, 

and shot. 

 

―The Trial of the Twenty-one‖ (March 1938), incorporated Bukharin, 

Rykov and Iagoda. Foreign espionage agencies, claimed the prosecutor, had 

set up a bloc of ―Rightists and Trotskyists‖ on Soviet soil to bring a bourgeois-

capitalist regime to power and detach non- Russian regions from the USSR. 

This was only the lip of the iceberg. For two full years in 1937 and 1938, top 

communist officials in every branch of the bureaucracy - government, party, 

industrial, military and finally even police - were arrested as ‗enemies of the 

people‘ and disappeared into prisons and labour camps. Those who were tried 

and executed, or died through other means, incorporated all surviving 

members of Lenin‘s Politburo, except Stalin. A former Prime Minister, two 

former chiefs of the Communist International (Comintern), the trade union 

head, and two chiefs of the political police were executed. 

 

Purges and the Communist Party  

Proportionately, the purges hit the Party worst of all. They shattered the 

group of Communist leaders shaped in the pre-revolutionary underground, the 

Civil War and the period of collectivization and the first five year plan. When 

Russia entered the Second World War in 1941. her connections with the 

leadership of the Russian Revolution had practically ceased to exist. The terror 

therefore destroyed the old Communist Party, which was not seriously rebuilt 

until Khrushchev‘s time. It assured Stalin's complete control of the Parly, the 



government and the country. 

 

Purges and the Armed Forces  

The Party was not the only institution that was destroyed: also destroyed 

was the recognized military elite. The Great Purge decimated flanked by 35 

and 50 per cent of the whole officer corps of the Soviet armed forces. Well-

recognized members of the General Staff, such as Marshals Tukhachevsky and 

Bluecher, and Generals Gamarnik and Yakir were killed, beside with mainly 

members of the Supreme War Council, three of five Marshals, 14 of 16 Army 

Generals, and all full Admirals. Also affected were the commanders of all the 

military districts, practically all brigade commanders, one half of all 

regimental commanders, and all but one fleet commander. These purges were 

an insult to Red Army patriotism and a grave weakening of the armed forces. 

More senior officers were killed throughout the purges than throughout the 

whole war with the Nazis. 

 

Purges and the Soviet Society  

The terror of the 1930s permeated the everyday life and the mainly 

intimate experience of the Soviet people. Mainly estimates agree that in 

relation to the five per cent of the population was imprisoned throughout the 

period, creation a total of some eight million persons, of whom perhaps ten per 

cent were killed. Through 1938, approximately every other Soviet family had 

had one of its members imprisoned. The proportions, though, were 

considerably higher, the more educated the group. The terror of the 1930s 

differed from that of the collectivization in that it was directed against the 

urban population, against political and military elites, and against the better- 

educated intelligentsia. Action was taken against people for their supposed 

readiness to do injury to Soviet society. This was inferred on the basis of their 

social category: social origin, nationality or group membership. This social 

category determined a person‘s fate. 

 



The question of how several people were arrested and died in the purges is 

hard to answer accurately because of the secrecy that still guards the relevant 

files. In, 1990, Soviet researchers claimed that flanked by 1931 and 1953 

government tribunals sentenced approximately four million people, of whom 

in relation to the one-fifth were executed. But since several more died 

unrecorded, and the records were tampered with, lost or destroyed, this figure 

is necessarily an underestimate of the truth. 

 

REVIEW QUESTIONS  

 Why did the Weimar Republic collapse? 

 Talk about the main characteristics of the politics and economy of 

France and Britain In the postwar period. 

 What are the general characteristics of fascism? 

 In what method did the war contribute to the development of fascism 

movement? 

 What ideological Strands contributed to the growth of fascism in Italy? 

 What were the circumstances under which the Nazi party captured 

power? 

 How was the political structure in Russia dissimilar from that of 

European countries? 

 How was the Russian Revolution brought in relation to the? 

 Why did the socialist government resort to war communism? 

 What do you understand through planned industrialization? 

 How did the Peasants respond to the collectivization drive? 

 How did the Purges of the 1930s affect the Communist Party and the 

armed forces? 

 

 

 

 

 

 



CHAPTER 8 

THE WORLD AT WAR 

STRUCTURE  

 Learning objectives 

 The two world wars 

 Nature of the wars 

 Glimpse of the post-war world 

 Review questions 

 

LEARNING OBJECTIVES  

In this chapter you will learn in relation to the: 

 Changes introduced in international dealings due to industrialization, 

 Continuities that came to be recognized flanked by the two world wars 

as a single uninterrupted procedure,  

 The ideological factors that kept the groupings in the wars identical in 

both cases, 

 The nature of contemporary warfare, its absolute nature and its implications for 

human society, 

 The major technological innovations which took place in dissimilar types of weapon 

systems, 

 The nature and extent of mass destruction, genocide and homelessness brought in 

relation to the through the war, 

 Learn something in relation to the immediate post-war situation in 

Europe, and 

 Understand the nature and extent of power that forces outside Europe, 

like the USA exercised in excess of European growths. 

 

THE TWO WORLD WARS  

Factors for the Wars  

The two wars were caused through a diversity of factor. The beginning of 

the century witnessed the division of the world into major international forces 



based on separate ideologies. These forces were well equipped with the 

weapons of contemporary welfare. In the initial decades of the 20th century 

they competed with each other for a power of the whole world. Since their 

conflicts and rivalries could not be resolved through any peaceful mechanism, 

they resulted in the outbreak of the two world wars. Let us look at this aspect 

in some details 

 

National Economies and Political Rivalry  

The industrial revolution had introduced important alterations in the 

international balance of power. The emergence of nation-states and the rising 

industrial possessions had made big scale state mobilizations of both human 

and material possessions a new working possibility as a combat weapon. The 

opening years of the nineteenth century saw the industrial- manufacturing 

techniques extended beyond England to more and more states, such as 

Belgium (1815-30), Sweden, France, United States and Prussia (1840-60), 

Norway, Russia and Japan (1870-90). Slowly, then, the industrial growths 

tended to move in the direction of a disagreement distant superior in size than 

anything in the past had actually taken place. In the following sections we 

shall detail these growths further. The latecomers in the field of 

industrialization used new instruments of capital-markets - banks and financial 

institutions and new elements of business-organizations - joint-stock 

companies with limited liability and an active state policy of protectionism 

and promotion. The spread of railways forged the globe into a single world 

economy. Although, the technology of power still remained yoked to steam 

and coal, growths in electric power-generation and chemical-synthesis and the 

oil industry took a course of rapid growth in this period. The economic growth 

of industrial and industrializing countries further quickened after the 1880s, 

New technologies of electricity now accelerated the procedure of mass 

production. Contemporary assembly rows created new products (e.g. 

automobiles). Though Britain remained the dominant industrial power, 

though, the rapid growth of the American and German economies began to 

displace England from this location of pre-eminence from the 1880s. The 



growth of Japan after the Meiji restoration (1868) and industrialization of 

Russia further altered the global economic environment. The wider diffusion 

of industrialization resulted in fast rising acceptability in the use of coal 

energy. Even in 1913, coal provided, directly or indirectly, for in relation to 

the 90% of global energy output. Though, from the 1880s electric energy 

slowly became more significant especially in the USA. American and German 

firms offered stiff competition to British manufacturers and also enjoyed 

technological superiority in chemical and electrical sectors in industries. 

Approximately the middle of the 19th century, the British economy was acting 

as the world's banker supplying extensive-term finance, particularly for the 

development of railways. The two other contenders in Europe - the French and 

the German - so, targeted those industrializing‘ nations of Europe situated at 

the margin. After the 1890s and especially after 1900, French and German 

foreign investment also became more global in scope, being undertaken 

increasingly in the United States, Latin America, Africa, Russia and China. As 

a direct result of these economic growths, Europe saw the emergence of 

multiple central of politico-economic power competing with each other and 

also trying simultaneously to displace Britain from its location of preeminence 

in world economic affairs. 

 

A crisis seemed imminent as the expanding industrialization tended to 

globalize the economy. In fact, the world system of capitalism was still 

working in the form of competing "national economies". The closing years of 

the nineteenth century did see the crystallization of this trend. The latecomers 

in the field of industrialization (such as Prussia, Russia and Japan) were 

staking claims beyond the "national territories". Economic and political 

rivalries now began to take the form of ideological groupings even if quite 

loose in their. The Pan-German League, founded in 1893 and representing 

right-wing conservative forces, wanted economic and territorial control in 

excess of Central Europe. They claimed Belgium, the French iron ore district 

of conwy-Briley, the French channel coast to the Somme and a Mediterranean 

base at Toulon, beside with Poland and the Baltic states. They also envisaged 

a Central European federation comprising Austria-Hungary. Bulgaria, 



Romania, the Netherlands, Switzerland, Denmark, Sweden, Norway and 

Finland under the leadership of Germany jointly with German, French and 

Belgian colonies attached to it. In May 1915, the central federation of German 

industries and other industrial and agrarian interests gave their support to these 

plans. It was not incidental that Germany's alliances throughout war and the 

treaties of Bucharest and brest-Litovsky (1918) fulfilled these dreams to a 

great extent. Hitler not only wanted a union (Anschluss) with Austria but also 

aimed to get enough living-space (Lebensraum) for the German 'people'. 

 

The Italian right-wing similarly used class-concepts of proletarian' (have-

nots) and 'plutocratic' (have) nations to redefine international dealings and to 

claim colonies for a 'proletarian' Italy. In Japan, similarly, the right-wing 

militant nationalists (Black Dragon Society 1901), Empire Foundation Society 

(1926), and Japan Production Party (1931), demanded an "equitable sharing of 

world possessions". They even favored military action to establish "A Co-

prosperity Zone" in the East under Japanese leadership. 

 

International Dealings and Formation of Camps  

Industrialization created multiple centers of power and threw new 

claimants in the race for global power. There was. though, no mechanism to 

adjudicate rival claims and resolve conflicts. The attempts made to resolve 

conflicts lacked direction. The First and Second Hague Conferences (1899 and 

1907) failed to achieve anything concrete on the issue of armament reduction. 

The Court of Arbitration set up at Hague to deal with inter-state conflicts also 

proved futile. The anticipation of a big-scale war loomed big. The armament 

race and military build-ups through the European powers, in anticipation of 

this war, sustained at a frenzied pace. The apparent purpose of such military 

build-ups - protection of (feeble) national economies - got public support in 

good measure. The system of military alliances used through the European 

powers for security purposes meant that in the eventuality of a real war the 

fighting would not only involve the two sides but would bring a number of 

other countries, too, in the fray. Such alliances could force a country to go to 



war against an enemy' with which it had no direct disagreement. The secrecy 

of the conditions of alliances could also have disastrous consequences. In 

1879, Germany and Austria-Hungary agreed to go to war if either country was 

attacked through Russia. Italy joined the agreement in 1882, and it became 

recognized as the Triple Alliance. In 1894. France and Russia agreed to rally 

(i.e., call up troops) if any nation in the Triple Alliance mobilized forces. They 

agreed to help each other if either were attacked through Germany. In 1904, 

alarmed through German naval buildup, Britain ended their "splendid 

separation". It not only settled the past differences in excess of colonies but 

also signed the Entente Cordiale (friendly agreement) with France. Although 

the agreement contained no pledges of military support, the two countries 

began to talk about joint military plans. In 1907. Russia joined the Entente 

Cordiale, and it became recognized as the Triple Entente. These alliances left 

Europe divided into two hostile camps. 

 

The two camps fought in 1914-1918 the World War I to resolve the 

question of global power. The treaties (of Versailles, Riga, Lausanne, 

Locarno, etc.) simply redrew the map of Europe. Four great empires, the 

Russian Romanov, the Hohenzollem, the Habsburg, and the Ottoman faced 

defeat and collapsed. Russia underwent a bloody civil war before the 

establishment of Communist rule. Germany became a republic, suffering from 

the stigma of defeat and burdened through Allied reparations. The victorious 

western democracies gained territories. France, for instance, gained Alsace-

Lorraine which was with Germany since 1871. Britain acquired more colonial 

possessions, but the safety' of its empire remained perilous. In fact, the 

problem of global power failed to resolve itself even after a war of such 

colossal proportion. In 1922, the British were compelled to accept naval parity 

with America and to abandon the Anglo-Japanese alliance, so useful to them 

in protecting their Distant Eastern empire. Italy and Japan remained 

dissatisfied with their territorial gains. Discontent in excess of the severity of 

the Allied peace conditions and squabbles in excess of the newly drawn 

frontiers contained seeds of future conflicts. 

 



The thought of a world organization for maintaining peace in the globe 

was proposed through Woodrow Wilson, the American president. But it did 

not generate much hype as the treaty of Versailles, the cornerstone of this 

organization - the League of Nations - was not ratified even through America. 

Moreover, the defeated powers were also not invited to become members. 

Germany was allowed to join the League only in 1926. Partial success was 

achieved in naval disarmament in 1921 and 1930 when Britain, USA and 

Japan agreed to impose restrictions on their own cruisers, destroyers and 

submarines. Though, the League sponsored Disarmament Conference in 

Geneva (1932-34) failed to reach any agreement. Cracks began to appear in 

global peace in the early 1930s. The League lacked the executive powers to 

impose peaceful solutions. Japanese Militarism, Italian Fascism and German 

Nazism became increasingly strident in their demands. 

 

In 1931, Japanese forces seized Manchuria, a region of China rich in 

natural possessions, and made it a puppet state described Manchukuo. Some 

historians consider this incident as the start of another war on a global scale. 

the World War II. To add to an already volatile situation, Italian forces 

invaded Abyssinia (contemporary Ethiopia) and conquered it through May 

1936. In Germany, Hitler started in a big method a programme of military 

build-up - in violation of the conditions of the Treaty of Versailles. In March 

1936. he notified to the western powers the subsistence of a German Air Force 

(Luftwaffe). In the same year. Germany and Italy shaped an alliance, 

described the Romc-Berlin Axis, which was joined in 1940 through Japan. In 

March 1938. German army moved into Austria to achieve union (Anschluss) 

with Germany. In 1938. Hitler sought the control of Sudetenland, a region of 

Western Czechoslovakia dominated through German speaking people. Britain 

wished to preserve peace at all costs, through meeting Hitler's demands and 

following a policy of appeasement. In September 1938, British Prime Minister 

Neville Chamberlain and French Premier Daladier agreed to turn in excess of 

the Sudeten-land to Germany and forced Czechoslovakia to accept the 

agreement (which became recognized as the Munich Agreement). The failure 

of appeasement soon became clear. Hitler violated the Munich Agreement in 



March 1939 and seized the rest of Czechoslovakia. Similar treatment was 

meted out to Poland later on. 

 

A dress-rehearsal for World War II was held after the ideological divisions 

of Spain resulted in a Civil War (1936-39). In Spain in 1936, a popular front' 

of republicans, socialists, anarchists and syndicalists assumed power. The 

army leaders and right-wing parties feared the programme of this front and 

rebelled under General Franco. The situation therefore became ripe for other 

world military powers to illustrate their powers. The divisions were quite 

apparent. The Fascist and Nazi regimes provided military support to General 

Franco while the Soviet Union helped the Republicans. The Republican forces 

also received "volunteers" from several countries though liberal democracies 

desisted from a direct national participation at this time. 

 

The Warring Nations in the World Wars  

The theatre for the First World War got situated in the Balkans which was 

then a region of competing nationalisms and ethnic conflicts. Briefly the 

drama of the First World War unfolded in the following manner. Austria-

Hungary declared war on Serbia on 28th July, 1914. Germany declared a war 

on Russian on 1st August and on France on 3rd August. Belgium was invaded 

through German forces on the same day and France was invaded on 4th 

August. German violation of Belgium neutrality gave the British a convenient 

excuse to enter the war on the side of France and Russia. British world-wide 

interests made the war a global disagreement, drawing into it the dominions of 

Australia, Canada, New Zealand, South Africa and the greatest British 

colonial possession, India, and later the United States, because of close British 

links with it. Austria-Hungary attacked Russia on 6th August and France and 

Britain declared war on Austria-Hungary on 12th August. Italy, diplomatically 

aligned with Austria and Germany since the Triple Alliance of 1882, declared 

its neutrality on 3rd August. In the following months it was avidly pursued 

through France and Britain. On 23rd May 1915, the Italian government 



succumbed to Allied temptations and declared war on Austria-Hungary in 

pursuit of territorial expansion. 

 

In the Second World War, division of the world into two armed camps 

followed more or less same pattern as for the First World War. Only a few 

states such as Italy, Japan, Turkey, and Romania switched their sides either 

because of dissatisfaction with territorial gains in the first War or due to 

ideological reasons. Germany, Italy and Japan (recognized as the Axis 

Powers) were joined through Bulgaria, Hungary, Romania, Albania, Finland 

and Thailand. The Allied armed camp mainly consisted of Britain, France, 

Soviet Union. Belgium, Denmark, Turkey and the United States. Other major 

belligerents siding with the Allies incorporated Argentina, Australia, Canada, 

Brazil, Greece, Czechoslovakia, Egypt. South Africa, Netherlands, Norway, 

Poland, etc. 

 

Wars as the Wars of Ideologies  

Contemporary politics, inaugurated through the revolutions of 18th and 

19th centuries and institutionalized through elections, parties and 

representation, also served to divide European society and polity beside 

ideological rows. The spectrum of politics had created three major bands in 

the 19th century - left, centre (liberal democratic) and right (counter-

revolutionary). In the following sub-sections we talk about the formation and 

characteristics of this political spectrum. 

 

Ideologically defined Armed Camps of the Two World Wars  

You have seen in section 30.4.1 above how belligerents in both wars were 

approximately identically grouped in two hostile armed camps. In big 

measure, this grouping of territorially demarcated states was based on vital, 

ingrained political proclivities of these states. Britain, France, America, the 

main allies in both wars, had well-recognized liberal democratic traditions. 

Germany, Austria, Italy, Japan, Hungary' lacked such democratic traditions. 



Although Japan and Italy helped the Allies in the First World War, both left 

them throughout Inter-war period itself and with their dictatorial, authoritarian 

regimes establish their natural allies (the Central Powers) throughout World 

War II. The Russian autocracy under the Romanovs supported western 

democracies owing to economic compulsions as 25% of investments from 

abroad came from France (1914) and Russian banking, railway development 

and the Southern Russian Industrial Intricate all depended on French capital 

Throughout World War II, ideological compulsions again compelled 

Communist Soviet Union to ally itself with western liberal democracies 

against the danger of extreme right-wing dictatorships despite inter-war 

recriminations. The Ottoman empire supported the Central Powers throughout 

World War I. Though, a democratically reformed Turkey joined the Allies in 

the Second World War. 

 

Though, what differentiated the liberal democratic world from the Central 

European Empires was not the subsistence of elections, voting rights and 

parliaments, but responsible, accountable governments. The German empire 

recognized through Bismarck after the Franco-Prussian War (187(1) was a 

revolution from above' accepted out through the Prussian military. The 

German Constitution of 1871 entrusted formal sovereignty to a Federal 

Council (Bundesrat) whose members were nominated through the executives 

of member-states. It also recognized a Reichstag or parliament of 400 deputies 

elected through a direct, secret, adult male suffrage. Though, there was 

complete lack of parliamentary responsibility in this system as the Imperial 

Chancellor, appointed through the emperor, and enjoying enormous powers, 

was not accountable to the Reichstag. The German empire, so, appeared as a 

hybrid of Prussian military hegemony and imperial federation, combining 

contemporary franchise with ancient monarchical power. The emperor 

retained control in excess of the three pillars of absolutism in the dominant 

Prussian state, the army, the bureaucracy and the foreign affairs. The Prussian 

landed gentry or junkers remained the bulwark of this state. Karl Marx aptly 

described the German state as "a military despotism cloaked in parliamentary 

shapes with a feudal ingredient, and at the same time influenced through 



bourgeoisie, decked out through bureaucrats, and safeguarded through the 

police." 

 

Similarly, the Habsburg monarchy of Austria-Hungary and the Ottoman 

empire were also dominated through medieval social institutions and military 

methods. Although a sham constitutional government was recognized in 

Austria-Hungary in 1861, the representative elements in parliament remained 

restricted and it was dominated through nominated members from the clergy 

and the big landowning class's. Universal adult male franchise was introduced 

in 1907 but the nature of state remained unchanged. Similarly, a representative 

parliamentary government was recognized under the leadership of Young 

Turks in 1908 and the Ottoman empire started disintegrating. Though, a 

reformed democratic policy in Turkey could emerge only after the fall of 

Sultan Muhammad VI in 1922. 

 

War further forced every individual to take a stance. It posed the problem 

of identity for millions of people. Internal ideological cleavages were to be 

avoided to face the enemy from outside. War put the squeeze on ideological 

space (hegemonic space) accessible within a state. It tended to homogenize 

citizens, within territorially organized states, at least in their attitudes towards 

war and national defense and in demonizing enemy states. The procedure of 

identity-resolution, though, was not a smooth and uneventful procedure. For 

instance, there were more than a hundred socialist members in German 

parliament, who for years had been proclaiming their loyalty to the spirit of 

internationalism, but only Karl Liebkneckt voted against war credits in 1914. 

George Lansbuiy, the pacifist leader of British Labour Party was ousted from 

leadership of Party as he was opposed to re-arming of Britain in a big method. 

 

Political Spectrum of Europe at the Outbreak of the War  

The Left spectrum of this divide was mainly inspired through socialist 

ideology. In 1864, the International Working Men's Association or the First 

International was born. Though it collapsed in 1876 mainly as a result of 



unresolved internal contradictions, it did provide birth to socialist and social-

democratic parties organized mainly beside national rows. In 1875 the 

Universal German Working Men's Association fused with another Marxian 

group to form the German Social Democratic Party. It went on rising its power 

despite Bisinarkien ban from 1878-90. Its share of popular vote increased from 

3.2% in 1872 to 34.8% in 1912. Socialist party in France was founded through 

Jules Guesde in 1879. There were five socialist parties in France in 1890s. The 

Self-governing Socialist Party of Jean Jaures (1893) was more prominent. 

Two major socialist groups merged in 1905 and the number of socialist 

deputies in the French Chamber of Deputies increased from 52 in 1906 to 102 

in 1914. In Britain, the Fabian Society was founded to propagate socialism in 

1884. Later in 1893, the Self-governing Labour Party was shaped which 

wanted to achieve socialism through parliamentary action. It increased its 

strength in the British Home of Commons from 2 members in 1900 to 42 in 

1910. After 1880s. similar social-democratic parties were organized in Italy, 

Russia, Hungary, Belgium, Sweden, Switzerland, etc. In 1889, the Second 

Socialist International was organized as a loose federation of national socialist 

parties. It had a Radical left wing led through Marxists and a reformist wing 

which wanted compromise with the liberal democratic state and parties to 

improve workers' lot within existing institutions and social structure. 

 

Similarly liberal democratic parties represented the centrist politics of 

promoting industrial capitalism in their respective countries. The republicans 

in the Third Republic of France, Whig or Liberal party in Britain, the Liberal 

Party and Catholic Centre party in Germany and the Catholic People's Party in 

Italy and Kadet party in Russia exemplified the politics of the centre. Right-

wing politics was typified through the French Legitimists who wanted 

restoration of monarchy in France, Tory or Conservatives in Britain, the 

Agrarian League in Germany and German Workers Party (D A P. founded in 

1903). The more inclined towards extreme right wing were sure paramilitary 

forces which appeared in 20th century such as the Heinnvchr in Austria, 

Action Fran-caise in France (founded in 1899), Italian Nationalist Association 

(or ANI recognized in 1910) and ultranationalist Boulangisin in France. 



 

After the war, liberal democracies re-recognized their control in excess of 

the Central European Empires, helped through reformist, compromising 

socialist leaders in several cases. Though, using ultra-nationalist slogans, 

induced through economic troubles. Fascist and right-wing dictatorships soon 

gave a incentive to establish a powerful right-wing armed front in countries 

like Italy, Germany, Austria. Hungary, Poland. Spain and Japan. These 

dictatorships arose especially in countries that lacked traditions of democratic 

institutions. The central doctrine of these variegated dictatorships was the 

supremacy of state as opposed to the liberal democratic ideal that the state 

exists for the individual. Despite anti-capital rhetoric, these states also opposed 

revolutionary socialism. 

 

Throughout the Second World War, liberal democracies of Britain, France 

and USA, etc. and Communist Soviet Union allied jointly to wipe out right-

wing dictatorships. The outcome in 1945 left two contending armed camps 

(Western democratic camp and Communist camp), antithetical to each other, 

reviling each other, but both with the same end in view, that of, global power. 

 

Beginning of the Cold War  

After World War II, the world was split flanked by a Communist bloc, an 

anti Communist bloc, and a small number of neutral states. In February 1945, 

Churchill (British Prime Minister), Roosevelt (American President) and Stalin, 

leader of Soviet Union met at Yalta in the Crimea. It was easy for the Allies to 

agree in their objective of defeating Germany and Japan. But differences of 

interests, opinions and thoughts surfaced when the question of future opened 

up. Britain and America disliked communism and feared its spread in the 

devastated countries of Europe. The display of Russian strength throughout 

the war also alarmed them. The Allies had agreed to free elections in the East 

European Countries liberated through the Red Army such as Poland, Hungary, 

Czechoslovakia, Romania, Bulgaria, Yugoslavia, and Albania. But Stalin 



imposed communist governments on these countries. Eastern Poland was 

exchanged with German Silesia through Stalin, therefore moving the Russian 

boundary further West. Britain intervened in Greece and toppled a Communist 

government there. Germany was initially divided into four zones. Berlin, the 

capital city under Russian-controlled zone was also similarly divided. In 1948, 

three western zones introduced a new currency, without consulting the eastern 

zone, resulting in rail and road traffic blockade through Soviet Union for eight 

months throughout which the British and Americans air-lifted all supplies to 

Berlin. The Soviet on the one side and US, Britain and France on other side, 

opposed each other in every sphere. The Eastern European countries under 

Soviet hegemony re-fused to accept American aid under the Marshall Plan, for 

reconstruction of their economies. The Soviet Union made the atomic bomb in 

1949 and the situation of hostility further intensified which was described the 

Cold War. Peace remained elusive in this open ideological war, which 

periodically erupted into confrontation flanked by the great power blocs with 

impending threats of military action or of nuclear destruction of our planet. 

 

 

NATURE OF THE WARS  

The Notion of Total War and its Implications  

The 19th and 20th centuries witnessed the transformation of war from 

dedicated action of a professional military group, first into the total 

mobilization of industrial possessions to produce weapons, then into total 

involvement of whole industrial societies in the procedure of hurling 

concentrated, mechanized forces against military or civilian targets anywhere 

on the globe, and finally into a scientific contest to develop weapons of mass-

destination and means of delivering them to destroy the opponent's total 

society, and even endangering the life of human species on the planet. 

 

An International Court of Arbitration was recognized at the Hague (1907) 

for settling disputes in the middle of powers. Though, the armament race in 



the middle of major powers sustained, fuelled through the profit motives of the 

private firms such as Krupp in Germany, Vickers-Armstrong in Britain, 

schneider-Crusoe in France, Skoda in Austria and Putilofif in Russia, 

collectively recognized as 'the merchants of death'. The rising militarism was 

further reinforced through the extreme nationalism of the period. 

 

Trench Warfare as a War of Attrition  

Mainly statesmen and people expected a short and swift disagreement 

when the World War 1 began. But it soon got deadlocked into a positional 

trench warfare beside the Western Front a huge seize of 600 miles from 

Switzerland to the North Sea. This continuous front marked the end of local, 

small, isolated and restricted warfare. In fact, restricted warfare of the 

eighteenth century was part and parcel of an autocratic and hierarchical order, 

a relic of military organisation of Feudal Europe, in which the nobility 

specialized in military leadership. Now millions of men faced each other 

crossways the sand-bagged, parapets of trenches, under which they lived like, 

and with rats and, lice. The opposing systems of zigzag, tauber-revetted, sand 

bag reinforced trenches were fronted through tangles of barbed wire and 

scattered sheltered dug outs for providing shelter for troops. 

 

Often, there were many rows in the depth of trenches. The heavy artillery 

and machine gun fire used through the opposing armies made it approximately 

impossible to achieve any break- through. In order to break the stalemate, each 

side tried to expand its war production. This necessitated total mobilization of 

human and industrial possessions. Warfare became a clash of national 

possessions of industrial might and supply capability, a war of attrition. It 

required complete subordination of the whole life of people and the economy 

of the belligerent state to the cause of preparing and waging war. It also 

became necessary to arouse and to develop a sense of personal involvement 

throughout the classes and groups of the warring nations as the war machine 

consumed people en masse. The battle of Verdun (February-July, 1916) in 

which the Germans attempted a breakthrough was a battle of 2 millions, with 



one million casualties. The British offensive on the Somme, intended to force 

the Germans to break off the Verdun offensive cost Britain 420.000 lives. 

 

In this battle, British artillery was provided with 23,000 tons of projectiles 

whereas the French Artillery in the celebrated battle of Waterloo had used 

only 100 tons. In the third battle of Ypres (1917) which lasted for 19 days, the 

British bombardment used 4.3 million shells weighing 107,000 tons, a year's 

production of in relation to the 55,000 workers. The war, though a European 

disagreement, forced the European powers to draw supplies from all in excess 

of the globe to maintain such vast consumption of possessions. 

 

Naval Blockade and Submarine Warfare  

Karl von Clausewitz, the philosopher of war had defined War as "an act of 

violence pushed to its utmost bounds". In the epoch of total war, this meant 

defacement of the distinction flanked by civilian' and 'military' targets and 

expenditure. As the role of munitions workers and civilian production became 

significant to the victory as the soldiers in the trenches, there was need for 

constant flow of supplies. The phrase home front' acquired wider usage 

throughout World War 1. The supply rows of opponent became the first 

natural target of military strategy. The economic warfare was symbolized 

through naval blockade and unrestricted submarine warfare throughout World 

War 1. This was a prelude to mass civilian bombing and effort to destroy the 

whole society of the opponent throughout the World War II. 

 

The Allies attempted naval blockade on the Central Powers (Germany, 

Austria. Hungary) and their co-belligerents Turkey and Bulgaria. The 

blockade proved unsuccessful as the Central Powers sustained to get their 

supplies through neutral countries. Germany launched attacks on Allied 

commercial shipping in October, 1914 through its submarines - the U- boats. 

Such attacks intensified in 1915-1917. Through mid-1915, average monthly 

sinkings of Allied ships was 116.000 gross tones and touched 866,000 tones 

through April, 1917. Though, the political disadvantages outweighed any 



logistical damage, since there was strong American reaction to these sinkings. 

The Allied Powers also developed events to counter submarine menace such 

as the convoy system, increased ship-structure and improved management and 

co-ordination of shipping movements and cargoes. 

 

The Nature of Mobilization in the World War II  

The character of industrial mobilization changed markedly throughout the 

World War II. Instead of the mass production of a few key items, as in the 

First World War, the second global disagreement drew on virtually every stage 

of industry. The new engines of war, tanks, aircrafts, radar etc. were highly 

intricate and delicate. It required an elaborate system of mass production of 

many million items just as to schedules and priorities which went on shifting 

with new technical growths and the changing emphasis of war strategy. This 

could be planned only through states at a high stage of economic development. 

All the world powers were spending vast sums on the military throughout 

1933-38. Germany and Soviet Union spent 2,868 million and 2,808 million 

respectively. Japan (with 1,266 million), UK (1.200 million) and USA (1,175 

million) were not distant behind. Though, the demarcation flanked by military 

and non-military shapes of investment is quite ambiguous in an epoch of total 

war. When the war came, all major combatants channeled their production 

capacities into the manufacture of goods for sustenance of war. The combined 

Allied output of munitions at the end of 1944 was 180,000 million. The 

Central Powers produced million worth of munitions. In five war years, USA 

economy produced 300,000 military aircraft and 86,700 tanks. Germany 

produced 44,857 tanks and assault guns in the same period and also produced 

111,767 aircraft throughout 1934-44. Britain produced 123.819 military 

aircraft flanked by September 1934 and June 1945. Soviet Union assembled 

136,800 aircraft and 102.500 tanks and self-propelled guns throughout the 

war. In the winter of 1943-44, one-third of world production was for war 

purposes. It became necessary to conscript the whole economy and civilian 

life to achieve these military targets. Since contemporary warfare involves all 

citizens and mobilizes mainly of them, it is waged with armaments which 



require a diversion of the whole economy to produce them, and which are used 

in inconceivable quantities. To destroy factories or people who worked in 

them became legitimate. Defeat in workshop and homestead could lead to 

defeat in the field. Mass bombing of civilians in cities became the after that 

logical step in the brutal logic of military strategy. 

 

A high stage of armed mobilization, which hovered approximately 20% 

for mainly powers throughout the Second World War, and which lasted for a 

few years, produced a type of social revolution in the employment of women 

outside the household, temporarily in the World War I and permanently in the 

World War II. Only Germany avoided this integration of women in the labour 

market for ideological reasons, as the Nazi State did not consider women 

worthy of employment outside their homes.  

 

Though, German industrial war machine had an army of in relation to the 

15 million slave labourers requisitioned from the vanquished countries. 

Another significant aspect of war was that it was waged as a zero-sum game, 

i.e., as a war which could only be totally won or totally lost. Unlike the earlier 

wars which were fought for specific and limited objectives, world wars were 

waged for unlimited ends. In the Second World War, this establish expression. 

in the phrase "unconditional surrender". This was another valid cause why 

total war necessitated the use of all productive possessions (of national as well 

as other allied economics). The British economy, for instance, despite the 

concentration of possessions on arms production, was unable to cover its own 

demands for armaments and depended heavily on American deliveries which 

prided itself as being the arsenal of democracy'. The USA removed all 

restrictions on Allied armament contracts including those of immediate 

payment through the LEND-LEASE agreements. 

 

Technological Innovations for Mass-Slaughter  

The nineteenth and twentieth centuries witnessed the application of 



industrial and technical means for devising weapons which could kill and 

destroy more accurately and efficiently in excess of a longer range and 

anywhere on the globe. 

 

Artillery  

Through the end of the nineteenth century, black powder was supplanted 

through nitrocellulose based propellants popularly recognized as gun-cotton'. 

It produced three times as much energy as black powder for the same weight 

of charge, was not destroyed through exposure to moisture and the products of 

combustion were considerably gaseous which reduced fouling of the gun bore. 

Separately from this, artillery saw improvements in guns as well as projectiles. 

Alfred Krupp (1851) built an all steel gun drilled out of a single block of cast 

metal. Breech-loading mechanism used in 1860s and 1870s helped in cutting 

spiral grooves into the bores of artillery' pieces or solved the problem of 

rifling. Its advantages were immense. Through imparting spin to the 

projectiles, rifling produced greater accuracy. It also imparted stability to an 

elongated projectile, which was aerodynamically much superior to a round 

ball, and so, able to better sustain its velocity in flight. Another technical 

device solved the recoiling problem through absorbing the shock of discharge 

and leaving the gun in almost same location after firing as before. The trench 

warfare of World War I gave an impetus to the production of heavier guns in 

greater number with longer ranges and better fire-control. Shooting became 

based on map coordinates and cautiously calculated ballistic parameters 

without a forward observer. Artillery communications also improved aided 

through field telephones and radios. In World War II, anti-aircraft guns 

became more improved and lethal. The role of field and naval artillery 

declined - the tank partly relieving its field role and the tactical bomber 

aircraft its bombardment role. Light and mobile guns were more in demand 

throughout World War II. Some significant anti-aircraft guns used throughout 

World War II were - the Bofors 40 mm gun of US and UK, Soviet M-1939, 37 

mm gun and German 88 mm guns. Arrival of Tanks was countered through 

the development of amour-piercing ammunition. 



 

Infantry  

American Gatling gun and the French Mitrailleuse were early machine-

guns. The World War I witnessed development of heavy machine-guns. The 

first successful automatic machine-gun was invented through Hiram Stevens 

Maxim. These were first used through the British army in 1895 and employed 

on a much superior scale in Russo-Japanese War (1904-05). They were used 

as suspicious fire due to bulk and weight throughout World War I. French 

(Hotchkiss) were gas-operated, air-cooled heavy machine-guns, While 

Anstrians used Schwarzlose. After 1915, lighter machine-guns such as British 

Lewis guns, French Chauchat and US Browning automatic rifle (BAR) were 

used for greater mobility and portability. In 1918, a German named Louis 

Schtneisser first developed a sub-machine gun. In the World War II, still 

heavier machine guns were used. The lighter diversity of machine guns such 

as German MG-34/42, the Soviet Degtyarev, British Bren and US BAR fired 

350-600 rounds per minute. The sub-machine guns such as German MP-38/ 40 

series, popularly recognized as burp guns, Soviet PPD and PPsh, American 

Thompson and the British Sten were also used extensively. After World War I, 

fully automatic weapons in the rifle weight class or the Assault Rifles were 

developed which combined the burst-CIRC capability of the submachine-guns 

with the range and accuracy of the infantry rifle. The better recognized were 

German MP-44. and after World War II, the Soviet Kalashnikov and AK-47. 

 

The New Forces of Contemporary Mechanised Warfare  

Some new forces of mechanized warfare such as tanks, aircrafts (fighter 

and bombers), submarines aircraft carriers were exposed throughout World 

War I but their destructive potential was realized only in the Second World 

War. Tanks had their roots in the development of wheeled armored vehicles 

throughout the early 20th century. Then attempts were made to develop 

tracked armored vehicles capable of breaking trenches. First tanks - Little 

Willie and Big Willie' were intended in Britain in 1915. French developed the 



Schneider Later, lighter and faster tanks as support to infantry were attempted 

throughout 1917-18 in France. US and Italy. The fighting tank or heavily 

armed tanks appeared throughout the inter-war period. Soviet Union took lead 

throughout the Inter-war years, producing in relation to the 20.000 tanks 

flanked by 1930-39, heavily armed with 75-76 mm guns. Germans had only 

3,195 tanks in 1939, but instead of their dispersal in several units, German 

forces concentrated and used them in massed formations in the Panzer 

divisions, which proved formidable for the first two years of the war. The war 

saw drastic augment in their production in the USSR, Britain, Germany and 

USA. The tanks set the continuous front flanked by the belligerent countries in 

motion, the rapid penetration merely rolling back the defense zone much 

deeper, with disastrous consequence for the civilians. Submarines became a 

major factor in World War I. Germany employed them to destroy surface 

merchant ships through using a self-propelled underwater missile or torpedo. 

They were used on a superior scale in the World War II in the Atlantic through 

Germany and in the Pacific through the US navy. The German U-boats 

(Undersea boot) became notorious throughout World War I. The US navy's 

Aeronaut throughout Inter-war period and Gato and Balao submarines 

throughout World War II played decisive role in the naval warfare. As the 

control of seas became vital for logistical and strategic reasons, warships 

played decisive role. British Royal navy built heavy ships - Dreadnoughts. 

Though, with the coming of military aircraft, the range of naval warfare also 

widened. In World War I itself, it extended the ship's skill to scout or 

reconnoitre big regions of oceans. Therefore, begun the age of Aircraft 

carriers, although battle ships were not totally replaceable. In contemporary 

naval warfare, the control of sea also meant control of air in excess of the sea 

and under sea waters. The US 27,500 ton Essex Carriers with a carrying 

capability of 100 aircrafts were the principal US fleet carriers in the Pacific 

throughout World War II. Similarly Japanese carriers played a key role in 

attacks on Pearl Harbor (1941) and the Battle of Coral Sea (May, 1942). 

 



Military Aviation  

In the epoch of total war, possibility of any potential invention, capable of 

being put to military use, was immediately realized. German Zeppelins were 

early military aircraft used throughout World War I. Their use did not prove 

very effective. German Zeppelins made 51 raids flanked by January 1915 to 

August 1918 and dropped 5,806 bombs totaling 196.5 tons. In these raids only 

557 people were killed and 1,358 were injured. Though France, Britain, 

Germany, Italy and USA built big contingents of aircraft throughout the war. 

In the lnter-war period, engines were improved considerably, usually 

substituting air cooled with liquid-cooled engines. There was also switch in 

excess of from wooden-sheltered to metal-construction. The four main 

concerns capable of designing and mass-producing engines for fighters were: 

Daimler-Benz in Germany, the Allison-division of General Motors in the 

USA, Rolls Royce and Napier in the Great Britain. The bombers were also 

improved, with Boeing Aircraft Company producing B-9 bombers in 1931 - 

the progenitor of all contemporary combat aircrafts. In the World War II, 

fighters, bombers (light, medium and heavy) and aircrafts for carriers all were 

produced in vast quantities. The bombers were used to achieve decisive stage 

of destruction. The civilian mass bombing, through very terrifying, merely 

developed into an aerial version of trench warfare as only 3% of total killed in 

the World War II died of it and it totally failed to provide decisive blow to 

armament production industries of the opponents and soon became a very 

costly affair. Flanked by April 1942-45. 593,000 Germans were killed and 3.3 

million homes were destroyed in Germany. 

 

Atomic bomb became militarily only a more cost-effective method of 

attaining a goal that was already a central part of strategy. Throughout the 

World War II. European war economies also adopted the American system of 

mass production. Standardized interchangeable parts were produced in bulk 

and the end product was put jointly on the assembly row. It is ironical to note 

that this malevolent god the contemporary assembly row (based on mechanical 

conveyance of the product from one operation to the other) had appeared via 

the slaughter homes in Cincinnati and Chicago in 1860s. 



 

Chemical Warfare  

Germany used chlorine beside a six kilometers front at Ypres on 22 April 

1915 against French and Algerian territorial army. Later phosgene and 

mustard gas were also used throughout the World War 1. Though, introduction 

of better gas masks, protective clothing reduced the effects of chemical 

warfare. More than 100,000 tons of several chemical mediators were used 

throughout the First World War Throughout the Second World War, chemical 

weapons were stockpiled but were not integrated into military scheduling. 

Military ineffectiveness and fear of retaliation prevented their use. 

 

Nuclear Weapons: Achieving Technical Feasibility for Total Annihilation  

The development of atom-bomb was made possible through the 

discoveries of contemporary physics such as the detection of artificial 

radioactivity in 1930s and Enrico Fermi experiment of bombarding dissimilar 

nuclei with low-velocity neutrons. Uranium, Thorium and Plutonium were 

establish to produce new elements in the procedure (fission). US entered the 

World War 11 in December 1941 and started the Manhattan Project to create 

atom bomb a practical reality. Colonel Leslie Groves became the head of the 

Manhattan Engineer District. In October 1942, after reorganization, J. Robert 

Oppenheimer became the director of Project Y, the group that actually 

intended the bomb. They were working on the principle that assembly of a 

enough amount of fissile material (Uranium 235 or Plutonium 239) was 

necessary to create it go ' sub critical', i.e. for neutrons (which cause fission 

and are in turn released throughout fission) to be produced at much faster rate 

than they can escape from the assembly. Through 1944. the Manhattan Project 

was already spending 1 billion per year. A plutonium weapon - Trinity was 

tested in July 1945 in South Central New Mexico. On 6 August 1945 at 8.15 

a.m. local time, a US B-29 bomber named Enola Gay flew in excess of 

Hiroshima. The untested U-235 bomb nicknamed Little Boy was air-burst 

1900 feet above the city to maximize destruction. 



 

It released energy equaling 15,000 tons of chemical explosive T.N.T. from 

less than 130 pounds of Uranium. The effects were devastating - in relation to 

the two-thirds of city was totally destroyed and 140.000 persons died through 

the end of the year (out of a population of 350.000). It was more miserable for 

those who survived. A second weapon, a duplicate of plutonium-239 

implosion assembly which was tested as Trinity, and nicknamed Fatman was 

planned to be dropped at Kokura on 11 August 1945, but schedule was moved 

up two days to avoid bad weather, to 9 August. The US bomber, unable to 

sight Kokura, dropped it on the secondary' target of Nagasaki. The results 

were no dissimilar. 

 

Throughout the World War II, Germany developed VI and V2 missiles 

(1944-45) nicknamed in German as ' Vergeltungswaffen (or Vengeance 

weapons) which became the precursors of contemporary ballistic missiles. 

Hence, the total war had already perfected means of total annihilation as well 

as safest possible efficient means of delivering them anywhere on the globe. 

 

Transformation of Military Institution and Administrative Machinery  

Mass war required mass production and hence organisation and 

management - even if its aim was the rationalized destruction of human lives 

in the mainly efficient fashion, as in the German extermination camps. The 

new military establishments took on several of the characteristics of great 

industrial enterprises. Contemporary business methods, office organisation, 

system of record keeping, the use of duplicating, sorting and communication 

equipment and all such paraphernalia for carrying on big industrial operations 

and emergence of a type of corporate leadership in the management of military 

strategy gave military institutions several features of a big business 

corporation. Mechanical warfare and instantaneous communications - the 

technological and logistical elements of warfare made military affairs more 

and more amenable to bureaucratic regulation reducing them to routines, rules 



and regulations. The army officers became, in its true sense, "the managers of 

violence". 

 

The enormous scale of mobilization in the armed forces also affected the 

ratio of combat and non-combat personnel in the forces as the component of 

'service support‘, i.e.. persons employed in procurement, supply and 

communications, etc. increased. Through 1945, for instance, 45% of total 

strength of US army was comprised of such staff. In addition, the vast armies 

of civilian workers and specialists were required to run depots, arsenals and 

factories in a modem society at war. New administrative control events 

became necessary to provide direction to possessions and factors of 

production. 

 

In mainly of the belligerent countries, there was suspension of market 

mechanism in favour of controls and direction intended to ensure the 

restructuring of national economies just as to the needs and priorities of war 

production. War was no longer matter predominantly of purely financial costs 

- but assumed the form of mobilization of all economic possessions. Financial 

control mechanisms based on prices, wages, taxes and credits were still used, 

but more and more branches of production came to be sheltered through 

administrative scheduling and controls. Production priorities had to be decided 

through central administrative agencies [such as the War Production Board 

(1942) or the Office of the War Mobilization (1943-45) in the United States, 

the Ministry of Munitions (1940-42) and the Ministry of War Production 

(1943-44) in Germany, and the Ministry of Munitions in Japan after 

November 1943], There was also need for new type of expertise - economists, 

scientists, statisticians and engineers and businessmen in the government 

administration. 

 

There was need for elaborate administrative organizations to implement 

the priority decisions and to acquire precise and accurate information in 

relation to the economy. The centralization of control in excess of priorities 

resulted in the sway of unelected bureaucracy even in countries where 



democratic institutions survived. There were common administrative solutions 

to similar economic decisions. The war also reinforced the development of the 

military- industrial intricate - a conglomerate of elites belonging to military, 

industrial, banking, labour and academic meadows whose functions was to 

guarantee global economic expansion to guarantee markets and supplies for 

weapons production. Such a close cooperation and mutual dependency of the 

interests of the military, industry and politicians in the mainly industrialized 

states was discernible since 1900. The Military strength gave politicians 

muscle in the international arena, the industrialists secured vast profits and a 

share in power, the scientists establish funds forthcoming for their research 

projects as part of a military programme which would have been unavailable 

elsewhere. The military personnel demanded new products and the availability 

of new technology provided the opportunity to devise new battle plans, and 

lastly, a strong defense industry provided a substantial proportion of the 

workforce with secure employment even in the depression years. The wars 

were a incentive to the juggernaut that has moved under its own momentum to 

finance and build big programmes of weapons manufacture. 

 

The Results of Total War  

The war brought in relation to the unprecedented misery and destruction 

for mankind. Never before so several people had died in a single event. The 

war also led to mass destruction, genocide and separately ride like never 

before. 

 

Mass Destruction  

The total war involved mass destruction of physical possessions, 

productive capacities and human possessions of both the victors and 

vanquished. In the World War 1, the total number of people killed and dying 

for other war-related reasons was well in excess of 8 million. The estimated 

deaths in the World War II were flanked by 3-5 times the estimated figures for 

the World War 1. Statistical exactitude is meaningless, in the case of such 



astronomic figures. In the Second World War. it incorporated in relation to the 

5.1 million Jews. In relation to the 20% of total population of the USSR. 

Poland and Yugoslavia was wiped out in the second war. The percentage for 

Germany. Italy, Austria,. Hungary. Japan and China was flanked by 4 to 6%. 

 

It was only 1 % for Britain and France The loss-of productive capacities 

was also enormous. In relation to the 20% pre-war capital assets of USSR 13% 

pre-war assets in Germany. 8% in Italy, 7% in France and 3% in Britain were 

destroyed throughout the World War II. Though, US economy grew at the rate 

of 10% per annum in the Second World War aided through its remoteness 

from the war theatre and rising demand of arsenals from the Allies. 

Depopulation and devastation was the mainly severe in the Soviet Union 

where 17,000 towns and 70.000 villages were totally or partially destroyed, 

beside with factories, railroad tracks, hospitals, schools, libraries and 

communal farms. Infrastructure was also heavily damaged in Europe and the 

Distant East. 

 

Genocide  

The total war saw the first contemporary effort to eliminate an whole 

population. In the First World War. Turkey killed an uncounted number of 

Armenians (an estimated 1.5 million). The term Genocide was invented to 

describe such attempts, the systematic extermination of national, political, 

ethnic or religious groups through organized groups, usually government. The 

night of 9 November 1938, the night of broken glass' (Kristallnaeht in 

German) inaugurated the Holocaust (or the mass murder of in relation to the 

5.1 million European Jews through the Nazis). On the night of 9 November 

1938, a number of Jews were killed and in relation to the were sent to 

concentration camps and their synagogues and businesses were destroyed. The 

German job of Poland, Belgium. Czechoslovakia. France and big tract of 

USSR etc. brought more and more Jews under Nazi control. They perished in 

gas chambers and factories of slave-labour under the impersonal cruelties of 

remote decision, a national bureaucratic system of rules and routines. 



 

Apatride  

The total war was not only an age of massacre, it was also an age of mass 

flight. The aftermath of World War I saw a big number of homeless and 

stateless people, including the two millions who fled from the Russian 

Revolution and accompanying civil strife. 13 million Greeks were repatriated 

to Greece mainly from Turkey. In all. the period 1914- 22 created roughly 4-5 

million refugees. The League of Nations set up a Refugee organization headed 

through F Nansen to help these people who had no bureaucratic subsistence in 

any state, in an increasingly bureaucratized world. A new document, a 

certificate delivered through national authorities on the recommendations of 

League of Nations High Commissioners for Refugees in 1920s, the so-

described Nansen passport' was accepted as a travel document through in 

excess of 50 countries. 

 

In the World War II, the number of stateless, the uprooted people in 

Europe was 40.5 millions, excluding non-German forced labourers in 

Germany and Germans who fled before the advancing Soviet armies In 

relation to the 13 million Germans were expelled from the parts of Germany 

annexed through Poland and the USSR, from Czechoslovakia and parts of 

South-Eastern Europe. Other major byproduct of war, partition of India and 

the Korean war produced 15 million and 5 million displaced persons. The 

Establishment of Israel - another war-effect, uprooted in relation to the 1.3 

million Palestinians. 

 

GLIMPSE OF THE POST-WAR WORLD  

Post-War Scenario  

As economic inter-connections became trans-continental, a war of power 

within Europe became the first truly global war in history For that cause, the 

history of Europe after the War can not be read independently of events 

outside Europe, especially since these interconnections became ever more 



potent and intricate. Consequently, sure non-European forces were of great 

significance within Europe until the end of the 1980s. These were, for 

instance, the preponderance of American power in European affairs, the 

dominance of the dollar in the global financial system, and the sustained 

hostility flanked by the two militarized politico-economic blocs that appeared 

after the war. 

 

Immediate Priorities  

Some of the priorities were the following. 1) Domestically, within in each 

country, the social and economic dislocations caused through the War had to 

be rectified. 2) Continentally, the political map of Europe had to be redrawn 

considerably since the existing hierarchy of nation- states was no longer valid. 

3) Regionally, affecting only West Europe, arose the problem of withdrawing 

from the colonies. 4) In the course of settling these issues, the systemic 

disagreement flanked by capitalism and socialism became pan-European: it 

added a further dimension to the traditional political, economic, and cultural 

division flanked by East and West Europe, and it affected in several methods 

the trajectory of European growths in excess of the after that forty years. 

 

The first three procedures noted above now merged with and were 

expressed through the bipolar or East-West division of Europe. Within 

Europe, the balance of power had shifted decisively to a more assertive Soviet 

Union, which sought to establish full control in excess of its strategic sphere of 

interest in East Europe Throughout the War the Soviet Union and the Anglo- 

American alliance had divided Europe into such spheres of interest and agreed 

not to interfere in each others regions. The West European powers, especially 

the United Kingdom, had been financially depleted through the war and been 

displaced from their great power eminence; they now opted, with varying 

degrees of reluctance or enthusiasm, for a subordinate connection with capital-

surplus USA European countries, which had the freedom to do so, or which 

fell outside the pale of the strategic calculus, assumed intermediate positions 

ranging from diplomatic neutrality to pragmatic ambivalence. The fate of 



Germany alone was decided through inter-bloc disagreement. This was 

perhaps inevitable. It culminated in the creation of two states, West Germany 

or the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG), and East Germany or the German 

Democratic Republic (GDR). For extensive they did not even acknowledge 

each other's subsistence. 

 

The political and economic consequences of the war were uneven 

crossways Europe. With the exception of Britain and in part the Soviet Union, 

new patterns of national politics and new international territorial disputes 

appeared. Throughout the War, politically oriented armed resistance groups 

were organized throughout the territories occupied through Germany; at the 

same time, national governments in exile, representing these territories, 

functioned as pressure groups lobbying with the allied powers. These were 

often riven through disagreement, usually ideological, but occasionally also 

ethnic, as in the case of the ethnically plural Yugoslavia. Within France, the 

Maquis, dominated through the communists, organized resistance against the 

Germans; outside France, the Free French and its French National Committee 

operated from London, and developed eventually into the provisional 

government before the inauguration of the Fourth French Republic. 

 

Yugoslavia  

Inevitably, intense rivalry in excess of POST-WAR arrangements tended 

to develop flanked by left-wing resistance factions and liberal or right-wing 

governments in exile. In Yugoslavia, the situation was complicated through 

the attendance of two separate pressure groups, the communist National 

Liberation Front led through Josip Broz Tito on the one hand, and on the 

other, the nationalist and royalist Chetniks under Draza Mihailovich. More 

often than not, the solution to such fundamental internal conflicts within 

national politics entailed external intervention. In East Europe it happened 

through swift semi-military settlement: in West Europe it was done through 

institutional arrangements to exclude rival claimants from effective power, 

complemented where necessary through military aid. The nature of the 



settlement in East Europe merely deferred the eruption of the inevitable crisis, 

which finally occurred in the 1980s: and the West European solution led to 

frequent crises of government, and occasionally of the system itself. 

Yugoslavia was exceptional for the communists having seized power without 

the assistance of the Red Army; it was so able to join the Soviet Bloc and 

leave it subsequently of its own volition. Ultimately though, it shared the fate 

of its more dependent neighbors in conditions of ethnic division and system 

disintegration. 

 

Poland  

Poland had been bifurcated throughout the war and occupied through both 

Germany and the Soviet Union: the initial resistance was so bound to be both 

anti-German and anti-Soviet. The nationalist Home Army worked in co-

operation with the exiled government in London, but it was decimated through 

the Germans after the failure of the Warsaw Uprising in 1944. In Soviet- 

occupied Poland, the communist-led Polish Committee of National Liberation 

supervised to seize the initiative with the help of the advancing Soviet Red 

Army. Given the destruction of the Home Army, it was able to control the 

Provisional Government of National Unity that was shaped through the merger 

of the two rival provisional governments based in London and Soviet-held 

Poland. 

 

Greece  

In Greece, on the other hand, the procedure of resolution was protracted 

and uncertain because the resistance was divided flanked by the communist-

led National Liberation Front and the right-wing republican National 

Democratic League. The Government of National Unity under Georgios 

Papandreous and sponsored through the British, sought to disband the 

communist-led National Liberation Front in 1944. But it led to civil war which 

was suspended through the Varkiza truce of 1945. A manipulated election and 

plebiscite then returned royalists and royalty to power. It triggered off another 



round of civil war and American intervention against the communists. 

Thereafter Greece saw a succession of unstable governments, regularly in 

disagreement with the monarchy, followed through prolonged military 

dictatorship until the mid-seventies. 

 

Though, not all of Europe followed this pattern. Unlike so several other 

cases, the resistance movements in Denmark, the Netherlands, and Norway 

were relatively unified They posed little difficulty for post-War national 

political revival. Stable multi-party coalition arrangements appeared to assume 

office and implement the "social democratic consensus" of extended social 

welfare, fiscally engineered income transfers, and a moderate and gradualist 

socio-economic reform, to which electoral opinion here, as elsewhere, had 

decisively swung. 

 

Whatever the specific mode of resolution of immediate post-war troubles, 

the bi-polar division into an east and a west bloc came to control thinking and 

acting through the end of the 1940s. This was apparent, not merely in the 

rhetoric of international and domestic politics, but equally in the fundamental 

premises of much influential scholarship and journalism. It tended so to 

distract attention from other divisions, oppositions, and unities simultaneously 

at work. Germany and the neutrals were to a sure degree the exceptions. Such 

overarching categories can often be misleading: but bloc affiliation and 

tension did exert important power on the international diplomatic stance of 

nations and on crucial characteristics of their domestic policy. They also 

contributed to the emergence of supra-national projects, whose very 

development, paradoxically enough, tended sometimes to reveal the extent of 

intra-bloc differences. These were more pronounced and transparent in the 

case of the non-Soviet bloc. 

 

The Two Germanis  

The mainly important and perhaps the mainly peculiar of such supra-

national projects was the creation of the two Germanies. The Allies had 



arrived at no agreement on Germany and indeed competed for the control of 

Berlin in what is recognized as the "Race for Berlin". It led to the partition of 

Germany into four zones, one under each occupying power. The delay in 

excess of the final settlement only revealed the variation of opinion within the 

western bloc in excess of the extent to which Germany's military and 

economic reconstruction could be permitted. But it also mirrored and 

magnified post-War strategic rivalry to the point of two separate states being 

set up in excess of the decade. 

 

The initial Franco US agenda, overriding British objections, proposed to 

de-industrialize Germany. It expected that output would be limited to the 

minimum necessary, and that excess equipment accessible in Germany would 

be shipped out as reparation for war damage. Given the deepening hostility 

flanked by the US and the Soviet Union, these projects were altered. The US 

shifted perspective from the relatively isolationist "America First" stance to 

the pursuit of an unambiguously interventionist one described as the 

"leadership of the Free World." From this now flowed the Truman Doctrine 

and the Marshall Plan. The Truman Doctrine announced its support for "free 

peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation through armed minorities or 

through outside pressure": and the Marshall Plan, recognized officially as the 

European Recovery Programme, set out to revive and reconstruct Europe, 

including West Germany. The Marshall Plan was set within the framework of 

the new monetary and trading system based on the supremacy of the US dollar 

and the dismantling of trade barriers. The latter were envisaged through the 

Bretton Woods institutions (World Bank and International Monetary Finance 

or IMF) and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), 

 

Accordingly, a sweeping agenda for the recovery' of West Germany was 

set afoot. The Stage of Industry Plan of 1946, which had limited production to 

half the stage of 1938, was now abrogated. A major political reform now 

instituted multi-party elections, imposed strict controls on trade unions, and 

eliminated "undesirable" political tendencies. A currency reform replaced the 

old Reich mark with the new deutsche mark. Consensus having been arrived 



at, the French, British, and American zones were merged in 1949 to make the 

Federal Republic of Germany (West Germany). Though, sovereignty was 

granted to the Federal Republic only in 1955 after its defenses were secured 

through a limited remilitarization and its induction into NATO. The zone of 

Soviet job, or East Germany, went through the same procedure of being 

restructured to ensure integration with the Soviet power structure. The new 

state was recognized in 1949; the Communist Party's power was then secured, 

popular unrest quelled, and a replica of the Soviet pattern of development 

confirmed, before the country was declared sovereign in 1954. Berlin, the 

capital of undivided Germany, having been likewise divided, sustained to 

remain the focus of hostilities, from the Blockade of 1948 to the structure of 

the wall in 1961. 

 

Given the hostility flanked by the two blocs, supra-national projects were 

regularly devised within cache bloc in order to consolidate it further. Coin 

inform was recognized in the east in 1947 to co-ordinate communist action in 

Europe. But because it reached into West Europe also, it was finally disbanded 

in 1956 as a gesture of goodwill. The Council of Mutual Economic Assistance 

(COMECON) was set up in 1949 for greater economic integration, while the 

Warsaw Pact was recognized in 1955 for military co-ordination. Such bodies 

were more numerous in the West. They reflected dissimilar alignments and 

brought jointly dissimilar combinations of countries. The North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization (NATO) was recognized in 1949 as a trans-continental 

military body, and the European Coal and Steel Community appeared in 1951 

with the specific economic concerns that the name suggests. On the other 

hand, the European Economic Community of 1957 and the European Commu-

nity of 1957 had superior objectives that prompted apprehensions of loss of 

national sovereignty. notably in Britain. In response, Britain initiated in 1959 

the European Free Trade Association (EFTA). Reconstruction, undertaken 

amidst such acrimony, relied to a great extent on such agencies and 

instruments.  

 



Economic Reconstruction in Post-War Europe  

The War had damaged the economies of almost all the European countries. 

The immediate task so war to recover the losses incurred and somehow restore 

the pre-war stages of economic development. The after that step was to attain 

new stage of economic prosperity. This procedure of economic recovery and 

development followed dissimilar trajectories in the liberal democratic and the 

socialist world. Let us first see what happened in the liberal democratic part of 

Europe. 

 

Recovery and Boom: Economy in Capitalist Europe  

The first stage of economic recovery, from 1945 to 1947, was effected 

through bilaterally negotiated US loans and grants and the food aid disbursed 

through the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Agency (UNRRA). 

These sufficed to avert the general collapse of the economy that industrial 

dislocation and poor harvest threatened; they were adequate even to raise 

industrial output to pre-war stages. Longer-term American objectives though 

required first, a monetary and trading system permitting the unrestricted 

movement of capital and commodities, and second, a bloc of politico-military 

partners whose defense did not have to be permanently subsidized. But Europe 

was burdened through a payments deficit with the US and a scarcity of dollars. 

Neither of the American aims could be pursued without further economic 

expansion. 

 

Throughout the after that stage of recovery, 1948-1951, European 

countries willing to participate in the US-sponsored recovery programme 

received 13 billion dollars. This was complemented through a 1 billion dollar 

loan from the International Monetary Finance (IMF) and the International 

Bank for Reconstruction and Development (World Bank). The main 

beneficiaries of this programme were Britain, France, Italy, and West 

Germany. It recognized an international body of recipient nations, the 

Organization for European Economic Co-operation, to which each nation 



submitted a national plan every four years. These aid-getting nations were 

required, under the "counterpart" clause, to create accessible a finance of 

domestic currency equal to the aid received and to be spent in methods 

approved through the US. They had to agree to use the aid to finance food 

imports only from the US whether or not cheaper alternative sources were 

accessible. They had to also employ the services of US shipping and insurance 

for 50% of aid- financed purchases, besides also ensuring preferential 

treatment to American oil interests. 

 

Flanked by 1947 and 1951. the West European economies saw the 

restoration of financial discipline. Although performance and policy emphases 

varied crossways Europe, the following characteristics were common: state 

management of the economy, nationalization of key sectors like energy, 

transport, and banking, and deflationary policies (that is, restricted government 

spending and credit) that increased unemployment. It led on to a extensive 

economic boom that lasted until the mid-1970s. Although the deflationary 

policies created some employment, they also led to the economic boom. As a 

result the period after the 1970s witnessed a close to full employment. It 

acquiesced a "new capitalism" of close to full employment, high productivity, 

high wages, and extensive social welfare. All these combined to blunt class 

antagonism and to generate consensual politics. Ambitious social welfare 

programmes, of the type outlined through the Beveridge Report in the UK and 

similar manifestoes elsewhere, entailed a dramatic augment in government 

expenditure, unlike the frugal years of 1947-1951. Such expenditures 

sustained demand and fuelled investment: at the same time, they led to higher 

tax revenues in the interest of balanced budgets. Industrial and agricultural 

action expanded; exports rose, leading to reduction in the trade deficit with the 

USA; and accumulation mounted. 

 

Though, the results were uneven crossways West Europe. Less developed 

countries like Ireland. Spain, and Portugal were less affected through the 

quantitative and qualitative transformations achieved through the more 

advanced economies. Growth and the standard of living varied flanked by 



countries and so did income sharing patterns within them. As may be 

expected, there were wide variations in the specific mode of economic 

management, the degree of state intervention, the role and sophistication of 

scheduling, the proportion of state to private enterprise within each economy, 

the relation flanked by state, employers, and unions, and in the mechanism and 

extent of social welfare. Likewise, within the European boom, individual 

European countries, at dissimilar times and with dissimilar frequencies, 

experienced brief economic crises like annual recessions, trade imbalances, 

poor harvests etc. Nonetheless, flanked by 1950 and the early 1970s. Europe 

made astonishing advances in productivity and standard of living. It induced 

the belief that a new form of supervised capitalism had been recognized: that it 

would transcend the notorious cyclical tendencies and internal crises of 

capitalism, and that government intervention would ensure general social 

welfare. 

 

Though the extensive boom came to an end in 1973 with the first oil 

shock, when oil-producing countries unilaterally and dramatically raised the 

prices of oil. European economies suffered inflationary pressures, output 

decelerated, and unemployment rose. They immediately led to restrictive 

policies within the parameters of the existing system of economic 

management, and more slowly, to a change of economic perspective: From the 

late 1970s, in country after country', the social democratic consensus broke 

down. New political programmes proposed to restrict social welfare to the 

minimum necessary. They repudiated government intervention and demand 

management. They denounced institutionalized trade union bargaining as 

obstacles to the free play of market forces. All these led to the privatization of 

nationalized industries, extensive deregulation, and the adoption of monetarist 

and supply- side policies In France, for instance, state intervention and 

scheduling had been through distant the mainly pronounced in Europe: and the 

Socialist government‘s Interim Plan of 1982-1983 had accepted out an 

expansion of the state sector and a series of rationalization schemes through 

the mid- eighties. But these were reversed through Jacques Chirac's right-wing 

government flanked by 1986 and 1988 through extensive privatization. The 



successor Socialist government committed itself to "neither nationalization nor 

privatization". In effect, in mainly of capitalist Europe, a new "free market" 

economic consensus had appeared. 

 

Economy in Socialist Europe  

In the Soviet bloc, reconstruction was hindered through the relatively 

lower capability of the leading power, the Soviet Union. External capital was 

in short supply, except on conditions that were unacceptable to the Soviet 

system. Capital for the industrialization programme so had to be internally 

generated. Soviet recovery itself required the continuation of reparations from 

its ally, the German Democratic Republic (GDR) and Austria until the mid-

1950s. In the newly sovietized countries, nationalization permitted rapid 

expansion in heavy industrial capability. Radical agrarian programmes of farm 

collectivization and nationalization on the Soviet model soon plunged the 

agricultural sector into turmoil and led to food shortages. East Europe was 

therefore preoccupied with the problem of adjusting to a new system of 

production and stagnation in the very sectors whose boom was the basis of 

West European prosperity. 

 

The plan economies of the eastern bloc, with the exception of the USSR, 

began with a very low industrial base. Albania and Bulgaria were 

predominantly agricultural, and Poland's manufacturing base was confined to 

Silesia and Warsaw. Since investment priorities were largely determined 

through the state, national plans focused excessively on developing heavy 

industry. The resulting imbalance led to chronic shortages of consumer goods. 

As in the West, there were important variations on this general pattern. While 

private action in agriculture was drastically curtailed through the introduction 

of communal and state farms, Polish agricultural output was predominantly 

produced on privately owned farms. In short, the collectivization model in 

Poland in the 1940s and the early 1950s had failed. In Yugoslavia, industries 

were not state-owned but given in excess of to Workers' Councils to be run for 

profit. 



 

Disparities in the domestic availability of possessions also determined the 

extent of reliance on the USSR for material aid. In the initial stages, trade and 

economic dealings were confined to the region, that is, the eastern bloc. 

Though, the shortage of capital and of agricultural product, especially wheat, 

led to a parallel dependence on western countries. Poland and Romania 

borrowed extensively from the West in the 1970s to finance their 

industrialization programmes; but servicing these debts demanded austerity 

events and higher food prices to reduce subsidies on food. In Bulgaria and 

Hungary, the shortage of consumer goods and mis allocation of investment led 

to reforms intended to decentralize scheduling and stimulate investment. 

These were though withdrawn in Bulgaria following the Soviet invasion of 

Czechoslovakia. 

 

Through the early 1970s, the USSR was compelled to import grain from 

the USA. Food grain and light industrial imports from the hard currency 

regions (the West) without corresponding exports resulted in a combined 

balance of payments deficit of 10 billion dollars through 1975. These were 

financed through borrowings from western banks. Imports were cut back and 

the deficit was eliminated; but, through 1982, East bloc debts stood at 81 

billion dollars and its debt service ratio stood at 100 percent, that is, it was 

borrowing money solely in order to pay back debts. Soviet export earnings 

deteriorated with the collapse of world oil prices in the mid- 1980s. Further 

import restrictions were hindered through domestic compulsions; the trade 

deficit was so financed through the sale of gold. Of the east European 

economies. Poland was the main debtor, with loans to the tune of 35 billion 

dollars. East European economies made rapid advances in heavy industry; but 

their deficiencies in the provision of consumer goods and in agrarian 

production, compounded through the diversion of investment to military 

necessities, resulted in stagnation and domestic crises through the mid-1980s. 

The final consequence was. as in the West, the repudiation of the statistic 

paradigm and the replication of its free market model. 

 



Politics in Post-War Europe  

As you are now aware, one major characteristic of the Post-war Europe 

was its division flanked by the two victorious forces of the War. Europe now 

came to be sharply divided flanked by a socialist bloc and a capitalist bloc, or 

geographically Speaking, East-European bloc and West-European bloc. This 

division of Europe was as marked in economy as in politics. In the previous 

section you learnt something in relation to the dissimilar economic trajectories 

being followed in the eastern and the western blocs. This section will inform 

you in relation to the dissimilar political trajectories followed in the two blocs. 

 

In the political sphere, western Europe was distinguished through a 

plurality of polities, ranging from electoral democracies to dictatorships. The 

eastern bloc was more uniform and regimented, with common ideological 

orientations and control through fraternally associated communist parties; but 

they also exhibited some variations in practice and witnessed occasional 

"deviations" and frequent dissent. 

 

The Capitalist Europe  

In west European countries which adopted the "social democratic" 

consensus, the nominal distinction flanked by parties of the left, centre, and 

right were retained: but the distinction in substance and programme was 

narrowed to the point where their ideological differences indicated pre-war 

predilections or signified differences of emphases. As early as 1953, even so 

staunch an exponent of conservatism as Winston Churchill was compelled to 

accept, following the Conservative Party's acceptance of the mixed economy 

that "party differences are now in practice mainly those of emphasis." 

 

The thought of the "social democratic consensus‖ itself is valid only in 

post-war conditions. It was based on a substantial and pragmatic dilution of 

the pre-war programme of social democracy to accommodate fundamental 

tenets of conservatism (the sanctity of private property) and of liberalism (the 



limited state). Social Democracy therefore conceded the possibility of the 

gradualist reform of capitalism. The conservative acceptance of this 

reconstructed social democratic agenda was an equally pragmatic recognition 

of prevailing social and international circumstances: the first accessible 

opportunity was so seized to dismantle the edifice based upon it. 

 

This consensus allowed stable coalitions of right centre and left centre 

groupings: occasionally, in the immediate aftermath of bitter electoral 

disagreement, even "grand coalitions" of the left and the right were possible. 

Except for Britain in West Europe, the predominant tendency was towards the 

formation of coalition governments even where the electoral system was not 

based on proportional representation. Such government formation was often 

preceded through intricate post-electoral bargaining on policies and priorities 

and on the appropriate sharing of office. Scandinavian coalition governments 

were stable because the social democratic parties were firmly entrenched 

within national politics. Though, the exact content of consensus did vary. In 

Britain, where the limiting circumstances of coalitional politics did not 

operate, Tory or Conservative rule from 1959 to 1964 saw the beginnings of 

the attack on universal welfare in favour of a more discriminatory welfare. 

Similarly, while continental social democracy had worked out a fairly stable 

connection with labour, in Britain the Labour Party's connection had an 

unstable element, beginning as early as 1951 with the rise of the Bevanite 

opposition within the party.  

 

In the middle of the electoral democracies, the Italian polity was 

exceptional for its extreme instability of government and a very strong 

communist attendance. In this respect it was like the Fourth French Republic 

which was dissolved in 1958 with de Gaulle's establishment of the Fifth 

French Republic. Government in Italy was dominated through the Christian 

Democratic Party, itself a broad spectrum entity that accommodated a range of 

tendencies, from cleric-fascism on the distant right to Catholic communism on 

the left, but whose centre of gravity was its moderate conservative faction. But 

it was helped through the division of the left flanked by the communists and 



the socialists. Of the major European countries outside the Soviet bloc, Spain. 

Portugal, and Greece witnessed prolonged dictatorships: it was not until the 

1970s that electoral democracy was restored. In Greece, after the American-

aided defeat of the communists, a succession of unstable coalitions assumed 

office until 1967. The military then seized power: but mass unrest and the 

threat of civil war finally forced it to restore civilian rule. On the Iberian 

peninsula, both Spain and Portugal, more or less unaffected through the war. 

sustained with their pre-war dictatorships and pursued relatively autarchic and 

isolationist policies. The extensive dictatorship of Francisco Franco in Spain 

ended with his death in 1975 and the restoration of the constitutional 

monarchy. In Portugal, the intervention of a radicalized section of the army led 

to a series of revolutionary events before an elected civilian government 

headed through the Socialist Party was installed. 

 

In former imperial countries, decolonization engendered political crises, 

either directly or indirectly. In France, the Indo-China and Algerian wars 

provoked so severe a crisis that the volatile Fourth Republic, in whose twelve 

years of subsistence no less than twenty-three governments were shaped, was 

dissolved in 1958 and the new', the Fifth Republic, fashioned largely through 

the executive, was instituted. Belgium was already troubled through the north-

south Flemish-Walloon divide and the disagreement in excess of the future of 

the monarch, Leopold; but the independence of the Congo induced austerity 

events which contributed to strike waves in 1960-1961. In Portugal, the 

independence wars of Guinea-Bissau, Angola, and Mozambique furnished the 

context for the military coup against the "New State" dictatorship, 

continuously in power from the 1930s. Even Britain, which had relinquished 

its colonial territories rather more tamely, witnessed the resignation of prime 

minister Anthony Eden, following the adventurist protection of residual 

interests in the Suez Canal in 1956. 

 

The Socialist Europe  

Through contrast with the West, communist parties usually monopolized 



power in the eastern bloc. Hence differences of opinion were contained, within 

permissible limits, within the party; and intense power struggles were 

mannered therein. The degree of autonomy from the USSR though depended 

on a host of factors, including the extent of popular mobilization that could be 

achieved. In Poland, the initial stage of communist rule was marked through 

the assertion of national independence under Wladyslaw Goinulka to the 

extent of his expulsion from the party. In 1956, the anti-Soviet riots in Poznan 

enabled the purge of Soviet sympathizers, the return of Gomulka. and some 

relaxation from rigid controls. Through the 1960s. these relatively liberal 

trends had been reversed. The Polish regime was regularly troubled through 

dissent in several shapes. These incorporated workers‘ riots in excess of 

working circumstances and mass demonstrations against the rise in food prices 

when subsidies were reduced in order to finance further industrialization. All 

these led to the replacement of Gomulka through Edward Giereck. The 1980s 

saw further strikes against rising food prices. A new factor in Polish politics 

now appeared, the self-governing trade union described Solidarity, after 

government conceded to striking workers the right to unionize independently 

of party controls. The momentum of opposition that Solidarity could sustain 

contributed eventually to the demise of the communist party regime. 

 

In East Germany. Czechoslovakia, and Hungary, early attempts at relaxing 

social controls and establishing some autonomy from the Soviet Union were 

curbed through repression. Anti- Soviet riots in East Germany were quelled 

through Soviet forces in 1953. Hungary accepted out sweeping economic and 

political reforms after 1953. They first provoked the removal of the premier, 

Imre Nagy in 1955: then an armed revolt that brought him back at the head of 

a new revolutionary government in 1956; and eventually intervention through 

Soviet troops to install Janos Kadar in power. The Czechoslovak effort to 

introduce similar reform under Alexander Dubcek, who replaced Antonin 

Novotny, led to a similar invasion through Warsaw Pact troops in 1968. 

Romania and Bulgaria were relatively more autonomous, despite the latter's 

dependence on the Soviet Union for investment and vital raw materials. 

Through the 1960s. Bulgaria had introduced some degree of local and private 



initiative in the economy; but. after the Czechoslovak invasion, these reforms 

were withdrawn. Through the 1970s. Bulgaria had recognized trade dealings 

with the West, and in 1980, opened the economy to foreign investment. 

Romania adhered to the vital Soviet model of course; but from as early as the 

1960s, began to pursue a foreign policy that was extraordinarily self-

governing of the Soviet Union. It not only expressed disapproval of the 

invasion of Czechoslovakia, but also recognized commercial dealings with 

west European countries, from which capital and oil were procured. In 1962-

1963, both Bulgaria and Romania opposed a Soviet proposal to set up a supra-

national power in COMECON to ensure the compulsory specialization of its 

member states in sectors in which they possessed the greatest potential. 

 

Albania and Yugoslavia, although part of the European communist world, 

were as dissimilar from it as they were from each other. Albania, initially part 

of the Soviet sphere, began slowly to drift out through 1958: through 1968 it 

had been expelled from both the COMECON and the Warsaw Pact. It 

withdrew into complete separation and autarchy, hostile to both the cast and 

west blocs until the 1990s. Through 1948 Yugoslavia had offended Moscow to 

the extent of being expelled through Stalin from the "family of fraternal 

Communist Parties". After 1953 though, diplomatic and economic ties were 

renewed. As a result of its political independence, Yugoslavia's political and 

economic system was the mainly decentralized in all of the east bloc, and 

internationally, it enjoyed the freedom to pursue non-alignment as its foreign 

policy. 

 

Through the close of the 1980s, domestic crisis had reached the point that 

the traditional instruments of repression were no longer effective. In part, the 

reforms within the Soviet Union contributed to the amplification of dissent in 

the rest of the unreconstructed Communist bloc, besides also depriving them 

of armed assistance, should this have become necessary. Beginning with 

Romania in 1990, the existing political edifice in the east bloc collapsed, to be 

replaced through new systems based on multi-party elections. National 

boundaries were extensively redrawn as multi-ethnic countries disintegrated 



under the pressure of separatist assertions, and, at the other end of the 

spectrum, the German Democratic Republic was absorbed into the Federal 

Republic of Germany. 

 

REVIEW QUESTIONS  

 How did industrialization affect dealings of powers? 

 How did the system of military alliances pave the method for World 

War? 

 What do you understand through the Cold War? 

 What do you mean through the military-industrial intricate? 

 Describe the procedure through which Germany was divided into two 

nation states. 
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