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Preface to the new edition

This book is bold and ambitious. It charts and explains the development
of power relations in the advanced countries of the world over 150 years
and interprets this with the aid of a general theory of power in human
societies. Readers of my first volume will be familiar by now with my
argument that the development of human societies can be explained in
terms of the interrelations of four sources of social power — ideological,
economic, military, and political (the IEMP model). These sources gen-
erate networks of interaction whose boundaries do not coincide. Instead,
they overlap, intersect, entwine, and sometimes fuse, in ways that defy
simple or unitary explanations of society given by social scientists. More
importantly, they also defy the ability of social actors to fully understand
their social situation, and it is that uncertainty which makes human action
somewhat unpredictable and which perpetually develops social change.
And yet this book is not as big in scope as my other three volumes.
Unlike them, it is not global. One enthusiastic reviewer did begin his
review of this one with the word “Colossal!” and ended saying “this vol-
ume stands alone for its heroic scope, and the depth of its analysis attests
to the author’s vision and determination” (Snyder, 1995: 167). Yet oth-
ers were disappointed with what they saw as a narrowing of my scope
compared to Volume 1. Here I am resolutely focused from beginning to
end on Europe and America. I narrowed my focus firstly because in the
“long nineteenth century” Europe and its white settler colonies consti-
tuted the “leading edge” of power in the world. This was the first period
in world history in which one regional civilization came to dominate all
four sources of social power across the world — ideological, economic,
military, and political. This dominance was not to last long but it was
still firmly in place in July 1914 at the end of the period covered by this
volume. Yet this volume is even more tightly focused, for it largely ignores
the global empires of these Powers. I have been criticized on both counts
as being “Eurocentric,” but I feel that this is misplaced for this is avowedly
a book about only a part, albeit the most important part, of the world at
that time. It was never my intention to ignore the global empires or the
globe as a whole, and they are the subject matter of Volumes 3 and 4.
However, in my decision to focus on the leading advanced countries,
methodological issues also played a part. I am often asked about my
method. I confess to being methodologically unconscious. I just do what

vii



viii Preface to the new edition

I do without thinking much about my method. Joseph Bryant (2006) and
Tim Jacoby (2004) give a much better explanation of my methodology
and my ontology than I could ever provide. However, there are certain
practical patterns to what I do. First, I cut down on the range of countries
and regions by focusing on the leading edge of power, the most advanced
civilizations at any one point in time. I have most obviously done that
in Volume 2 where I only discuss the five leading countries in European
civilization: Britain, France, Prussia/Germany, Austria-Hungary, and the
United States (with Russia playing a more intermittent role).

Second, I then read everything I can on this edge within the limits of
my linguistic abilities, but I stop reading when the result becomes sim-
ply to add detail or minor qualifications to my argument. I reached this
point much sooner for earlier historical periods than later ones because
in early history I could read almost everything published. But preparing
Volume 2 was a learning experience for me. Even after deciding to focus
on a few countries, my aspiration to read even half of what was available
on them meant I was spending an inordinate amount of time and writing
too much to be able to accomplish my original intent of including impe-
rial history too, and of reaching the present day in my narrative. So I left
the empires to Volume 3 (adding the American and Japanese empires),
and I only reach up to today in Volume 4.

So with Volume 2 half-finished but already too long, I realized that if
I was ever to reach the present day, I had not only to write more volumes
but also to be much more selective in my reading. Luckily, technology
then came to my aid. The development of online capabilities has added
useful shortcuts to my reading task. In Volumes 3 and 4 I have been able
to enter a period or problem by searching for relevant online university
syllabi. The syllabi give me a sense of what every student is expected to
read on the topic and the better ones also give me a preliminary sense
of current debates. I then use recent book reviews and review articles in
journals available to me online through UCLA's fine library resources to
read further on current thinking. I soon learned to greatly prefer the type
of book review that states clearly the book’s arguments and data to the
more self-indulgent review in which the author concentrates on giving
his/her own opinions on the topic. Then I read the selected works. This
method is probably the reason why I cite more books than journal arti-
cles, which I had not realized until Rogers Brubaker pointed it out to me.
However, “read” is not always the most appropriate description for my
treatment of books, because very often I “pillage” them, glancing though
the table of contents and the index for sections that bear on the themes I
am pursuing, neglecting the rest. This is a scholarly sin, of course, but it
is absolutely necessary in any very general work, given the immensity of
today’s scholarly production.
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The third aspect of my method in all my volumes has been to contin-
uously zig-zag between theory and data, developing a general idea, then
testing and refining it on the historical evidence, then back to theory,
then once again to data and so on, and so forth. In one respect here this
volume differs from Volume 1. There I had noted that explanations of
why Europe pioneered the way to modernity cannot employ the com-
parative method, because there are no other “pristine” cases of such a
breakthrough (Japan’s remarkable breakthrough came through conscious
adaptation of European institutions). All one could do was to compare
Europe to the one case that might have broken through to industrial cap-
italism but did not do so — Imperial China. In Volume 2, however, I can
deploy the comparative method, because Europe became divided into
nation-states, which had enough boundedness and enough similarities
and differences in their development to permit a comparative analysis
of them. Some readers took my rejection of the comparative method in
Volume 1 as being principled. But no, it was pragmatic, and in this vol-
ume reality allows me to do comparative research.

Once again, however, this volume expresses a distinctively sociological
view of history, one that is more concerned with theoretical questions
than is the case among historians, yet is more concerned with history
than is the case among sociologists. This is true even in this volume, which
does not have great geographical or historical breadth.

Let me state what I consider to be its strengths. I continue here my
argument established in Volume 1 that “societies” are not unitary or sys-
temic. Human societies are constituted by power networks — ideological,
economic, military, and political power — which do not have the same
boundaries. These networks are overlapping, intersecting, and entwin-
ing, forming much looser units than most sociologists have accepted. In
the period covered in this volume, as I say on page 9, states harden into
nation-states with a certain degree of boundedness. But they nonetheless
entwine with a broader transnational “Western civilization” which was in
a sense competing as a basic membership unit. Thus sociology’s master
concept, “society” kept metamorphosing between the nation-state and
the civilization. But the similarity and the distinctiveness of each national
unit, and the fact that they were erecting what I call “cages” around part
of the lives of their subjects/citizens, enabled me to do comparative anal-
ysis of them.

These comparisons centre on what I identify as the two main actors of
modern times: classes and nation-states. I argue that the two cannot be
seen, as is conventional, as utterly separate from each other. Nor are they
opposites, the one undercutting the other. Instead, economic and politi-
cal power relations have developed entwined with each other, influencing
rather than undercutting each other’s development.
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Recent trends in the disciplines of sociology and history have served
to obscure this. When I began writing this volume, class analysis domi-
nated. What was called “social history” focused overwhelmingly on class
relations, and especially on the working class. There was then a reaction
against this overemphasis in the form of a general “cultural turn” in
which culture took over from the economy as the main object of study.
Insofar as classes were discussed at all, this was in terms of discourses,
symbolic communication, and the like rather than concrete labour rela-
tions or the material means of production. This was one result of the
decline of the traditional left in Western society, which was occurring
from the 1980s onward. But a new left was also emerging, centred not
on class but on “identity” rights, especially those of gender and ethnicity.
Writers on gender relations then took much attention away from class
analysis, though some were concerned to specify the relations between
class and gender. But those focusing on ethnicity virtually ignored class
relations, and that has been especially true of those working on nations
and nationalism. Thus class and nation have been kept apart, in separate
boxes, class predominating at first, then nation, thus obscuring the fact
that class and nation have developed together, entwined. It is now con-
ventional, for example, to say that World War I represented the triumph
of nation over class. Yet we shall see in both this volume and Volume 3
that their interrelations were far more complex than this.

I believe that this book remains the best treatment available of the
development of the modern state. Chapter 3 presents my own theory of
the modern state. My notion that states “crystallize” in different forms
as a result of both their different functions and the pressure of different
constituencies on them is better able to cope with the real-world messi-
ness of political life. Second, my treatment of the five states is rooted in
a detailed statistical analysis of their finances and employment records,
and on this quantitative basis I can launch into some grand historical
generalizations. In the course of this period, the main functions of the
state changed radically. At the beginning of the period, its main func-
tion was in the financing and the fighting of war. Charles Tilly famously
remarked that “war made the state and the state made war” (1975: 42).
But I find this was only so in Europe up to the mid-nineteenth century.
Nor did I think it likely that either his model or mine would fully apply to
other continents. In fact, Centeno (2002) found that it only applied to the
history of Latin America in a negative sense. There states rarely made war
and they remained puny, and Herbst (2000) says more or less the same
thing about postcolonial Africa. So the question there turns to “why did
they not make war?” By the end of the century, Western state civilian
functions, like building infrastructures, education, public health, and the
first stirrings of the welfare state, had emerged to rival warmaking. It
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was now a dual civil-military state, a character it retained during most of
the twentieth century, although near the end of that century many states
were predominantly pursuing civilian roles. They have lost their historic
backbone. We can also see from my data that states developed greater
infrastructural power over their territories, even though, surprisingly,
their overall financial size was no greater as a proportion of the overall
economy than it had been at the beginning of the period — because the
growth of the economy was actually slightly greater than the growth of
the state. It was not yet a Leviathan, nor was it as bureaucratic as is often
assumed. On Sundays, U.S. President Harrison (in office from 1889 to
1893) would open the White House front door himself, because it was the
butler’s day off.

The third strength of my analysis of political power is the emphasis |
place on the rise of the nation-state. This offers further justification of
my oft-criticized, unconventional distinction between political and mil-
itary power. The role of political power relations in this period is more
in terms of collective power (power through people) than of distribu-
tive power (power over people). The rising costs of war followed by the
growth of state infrastructures meant that people and their interaction
networks were gradually mobilized into nations. The metaphor I use is
that they were “caged” and “naturalized” within the nation-state. This
was consequential because social relations — especially class relations —
came to vary mainly according to the configuration of political power
in each country. Although the economic power relations of capitalism
varied across the advanced world, they were less important than national
variations in political power in determining the various outcomes of
labour conflict.

In the realm of classes, the period of this volume saw the phenomenal
growth of a capitalism, which generated the first and the second indus-
trial revolutions and massive economic growth. This led to the develop-
ment of modern social classes like the capitalist, middle, working, and
peasant classes. I focus for much of the time on the relations between
workers and capitalists, although I discuss the middle class in Chapter
16 and the peasantry in Chapter 19. I show that the peasantry was capa-
ble of much more collective organization than Marx had argued, and
that the middle class was very diverse, and not nearly as nationalistic as
is often believed. In my book Fuascists (2004), I show that they were not
more susceptible to fascism than were other classes. All these classes were
extremely important from the time of the French Revolution to World
War I, because industrial capitalism became the fundamental economic
power structure of society. Those sociologists who have criticized me for
writing at length on class relations (on the grounds that class is passé) do
not seem to grasp the realities in the long nineteenth century.
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Yet class relations between workers and their capitalist employers have
been ambiguous, in two different senses. First, workers do feel exploited,
yet they must cooperate on a daily basis with their employer in order
to obtain their daily bread. Thus conflict versus cooperation is a peren-
nial choice for both workers and their employers. Secondly, when workers
do organize, three possible forms of solidarity emerge: class solidarity
among the working class as a whole, sectional solidarity among workers
in a particular trade, and segmental solidarity among workers in a par-
ticular enterprise. Here I argue that whether conflict or cooperation pre-
dominates and which combination of these three forms conflict takes are
explained more by political than economic power relations. Most specif-
ically, the more workers are excluded from sharing in political power, the
more likely they are to form class-based organizations, to find plausible
the claims of socialists or anarcho-syndicalists, and to be attracted by the
prospect of revolution rather than reform. Thus, the ordering in terms of
the emergence of class, socialist and revolutionary sentiments runs from
Russia, through Austria-Hungary and Germany, to France and Britain,
and finally to the United States.

I now turn to considering criticisms and misinterpretations of the
volume. Some have interpreted my analysis in variations in class con-
sciousness as my saying that political power relations are more important
than economic ones and so they conclude that this book is “state-centric”
(e.g., Tarrow, 1994; Mulhall, 1995). I reject this. In my conclusion on page
737, I identify two phases of what I call dual determination. In the first
phase, lasting until 1815, economic and military power relations predom-
inated in the structuring of societies. But in the course of the nineteenth
century, power shifted and by the end of the century economic and polit-
ical power relations (capitalism and nation-states) predominated. On the
face of it this would seem to give economic power relations some pri-
ority, which is not surprising given that these two phases correspond to
the onset of the first and second capitalist industrial revolutions. It also
implies that the advanced world became more state-centric and that is
one of my main arguments in this volume. But these dualities are heroic
simplifications of a very complex reality, and I should admit that I have
always been a little uneasy with them. And comparable heroic simplifica-
tions of other times and periods would look rather different.

As far as class relations are concerned, I should point out that it is prin-
cipally the variations between countries that are more explicable in terms
of political power relations. That there was everywhere in this period
pronounced labour discontent is explicable in terms of the nature of the
economic power relations intrinsic to capitalism, while I also acknowl-
edge that to explain the emergence of sectional and segmental organiza-
tion, we need to also pay attention to craft and corporate structure. The
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structure of capitalism is obviously also a necessary part of any explana-
tion, and when we combine this with political power relations, we have
a sufficient explanation of class outcomes. But I do not intend to elevate
political over economic power in this period.

George Lawson (2006: 491) airs the possibility that my work as a whole
contains an implicit hierarchy with military power at the top, followed
by political power, then economic power, and finally ideological power.
I think this would be a misinterpretation. Given that military power is
neglected in most social science, I may mention it too much for most
tastes. But my own view is that both military power and ideological power
are rather more erratic in their effects than are the other two. They some-
times emerge powerfully in world-historical moments, militarism launch-
ing great transformative wars and ideological power turning occasionally
transcendent and leading revolutionary changes in the way that people
view the world. But otherwise military power stays on the sidelines in the
form of a military caste minding its own business. Similarly, for the most
part, ideological power largely reproduces dominant power relations (as
Marxists argue). In this volume military power was important at the
beginning and the very end of the period (except in the colonies, where
it was continuously important), and it became more important again in
the twentieth century, while ideological power never really matched the
heights of the period of the much earlier emergence of the world religions
or the heights of twentieth-century secular ideologies. I make more gen-
eral comments on the interrelations and relative importance of the power
sources at the end of Volume 4, but I reject the idea of any simple hier-
archy among them.

Within Europe after 1815, this was largely a period of peace, so mil-
itary power relations actually figure less in this volume than they did in
Volume 1 or than they will in Volume 3. Their main entrances are at the
beginning and the end. In the latter case we see evidence of the relative
autonomy of militaries from civilian state control, and this was impor-
tant in helping cause World War 1. I discuss this in Chapter 21. In Volume
3, I briefly revisit these causes. And I should note that there I added to the
explanation of the causes of this war greater emphasis on the thousand-
year European tradition of militarism and imperialism. Europeans had
long been from Mars. This chapter has received much praise and it is in
many ways the clearest vindication of my overall model of human society.
As I conclude, on page 796, the war “resulted from the unintended conse-
quences of the interaction of overlapping, intersecting power networks.”
No one could control the whole or could predict the reactions of other
nations, classes, statesmen, and militaries. That was why in August 1914
a disastrous war began, one that was to ensure the demise of European
power, whose rise I had charted in Volume 1. Military power relations
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were also to play a role in the denouement of class relations in the first
half of the twentieth century. Only in countries that were effectively
defeated in the two world wars were there serious attempts at revolution.
This I show in Volume 3. These are examples of my most fundamental
point: that we cannot explain major social developments in any period
without considering the entwinings of more than a single source of social
power. Ideological, economic, military, and political determinisms must
all be rejected. However, in this period, having excluded colonies from
my purview, military power and political power are closely entwined. In
the advanced countries armies are no longer feudal, and paramilitaries
and civil wars are rare. The wars discussed here are between states. It is
really only the tendencies toward military castes, distinct from the civilian
authorities, that maintain the autonomy of military from political power
in this place, in this period.

Turning to ideological power, some criticize me for being too material-
ist, too instrumental, and too rationalist. In principle my model is none
of these things, although my practice has sometimes faltered. I prefer
the term “ideology” to “culture” or “discourse,” not because I view ide-
ologies as false or a cover for interests, as materialists sometimes say. By
ideology I mean only a broad-ranging meaning system that “surpasses
experience.” “Culture” and “discourse” are too all-encompassing terms,
covering the communication of all beliefs, values, and norms, even some-
times all “ideas” about anything. When used so generally, they presup-
pose a contrast between only two realms, the “ideal” and the “material,”
leading to the traditional debate between idealism and materialism. The
material might be conceived of as “nature” as opposed to “culture,” or
as the “economic base” versus the “superstructure,” or as joint economic/
military interests (as in international relations “realism”) as opposed to
“constructivism” — or even as “structure” as opposed to “agency.”

These dualist debates are perennial. After a period dominated by mate-
rialist theories of everything, we now have cultural theories of everything.
As noted earlier, “nation” and “ethnicity” have largely replaced “class” as
objects of research; they are said to be “cultural,” whereas classes are
said to be “material”; they are usually discussed without any reference
to classes; and “cultural” and “ethno-symbolist” have largely replaced
“materialist” theories of nations and ethnicities. Thirty years ago, fascism
was explained in relation to capitalism and classes; now it is seen as a
“political religion.” My books Fascists and The Dark Side of Democracy:
Explaining Ethnic Cleansing suggest that this is not progress, but a shift
among equally one-sided theories.

Nonetheless, I may have given the impression of being a materialist in
four different ways.
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(1) T use the word “material” when, to avoid confusion, I should have
written “concrete” or “real.” That is just an error of language, not of
substance.

(2) I endorse John Hall’s and Perry Anderson’s description of my the-
ory as “organizational materialism,” and this often involves emphasizing
the “logistics” and “infrastructures” of ideological power, sometimes at
the expense of the content of their doctrines. My originality here lies
clearly with the organization of power, and I continue to emphasize that.
I also find myself at least as drawn to Durkheim’s emphasis on religious
rituals as to Weber’s emphasis on doctrine. Nonetheless, I should not
neglect either.

(3) I declare here on page 35 (as I also had in Volume 1, pages 471-2)
that ideological power declined through the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries. I still think this is broadly true within the most advanced
countries, yet I did not discuss in this volume the major ideology of the
period — racism. Lawson (2006: 492) goes further. He suggested to me
that I neglect a whole series of nineteenth-century ideologies. He lists
racism, Darwinism, colonialism, imperialism, nationalism, Marxism,
and liberalism as the main ones. In one sense I do neglect the first four
of them. But they form an interrelated group that was largely significant
because of Europe and America’s overseas empires. For example, racism
was only important in this period in colonies and not mother countries,
except for the United States. I do exclude empires from this volume, but I
deal extensively with them and with this cluster of ideologies in Volume
3. As for nationalism, Marxism, and liberalism, I think I do discuss them
in this volume.

(4) I declare that the extensive power of religion has continued to
decline since the nineteenth century in the face of rising secular ideolo-
gies like socialism and nationalism. Having subsequently researched
twentieth- and twenty-first-century fascism, ethno-nationalism, and reli-
gious fundamentalism, I now disown half of this statement. My empha-
sis on rising secular ideologies is correct, but I accept Gorski’s (2006)
criticism that religion has not generally declined in the world. I was
generalizing only on the basis of traditional Christian faiths in Europe,
which indeed still are declining, although much of the rest of the world
differs. More specific criticisms with some force are that I have some-
times been too rationalistic about religions in earlier periods, and that
I neglected the religious content of eighteenth-century politics (Bryant,
2006; Trentmann, 2006). Edgar Kiser (2006) is also right to see me as try-
ing to lessen the rationalism and moving toward greater recognition of
value- and emotion-driven behaviour in my later work on fascism (2004)
and ethnic cleansing (2005).
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My model of power ultimately abandons the distinction between ideas
and materiality in favour of one between “ideas and practices combined”
(or “action and structure combined”) in each of four power networks.
Nonetheless, ideological power is clearly more idea-heavy than the oth-
ers. It comprises networks of persons bearing ideologies that cannot be
proved true or false, couched at a sufficient level of generality to be able
to give “meaning” to a range of human actions in the world — as religions,
socialism, and nationalism all do, for example. They also contain norms,
rules of interpersonal conduct that are “sacred,” strengthening concep-
tions of collective interest and cooperation, reinforced, as Durkheim
said, by rituals binding people together in repeated affirmations of their
commonality. So those offering plausible ideologies can mobilize social
movements and wield a general power in human societies analogous to
powers yielded by control over economic, military, and political power
resources. This is when ideology is what I call “transcendent,” for it cuts
right through institutionalized practices of economic, military, and polit-
ical power.

The period discussed in this volume is not one of major ideologies. I
hope that in this volume, ideological power autonomy comes through in
my conception of an “ideological power elite” steering the direction of
the French Revolution in Chapter 6. Elsewhere in this volume I stress
that European states sometimes crystallize in terms of religious dispu-
tations, but if I do not deal extensively elsewhere in this volume with
religion, it is because I believe that, with the exception of racism (which
I discuss extensively in Volume 3), Europe did not see much ideological
power in this period and place. Religion was declining and the great twen-
tieth-century ideologies of nationalism, socialism, and fascism were just
beginning to stir. Though people were beginning caged within the nation,
nationalism was still a rather shallow emotion among the working and
middle classes, becoming virulent (I argue in Chapter 16) largely among
those deriving their employment from the state. I do not claim to discuss
allideas, values, norms, and rituals, only those mobilized in macro-power
struggles. Schroeder (2006) gives my defence of this neglect: ideas can-
not do anything unless they are organized. This is why the label “organi-
zational materialism” still seems partly apposite, whatever the economic
images it might set up in the reader’s mind, for ideas are not free-floating.
Nor are economic acquisition, violence, or political regulation — they all
need organizing. But maybe I should drop the word “materialism” and
just say that I have an organizational model of power and society.

I must acknowledge one final omission: the absence of gender relations
from this book. I admit on page 34 that I have omitted in this volume
the more intimate aspects of human life. To a certain extent I repair this
neglect in Volumes 3 and 4, although I doubt if this extent will satisfy my
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critics. In the end, my defence against this charge of neglect is only that I
cannot do everything! But I think you will agree that I do a lot of things
in this book.
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Palan, on Chapters 3, 8, and 20; and Anthony Smith, on Chapter 7. John
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Angeles, have treated me and my work perhaps better than we deserve.
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1 Introduction

This volume continues my history of power through the “long nine-
teenth century,” from the Industrial Revolution to the outbreak of
World War I. Focus is on five Western countries at the leading edge of
power: France, Great Britain," Habsburg Austria, Prussia-Germany,
and the United States. My overall theory remains unchanged. Four
sources of social power — ideological, economic, military, and political
— fundamentally determine the structure of societies. My central ques-
tions also remain the same: What are the relations among these four
power sources? Is one or more of them ultimately primary in structuring
society?

The greatest social theorists gave contrary answers. Marx and Engels
replied clearly and positively. In the last instance, they asserted,
economic relations structure human societies. Max Weber replied
more negatively, saying ‘“‘no significant generalizations” can be made
about the relations between what he called “the structures of social
action.” I reject Marxian materialism, but can I improve on Weberian
pessimism?

There is both good news and bad news. I want you to read on, so I
start with the good news. This volume will make three significant
generalizations concerning primacy. I state them outright now; the rest
of the book will add many details, qualifications, and caveats.

1. During the eighteenth century, two sources of social power, the
economic and the military, preponderated in determining Western
social structure. By 1800, the “military revolution” and the rise of
capitalism had transformed the West, the former providing predomi-
nantly ‘“‘authoritative” power and the latter predominantly “diffused”
power. Because they were so closely entwined, neither can be accorded
a singular ultimate primacy.

2. Yet, into the nineteenth century, as military power was subsumed
into the “modern state” and as capitalism continued to revolutionize
the economy, economic and political power sources began to dominate.
Capitalism and its classes, and states and nations, became the decisive

11 discuss only mainland Britain, excluding Ireland, which Britain ruled
throughout this period. After hesitation I decided to treat the only major
European colony as I treat other colonies (except for the future United States)
in this volume: excluding them except as they impacted on the imperial
country.

1
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power actors of modern times — the former still providing more dif-
fuseness and ambiguity; the latter, most of the authoritative resolution
of this ambiguity. Again, because they too were entwined, neither can
be accorded a singular ultimate primacy.

3. Ideological power relations were of declining and lesser power
significance during the period. Medieval Europe had been decisively
structured by Christendom (as Volume I argues); in 1760, churches
were still (just) revolutionizing the means of discursive communica-
tion. No comparable ideological power movement appeared later in
this period, although churches kept many powers and literacy had
considerable impact. The most important modern ideologies have con-
cerned classes and nations. In terms of a distinction explained later,
ideological power (except in rare revolutionary moments; see Chapters
6 and 7) was more “immanent” than “transcendent” in this period,
aiding the emergence of collective actors created by capitalism, militar-
ism, and states.

Now for the bad news, or, rather, complicating news from which we
can actually construct a richer theory more appropriate to deal with
the mess that constitutes real human societies:

1. The four power sources are not like billiard balls, which follow
their own trajectory, changing direction as they hit each other. They
“entwine,” that is, their interactions change one another’s inner shapes
as well as their outward trajectories. The events discussed here — the
French Revolution, British near hegemony, the emergence of national-
ism or of socialism, middle-class or peasant politics, the causes and
outcomes of wars, and so forth — involved the entwined development
of more than one power source. I criticize “pure” and monocausal
theories. Generalizations cannot culminate in a simple statement of
“ultimate primacy.” The three statements I made earlier turn out to be
rough and “impure” generalizations, not laws of history.

2. My rough and impure generalizations also fail to distinguish be-
tween Parsons’s (1960: 199-225) distributive and collective power; yet
their histories differ. Distributive power is the power of actor A over
actor B. For B to acquire more distributive power, A must lose some.
But collective power is the joint power of actors A and B cooperating
to exploit nature or another actor, C. In this period Western collective
powers grew simply and dramatically: Commercial capitalism, then
industrial capitalism, enhanced human conquest of nature; the military
revolution enhanced Western powers; the modern state fostered the
emergence of a new collective power actor, the nation. Though other
sources of social power helped cause these developments, these three
“revolutions” in collective power were primarily (and respectively)
caused by economic, military, and political power relations (the
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“revolution” in ideological power — the expansion of discursive literacy
— was less “pure”). Distributive power changes were more complex
and “impure.” The growing collective powers of states actually lessened
the powers of political elites over their subjects, as ‘“party demo-
cracies” began to displace monarchies. Nor did military or ideological
elites generally enhance their distributive power over others. Yet two
major and impure distributive power actors, classes and nations, did
emerge — first in response to military and economic power relations,
then as institutionalized by political and economic power relations.
Their complex history requires more than a few sentences to summarize.

3. Classes and nation-states also emerged entwined, adding more
complexity. Conventionally, they have been kept in separate compart-
ments and viewed as opposites: Capitalism and classes are considered
“economic,” national-states ‘‘political”’; classes are “radical” and
usually “transnational,” nations ‘“‘conservative,” reducing the strength
of classes. Yet they actually arose together, and this created a further
unresolved problem of ultimate primacy: the extent to which social life
was to be organized around, on the one hand, diffuse, market, trans-
national, and ultimately capitalist principles or, on the other, around
authoritative, territorial, national, and statist ones. Was social organ-
ization to be transnational, national, or nationalist? Should states
be authoritatively weak or strong, confederal or centralized? Were
markets to be left unregulated, selectively protected, or imperially
dominated? Was geopolitics to be peaceful or warlike? By 1914, no
simple choice had been made — nor has one yet been made. These
considerations remain the key ambivalences of modern civilization.

4. Classes and nation-states did not go unchallenged throughout the
history of Western civilization. “Sectional” and ‘“‘segmental” actors
(rivals to classes) and transnational and ‘“‘local-regional” actors (rivals
to nations) endured. I treat such organizations as notable political
parties, aristocratic lineages, military command hierarchies, and in-
ternal labor markets as segmental power organizations. I treat such
social movements as minority (and some majority) churches, artisanal
guilds, and secessionist movements as essentially local-regional alter-
natives to national organizations. All affected the makeup of classes
and nation-states, reducing their power and their purity.

5. The cumulative effect of all these interactions — among the sources
of social power, between collective and distributive power actors,
between market and territory, and among classes, nations, sectional,
segmental, transnational, and local-regional organizations — produced
an overall complexity often exceeding the understanding of contem-
poraries. Their actions thus involved many mistakes, apparent acci-
dents, and unintended consequences. These would then act back to
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change the constitution of markets, classes, nations, religions, and so
forth. I attempt to theorize mistakes, accidents, and unintended con-
sequences, but they obviously provide yet more complexity.

Thus the discussion in this volume will broadly push forward my
three rough, impure generalizations while recognizing these five addi-
tional complications. They cope with the patterned mess that is human
society, as must all sociological theory.

I discuss sociological theories in this and the next two chapters.
Then follow five groups of narrative chapters. Chapters 4—7 cover the
period of the American, French, and Industrial revolutions, which I
situate amid transformations of all four sources of power. Two had
begun far earlier — capitalism and the military revolution — but during
the eighteenth century they helped foster ideological and political
transformations, each with its own partly autonomous logic — the
rise of discursive literacy and the rise of the modern state. I take
all four “revolutions” seriously. From the Boston Tea Party to the
Great Reform Act, from the spinning jenny to George Stephenson’s
“Rocket,” from the Tennis Court Oath to the Karlsbad Decrees, from
the field of Valmy to that of Waterloo — events were impure, presup-
posing varying combinations of the four power revolutions, carrying
classes, nations, and their rivals forward in complex forms that often
escaped their own control. Chapter 7 presents my overall account of
power developments during this early part of the period, putting final
causal emphasis on military states and commercial capitalism.

Chapters 9 and 10 focus on Prussian-Austrian rivalry in Central
Europe and on the complex developing relations between class and
national actors. They explain the eventual triumph there of relatively
centralized nation-states over more decentralized confederal regimes.
The conclusion to Chapter 10 summarizes the arguments of these two
chapters and discusses whether Central European resolutions were
general across Western civilization.

Chapters 11-14 analyze the rise of the modern state. I present
statistics on the finances and personnel of the five states, and I dis-
aggregate state growth into four distinct processes: size, scope,
representation, and bureaucracy. The massive growth in size was
military-led, occurring up to 1815, politicizing much of social life. It
fostered extensive and political classes, as well as nations, at the
expense of local-regional and transnational actors. Contrary to general
belief, most states did not grow again until World War 1. But after
1850, states — mainly responding to the industrial phase of capitalism —
vastly extended their civilian scope and, quite unintentionally, this
integrated the nation-state, fostered national classes, and weakened
transnational and local-regional power actors.
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Most functionalist, Marxian, and neo-Weberian theories of the
modern state emphasize its increasing size, scope, efficiency, and ho-
mogeneity. Yet, as states grew and then diversified, their two emerging
control mechanisms ~ representation and bureaucracy — struggled to
keep pace. Representative conflicts centered on which classes and
which religious and linguistic communities should be represented and
where they should be represented; that is, how centralized and national
should the state be? Although the “who” has been much theorized,
the ““where” has not. True, there are many empirical studies of states’
rights in the United States and of nationalities in Habsburg Austria.
But struggle between the centralized nation and local-regional power
actors was actually universal, and the representative and national issues
were always entwined. Because neither issue was resolved during this
period, as states grew they became less coherent. This became glaringly
evident in the disjunction between domestic and foreign policy: Classes
became obsessed with domestic politics while political and military
elites enjoyed privacy in foreign policy. Marxism, elite theory, and
pluralist theory see states as too coherent. I apply my own ‘“‘poly-
morphous” theory, presented in Chapter 3, to show that modern
states “‘crystallized,” often messily, in four main forms — as capitalist,
as militarist, and with differing solutions to the representative and
national issues. The conclusion of Chapter 14 summarizes my theory of
the rise of the modern state.

The fourth group, Chapters 15-20, deals with class movements
among middle and lower classes and with the emergence of popular
nations after 1870. Commercial and industrial capitalism developed
class, sectional, and segmental organizations simultaneously and am-
biguously. I attribute outcomes mainly to authoritative political power
relations. Chapter 15 discusses the ‘“first working class,” in early
nineteenth-century Britain. Chapter 16 treats three middle-class frac-
tions — petite bourgeoisie, professionals, and careerists — and their
relations with nationalism and the nation-state. Chapters 17 and 18
describe the three-way competition for the soul of the worker among
class, sectionalism, and segmentalism, which was authoritatively re-
solved by the varying crystallizations of modern states. Chapter 19
analyzes a similar resolution of the competition for peasants’ souls
among “production classes,” “credit classes,” and “segmental sectors.”
Chapter 20 presents a generalization of all this material and sum-
marizes the relations among the sources of social power throughout the
“long nineteenth century.”

Thus Chapter 7, the conclusions to Chapters 10, 11, and 14, and
Chapter 20 generalize the conclusions of this volume. But there was
another conclusion, a truly empirical one, to the period. Western society
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went over the top into the Great War, the most devastating conflict in
history. The previous century had also culminated in a devastating
sequence of wars, the French Revolutionary and Napoleonic wars, and
these culminations are discussed in Chapters 8 and 21. Chapter 21,
explaining the causes of World War I, is a final empirical exemplifica-
tion of my general theory. It rejects explanations predominantly
centered on either geopolitics or class relations. Neither can explain
why the actions taken were objectively irrational and were recognized
as such by the protagonists amid calmer times. The entwining of
classes, nations, and their rivals produced a downward spiral of
unintended domestic and geopolitical consequences too complex to be
fully understood by participants or controlled by polymorphous states.
It is important to learn lessons from this decline and to institutionalize
power so as not to repeat it.

The rest of this chapter and the next two explain further my IEMP
model of power. I repeat my advice to the reader given at the begin-
ning of Volume I: If you find sociological theory hard going, skip to
the first narrative chapter, Chapter 4. Later, it is hoped, you will
return to the theory.

The IEMP model of power organization

In pursuit of our goals, we enter into power organizations with three
characteristics of form and four of substance that determine the overall
structure of societies:

1. As noted earlier, organization involves collective and distributive
power. Most actual power relations — say, between classes or between
a state and its subjects — involve both, in varying combinations.

2. Power may be extensive or intensive. Extensive power can organ-
ize large numbers of people over far-flung territories. Intensive power
mobilizes a high level of commitment from participants.

3. Power may be authoritative or diffused. Authoritative power com-
prises willed commands by an actor (usually a collectivity) and con-
scious obedience by subordinates. It is found most typically in military
and political power organizations. Diffused power is not directly com-
manded; it spreads in a relatively spontaneous, unconscious, and
decentered way. People are constrained to act in definite ways, but not
by command of any particular person or organization. Diffused power
is found most typically in ideological and economic power organiza-
tions. A good example is market exchange in capitalism. This involves
considerable constraint that is yet impersonal and often seemingly
“natural.”

The most effective exercises of power combine collective and dis-
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tributive, extensive and intensive, authoritative and diffused power.
That is why a single power source — say, the economy or the military —
is rarely capable of determining alone the overall structure of societies.
It must join with other power resources, as in the two overall dual
determinations I identify throughout this period. In fact there are four
substantive sources of social power: economic, ideological, military,
and political.

1. Ideological power derives from the human need to find ultimate
meaning in life, to share norms and values, and to participate in
aesthetic and ritual practices. Control of an ideology that combines
ultimate meanings, values, norms, aesthetics, and rituals brings general
social power. Religions provide most examples in Volume I and figure
here along with secular ideologies like liberalism, socialism, and
nationalism — all increasingly grappling with the meaning of class and
nation.

Each power source generates distinct organizational forms. Ideo-
logical power is predominantly diffused, commanding through persua-
sion, a claim to “truth” and “free” participation in ritual. Its diffusion
has two principal forms. It may be sociospatially “‘transcendent.” That
is, an ideology may diffuse right through the boundaries of economic,
military, and political power organizations. Human beings belonging
to different states, classes, and so forth face similar problems to which
an ideology offers plausible solutions. Then ideological power spreads
transcendentally to form a new, distinctive and powerful network of
social interaction. Second, ideological power may solidify an existing
power organization, developing its “immanent morale.” Transcendence
is a radically autonomous form of power; immanence reproduces and
strengthens existing power relations.

2. Economic power derives from the need to extract, transform,
distribute, and consume the resources of nature. It is peculiarly power-
ful because it combines intensive, everyday labor cooperation with
extensive circuits of the distribution, exchange, and consumption of
goods. This provides a stable blend of intensive and extensive power
and normally also of authoritative and diffused power (the first of each
pair centers on production, the second on exchange). Volume I calls
such economic power organizations ““circuits of praxis,” but the term is
too abstruse. I now abandon it in favor of more conventional labels for
the forms of economic cooperation and conflict discussed in these
volumes: classes and sectional and segmental economic organizations.

All complex societies have unequally distributed control over eco-
nomic resources. Thus classes have been ubiquitous. Marx distinguished
most basically between those who own or control the means of produc-
tion, distribution, and exchange and those who control only their own
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labor — and we can obviously go into more detail distinguishing further
classes with more particular rights over economic resources. Such
classes can also be broken down into smaller, sectional actors, like a
skilled trade or a profession. Classes relate to each other vertically —
class A is above class B, exploiting it. Yet other groups conflict
horizontally with one another. Following anthropological usage, I term
such groups “segments.”” The members of a segmental group are
drawn from various classes — as in a tribe, lineage, patron-client net-
work, locality, industrial enterprise, or the like. Segments compete
horizontally with each other. Classes, sections, and segments all cross-
cut and weaken one another in human societies.

Volume I showed that segments and sections had hitherto usually
predominated over classes. Classes were generally only ‘“latent”:
Owners, laborers, and others struggled, but usually semicovertly, in-
tensively, confined to an everyday, local level. Most extensive struggle
was between segments. But if class relations begin to predominate, we
reach a second stage: “‘extensive’” classes, sometimes ‘‘symmetric,”
sometimes ‘“‘asymmetric.” Asymmetric extensive classes generally
arrived first: Only owners were extensively organized, whereas laborers
were locked into sectional and segmental organizations. Then, in sym-
metric extensive class structures, both main classes become organized
over a similar sociospatial area. Finally we reach the “political class,”
organized to control the state. Here again we may distinguish sym-
metric and asymmetric (i.e., where only owners are politically organ-
ized) class structures. In his more grandiose moments Marx claimed
that political, symmetric, extensive classes, and class struggle provided
the motor of history. Yet, as discussed in Volume I (with the excep-
tions of classical Greece and early Republican Rome), classes were
only becoming political and extensive just before the Industrial
Revolution. In most agrarian societies a dominant class, organized
extensively, ‘“caged” subordinate latent classes inside its own seg-
mental power organizations. This volume describes an uncompleted
drift toward Marx’s full, symmetric class struggle and the linked trans-
formation of sections and segments.

3. Military power is the social organization of physical force. It
derives from the necessary of organized defense and the utility of
aggression. Military power has both intensive and extensive aspects,
for it concerns intense organization to preserve life and inflict death
and can also organize many people over large sociospatial areas. Those

2 Rather confusingly, American class theorists have begun to use the term
“segment” to refer to a portion of a class, what Europeans term a “class
fraction.” I stick to anthropological and European usage here.
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who monopolize it, as military elites and castes, can wield a degree of
general social power. Military organization is essentially authoritative
and “concentrated-coercive.” The military provides disciplined, routin-
ized coercion, especially in modern armies. (Chapter 12 stresses the
role of military discipline in modern society.) In its impact on the
broader society, military power is sociospatially dual. It provides a
concentrated core in which coercion ensures positive cooperation — for
example, in slave labor in earlier historic societies or in ritualized
“shows of force,” as discussed in this volume. But it also provides a far
larger military striking range of a more negative, terroristic form.
Volume I stresses this especially in its Chapter 5, “The First Empires
of Domination.” In the modern West military power differs. It has
been formally monopolized and restricted by states, yet military elites
have kept considerable autonomy inside states, impacting considerably
on society, as we shall see.

4. Political power derives from the usefulness of territorial and
centralized regulation. Political power means state power. It is es-
sentially authoritative, commanded and willed from a center. State
organization is twofold: Domestically, it is “territorially centralized”;
externally, it involves geopolitics. Both have impact on social devel-
opment, especially in modern times. Chapter 3 is devoted to theorizing
about the modern state.

The struggle to control ideological, economic, military, and political
power organizations provides the central drama of social development.
Societies are structured primarily by entwined ideological, economic,
military, and political power. These four are only ideal types; they do
not exist in pure form. Actual power organizations mix them, as all
four are necessary to social existence and to each other. Any economic
organization, for example, requires some of its members to share
ideological values and norms. It also needs military defense and state
regulation. Thus ideological, military, and political organizations help
structure economic ones, and vice versa. Societies do not contain au-
tonomous levels or subsystems, each developing separately according
to its own logic (“from the feudal to the capitalist mode of production,”
“from the dynastic to the nation-state,” etc.). In major transitions the
fundamental interrelations, and very identities, of organizations such
as ‘“‘economies” or ‘“‘states” became metamorphosed. Even the very
definition of ‘“‘society” may change. Throughout this period the nation-
state and a broader transnational Western civilization competed as
basic membership units. Sociology’s master concept, “society,” kept
metamorphosing between the two.

The power sources thus generate overlapping, intersecting networks
of power relations with different sociospatial boundaries and dynamics;
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and their interrelations produce unanticipated, emergent consequences
for power actors. My IEMP model is not one of a social system,
divided into four “subsystems,” “levels,” “dimensions,” or any other
of the geometric terms favored by social theorists. Rather, it forms an
analytical point of entry for dealing with mess. The four power sources
offer distinct, potentially powerful organizational means to humans
pursuing their goals. But which means are chosen, and in which com-
binations, will depend on continuous interaction between what power
configurations are historically given and what emerges within and
among them. The sources of social power and the organizations em-
bodying them are impure and “promiscuous.” They weave in and out
of one another in a complex interplay between institutionalized and
emergent, interstitial forces.

A revolutionary long century?

We have an obvious discontinuity from Volume I: Whereas it covered
10,000 years of human social experience and 5,000 years of civilized
history worldwide, Volume II covers a mere 154 years and only the
core area of a single civilization, Western Europe and its principal
white colonial offshoot. Many broad-ranging issues discussed in Volume
I are outside the scope of this volume. I cannot chart further (except
in limited ways) one of its principal themes, the dialectic between
empires of domination and multi-power-actor civilizations, since my
civilization was merely an example of the latter. This volume replaces
the macro with the micro.

There are good reasons for narrowing the scope. Western civiliza-
tion now transformed the globe, and its wealth of documentation
allows a finer grained narrative, linking macrostructures, group decision
making, and individual human agency. I can also assay more compara-
tive analysis. Some reviewers of the first volume assumed I opposed
comparative analysis on principle. I do not. The more the cases and
the closer they are in world-historical time, the more we can com-
pare them. Provided we remember that my five cases were merely
“countries” or “Powers,” and not total “‘societies,” they can be fruit-
fully compared. Most historians and sociologists also regard this period
as essentially discontinuous from earlier history. They believe overall
social development was ultimately determined by a singular, usually
an economic, revolution. This is a simpler explanation than my IEMP
model: not four sources but one fundamental source of power; not
impure, interstitial entwining and metamorphosing, but a single dia-
lectical system. Is their model of a single revolution useful?
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Within about seventy years, first in Great Britain between about
1780 and 1850, then in Western Europe and America over the next
seventy years, occurred what is generally acknowledged as the most
momentous revolution in human history, the Industrial Revolution. It
transformed the power of humans over nature and over their own
bodies, the location and density of human settlement, and the land-
scape and natural resources of the earth. In the twentieth century all of
these transformations spread over the globe. Today, we live in a global
society. It is not a unitary society, nor is it an ideological community or
a state, but it is a single power network. Shock waves reverberate
around it, casting down empires, transporting massive quantities of
people, materials, and messages, and, finally, threatening the ecosystem
and atmosphere of the planet.

Most sociological and historical theory considers such changes
“revolutionary” in the sense of their being qualitative, not merely
quantitative. It dichotomizes human history around 1800. Classical
sociological theory arose as little more than a series of dichotomies
among societies existing before and after then, each considered to have
a unitary, systemic character. The main dichotomies were from feudal
to industrial society (Saint-Simon); from the metaphysical to the
scientific stage (Comte); from militant to industrial society (Spencer);
from feudalism to capitalism (Smith, the political economists, and
Marx); from status to contract (Maine); from community to association
(Tonnies); and from mechanical to organic forms of the division of
labor (Durkheim). Even Weber, who did not dichotomize, saw history
as a singular rationalization process, although he traced its develop-
ment back farther.

There has been no letup. In the 1950s, Parsons identified a fourfold
dichotomy revolutionizing interpersonal relations. These shifted from
being particularistic to universalistic, from ascriptive to achievement-
oriented, from affective (i.e., emotion-laden) to affectively neutral and
instrumental, from being specific to a particular relationship to being
diffuse across most relations. Preindustrial relationships were domi-
nated by the former qualities; industrial societies, by the latter. Then
the ghosts of Comte and Marx reappeared in Foucault’s (1974, 1979)
distinction between the classical and the bourgeois age, each dominated
by its own ‘“‘episteme” or ‘“‘discursive formation” of knowledge and
power. Giddens (1985) draws on all these writers in his avowedly “‘dis-
continuist” distinction between premodern societies and the modern
nation-state.

Recently, some trichotomies have appeared, that is, arguments for a
third type of society in the late twentieth century. These all suggest
two transitions — from feudal to industrial to postindustrial; from
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feudal to capitalist to monopoly capitalist, disorganized capitalist, or
postcapitalist; and from premodern to modern to postmodern. Post-
modernism is now rampaging through academe, although it only
scuttles through sociology. Its vitality depends on whether there was
indeed a preceding “modern” era. These third stages are outside the
scope of this volume (they will figure in Volume III). But the revisions
do not question the revolutionary, systemic nature of the first transi-
tion; they merely add a second one.

I begin to unravel these dichomoties and trichotomies by critiquing
their two main assumptions and their one internal disagreement. First,
they assume that this period qualitatively transformed society as a
whole. Second, they locate the transformation in an economic revolu-
tion. Most are explicit; a few, covert. For example, Foucault never
explained his transition, but he repeatedly described it as a “bourgeois”
revolution in an apparently Marxian sense (but because he had no real
theory of distributive power, he never made clear who is doing what to
whom). I contest both assumptions.

But the unraveling can start with the disagreement between the
dichotomies. Whereas some see the essence of the new economy as
industrial (Saint-Simon, Comte, Spencer, Durkheim, Bell, Parsons),
others label it capitalist (Smith, the political economists, Marx, neo-
Marxists, Foucault, Giddens, most postmodernists). Capitalism and
industrialism were different processes occurring at different times,
especially in the most advanced countries. Britain had a predominantly
capitalist economy long before the Industrial Revolution.

In the 1770s, Adam Smith applied his theory of market capitalism to
an essentially agrarian economy, apparently with little inkling that
an industrial revolution was in the offing. If the capitalist school is
correct, we must date the English revolutionary transformation from
the eighteenth or even the seventeenth century. If the industrial school
is correct, we may retain an early nineteenth-century dating. If both
are partly correct, however, then there was more than one revolution-
ary process, and we must unravel their entwinings. Actually, economic
transformations may have been even more complex. Current economic
historians downplay the impact of the (first) Industrial Revolution,
whereas others emphasize a ‘“Second Industrial Revolution” that
affected the leading economies from about 1880 to 1920. Relations
between capitalism and industrialization also differed between regions
and countries, and I shall show that economic transformation was not
singular or systemic.

Was it a qualitative change? Yes on collective power, but no on
distributive power. There was now indeed an unparalleled, truly
exponential transformation in the logistics of collective power (as
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Giddens 1985 emphasizes). Consider three measures of collective
powers: the capacity to mobilize large numbers of people, the capacity
to extract energy from nature, and the capacity of this civilization to
exploit others collectively.

Population growth measures the increasing capacity to mobilize
people in social cooperation. In England and Wales the entire process
of human development had achieved 5 million population by 1640.
After 1750, growth curved upward, reaching 10 million by 1810 and 15
million by 1840. What had first taken millennia now took thirty years.
Across the globe the first billion of world population was not reached
until 1830; the second took a century; the third, thirty years; and the
fourth, fifteen years (McKeown 1976: 1-3; Wrigley and Schofield
1981: 207-15). During the previous millennia life expectancy mostly
stayed in the 30s, then it improved through nineteenth-century Europe
to fifty years and in the twentieth century to more than seventy years,
a massive change in human experience (Hart, forthcoming). Similar
acceleration occurred in virtually all forms of collective mobilization.
Between 1760 and 1914, statistics on the communication of messages
and goods, gross national product, per capita income, and weapon-kill
ratios reveal a takeoff beyond all known historical rhythms. The
growth of collective power mobilization, of what Durkheim called
“social density,” became truly exponential.

The ability of humans to extract energy from nature also greatly
increased. In the agrarian societies discussed in Volume I, energy out-
put depended overwhelmingly on human and animal muscle. Muscles
required calories provided by agricuitural produce, which required
almost everyone’s labor. There was an energy trap, with little left
to spare for nonagricultural activity beyond supporting small ruling
classes, armies, and churches. Landes (1969: 97-8) points out the
difference coal mines and steam engines made: By 1870, British coal
consumption exceeded 100 million tons. This generated about 800
million calories of energy, enough to supply the energy requirements
of a preindustrial society of 200 million adults. The actual British
population in 1870 was 31 million, but this energy was generated by
only 400,000 miners. Humans’ current ability to extract energy even
threatens to exhaust the earth’s reserves and destroy its ecosystem.

In historical terms, this rate of energy extraction is simply staggering.
Agrarian societies might occasionally match the energy concentration
of a coal mine or a large steam engine — for example, a Roman legion
building a road or Egyptians constructing a pyramid — but these sites
would be teeming with thousands of men and beasts. The approach
roads, ending at great storehouses, would be choked with supply
wagons. For miles around agriculture would be organized to deliver its
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surpluses there. Such agrarian logistics presupposed an authoritarian
federation of local-regional and segmental power organizations, coer-
cively concentrating their powers onto this one extraordinary task.
Yet, by 1870, steam engines were found everywhere in Britain, each
involving perhaps fifty workers and their families, a few beasts, a
shop, and a couple of supply vehicles. Energy output no longer re-
quired concentrated, extensive, and coercive mobilization. It diffused
throughout civil society, transforming collective power organization.

This single civilization could now dominate the world. Bairoch
(1982) has assembled historical statistics of production (discussed in
Chapter 8). In 1750, Europe and North America contributed perhaps
25 percent of world industrial production and, by 1913, 90 percent
(probably a little less, as such statistics understate the production of
nonmonetary economies). Industry could be converted into massive
military superiority. Quite small European troop contingents and fleets
could cow continents and divide the globe. Only Japan, inland China,
and inaccessible, unattractive countries remained outside the empires
of the Europeans and their white settlers. East Asia then rebounded
and joined the select band of pillagers of the earth.

Western collective power had been revolutionized, as dichotomous
theories suggested. Societies were qualitatively better organized to
mobilize human capacities and to exploit nature, as well as to exploit
less developed societies. Their extraordinary social density enabled
rulers and people actually to participate in the same “society.” Con-
temporaries called this revolution in collective power “moderniza-
tion,” even “progress.” They perceived movement toward a wealthier,
healthier, and otherwise better society that would increase human
happiness and social morality. Few doubted that Europeans, in
their homelands and colonies, were inaugurating a qualitative leap
forward in general social organization. We may be skeptical, even
alarmist, about such “progress,” but in the long nineteenth century
few doubted it.

The time span of change was short, major transformations often
occurring within single lifetimes. This was different from most struc-
tural changes described in Volume I. For example, the emergence of
capitalistic social relations in Western Europe had taken centuries.
People might experience some aspects of this (say, the commutation of
their labor services into cash rent or forcible enclosure of their land),
but it is doubtful if anyone comprehended the macrochanges under
way. By contrast, nineteenth-century macroprocesses were identified
by thoughtful participants — hence the emergence of the dichotomous
theories themselves, which were really just relatively scientific versions
of contemporary modernization ideologies.
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Increasing self-consciousness and reflectiveness bring feedback
effects. If social actors become aware of ongoing structural transfor-
mations, they may seek to resist them. But if, as here, transformations
enhance collective powers, they are more likely to seek to harness
modernization to their own interests. Their ability to do so depends on
their distributive power.

At first sight, distributive power also seems to have transformed
near the beginning of this period. Classes and nations appeared as
relatively novel actors in power struggles, generating the sociopolitical
events we call “revolutions.” Volume I demonstrated that both class
and national organization had been rare in agrarian societies. Now, as
Marx, Weber, and others noticed, class and national struggles became
central to social development. Distributive power, like collective,
moved from particularism toward universalism.

Yet the results were curiously unrevolutionary. Consider the first
industrial nation, Great Britain. Many distributive power relations
found in Britain in 1760 were still there in 1914 — indeed, they are still
there. Where they have changed, the transition was usually under way
long before 1760. Henry VIII had introduced state Protestantism,
the Civil War confirmed it, and the eighteenth and early nineteenth
centuries half secularized it. Constitutional monarchy was institutional-
ized in 1688; the erosion of the monarchy’s powers, along with con-
firmation of its symbolic dignity, proceeded throughout the eighteenth,
nineteenth, and twentieth centuries. Agriculture and commerce early
became capitalist; industry was molded by eighteenth-century com-
mercial institutions, and modern classes have been absorbed into such
capitalism. The House of Lords, the two ancient universities, the
public schools, the City, the Guards, the London clubs, the adminis-
trative class of the civil service — all survive in power as a mixture of
the old and of the nineteenth century. True, genuine power shifts also
resulted — the rise of the middle class and of labor and the growth of
party democracy, popular nationalism, and the welfare state — but the
overall trend was less the qualitative transformation that dichotomous
theories envisaged than more gradual changes indicating the massive
adaptability of ruling regimes.

Perhaps Britain is extreme, in many ways the most conservative
European country; but we find many similar patterns elsewhere. The
religious map of Europe was settled in 1648, with no significant
changes appearing since. The Christian religion has been half secular-
ized ever since. True, there were two great overthrows of monarchies
near the beginning of our period; but the American and French revo-
lutions occurred before industrialization in those countries, and (as we
shall see) the French Revolution needed a whole century to achieve
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rather more modest changes than it first promised, and the American
revolutionaries’ Constitution rapidly became a conservative force on
later distributive power relations. Elsewhere capitalism and industrial-
ism shocked but rarely overthrew old regimes — two sociopolitical
revolutions in France and Russia, compared to a host of failed ones
and of more limited reforms elsewhere. Old regime and new capital
usually merged into a modern ruling class in the nineteenth century;
then they made citizenship concessions that also partly domesticated
middle and working classes and peasantries. There has been even
greater continuity in the major non-Western capitalist country, Japan.

Perhaps I have been selective, downplaying genuine distributive
power shifts. But the opposite case, for a transformation in distributive
power — especially in the Marxian dialectical sense of opposites clashing
head-on in social and political “revolution” — seems implausible.

This also seems true for power distributed geopolitically. States be-
came nation-states but continued to rise and fall while a few remained
to contest the leadership over many centuries. France and Britain re-
mained contenders from the medieval period right through this period,
whereas the success of Prussia, the emergence of the United States,
and the decline of Austria were more novel. The post—sixteenth
century trend toward fewer, larger Powers was actually slowed by the
Industrial Revolution (Tilly 1990: 45-7). The Industrial Revolution
privileged the nation-state over the multinational empire and it privi-
leged those states with large economies. We shall see, though, that
these trends also depended on noneconomic power relations.

There is one main exception to the surprising continuity of distrib-
utive power. Power relations between men and women began a rapid,
even revolutionary, transformation during this period. I have briefly
described elsewhere (1988) the end of “patriarchy,” its replacement by
“neopatriarchy,” and then the emergence of more egalitarian gender
relations. The simplest indicator is longevity. From the earliest pre-
historic times until to the end of the nineteenth century, men outlived
women, by about five years over a life span of thirty to forty-five years.
Then the discrepancy was reversed: Women now outlive men by five
years over a life span of seventy years, and the differential is still
widening (Hart 1990). T have abandoned my original intent to focus
on gender relations in this volume. Gender relations have their own
history, currently being rewritten by feminist scholarship. Now is not
the time to attempt grand synthesis — although I shall comment on
the connections among gender, class, and nation during this period.
Except for gender, however, distributive power was transformed less
during this period than theoretical tradition suggested. Classes and
nation-states did not revolutionize social stratification.
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Some sociologists and historians have remarked this. Moore (1973)
argues that political development was affected more by older land-
holding patterns than by industrial capitalism. Rokkan (1970) distin-
guishes two revolutions, the national and the industrial, each generating
two political cleavages. The national revolution involved center-peri-
phery and state-church conflict, the Industrial Revolution brought
land-industry and owner-worker conflicts. Rokkan unravels the revolu-
tionary dichotomy into a complex combination of four struggles, earlier
ones setting down parameters for later ones. Lipset (1985) believes
variations in twentieth-century labor movements were caused by the
presence or absence of earlier feudalism. Corrigan and Sayer note the
durability of the British ruling class — its “supposed reasonableness,
moderation, pragmatism, hostility to ideology, ‘muddling through,’
quirkiness, eccentricity” (1985: 192ff.). Mayer (1981) argues that
European old regimes were not swept away by industrialism: Only
by perpetrating World War 1 and by overreacting to socialism by
embracing fascism did they ensure their demise.

These writers make two points. First, tradition matters. Neither
capitalism nor industrialism swept all away but were molded into older
forms. Second, these writers go beyond the economy, adding various
political, military, geopolitical, and ideological power relations to
modes of production and social classes. Their arguments are often
correct. Later chapters draw from them, especially from Rokkan, who
perceived the significance of national as well as class struggles.

Nonetheless, distributive power relations were altered. First, classes
and nations could not simply be ignored or repressed by old regimes. To
survive, they had to compromise (Wuthnow 1989: III; Rueschemeyer,
Stephens, and Stephens 1992). But national struggles also entwined
with classes, thus changing all power actors, not “dialectically,” sys-
temically but in complex ways often having unintended consequences.
Second, the traditional rival power organizations of classes and
nations — segmental or sectional and transnational or local-regional —
were not eliminated but transformed. Loose networks controlled par-
ticularistically by old regime notables became more penetrative notable
and clientalist political parties, keeping class parties at bay. Armed
forces tightened from loose confederations of regiments “owned”
by great nobles or mercenary entrepreneurs to modern, professional
forces imposing highly centralized line and staff controls and discipline.
The Catholic church buttressed its transnationalism with greater local-
regional mobilizing powers to organize decentralizing power against
the nation-state. All such organizations transformed the relations
between regimes and masses.

In sum: Economic transformation was not singular but multiple;
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collective power was revolutionized; most forms of distributive power
were altered but not revolutionized; traditional dominant power actors
survived better than expected; and power actors were aware of struc-
tural transformations but these were extremely complex. All of this
carries implications for a theory of social change.

Social change: strategies, impure entwinings, unintended
consequences

At the beginning of the period occurred three revolutions, all surprises
to their participants. Britain’s Industrial Revolution, initiated by Adam
Smith’s “hidden hand,” was intended by no one and would have
astonished Smith himself. Second, British settlers in America stumbled
unintentionally into the first colonial revolution. Third, the French old
regime was surprised by a political revolution intended by few of its
participants. Power actors now debated whether further revolutions
were repeatable or avoidable. Colonial revolutions are outside the
scope of this discussion, but I do consider industrial and political
revolutions.

Industrialization had been hard to initiate but was easy to imitate
and adapt, provided some commercialization existed already. The
successful adaptors ranged across Europe from northern Italy and
Catalonia to Scandinavia and from the Urals to the Atlantic, and across
America and Japan. Regimes strove to maximize profits and minimize
disruption. Industrialization was adapted according to local traditions.
Political revolution was the opposite, seemingly easy to initiate, dif-
ficult to imitate — once old regimes were alerted to its dangers. The
revolutionary program could be modified: Regime and emerging power
actors could choose or drift between modernization paths placing dif-
fering emphases on monarchical rule, the rule of law, economic
liberalism, democracy, and nationalism. Half-conscious incorporative-
repressive strategies ensured varied nonrevolutionary patterns of
development.

Thus traditions were neither overthrown nor merely reproduced.
They were modified or amplified according to clashes between “regime
strategies-drifts” and the strategies-drifts of emerging classes and
nations. By “regime” I mean an alliance of dominant ideological,
economic, and military power actors, coordinated by the rulers of the
state. These rulers, as we see in Chapter 3, comprised both “parties”
(in Max Weber’s sense) and “‘state elites” (in the sense used by elitist
state theory). They sought a modernizing alliance to mobilize the
emerging powers of classes and nations, or the state would fall to
internal revolt or foreign powers. Regimes generally have greater lo-
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gistical capacities than do those down below. However, their resilience
depended on their cohesion. Party factionalism in an era of rising
classes and nations encouraged revolution. I term their attempts to
cope with the challenge of emergent social classes and nations “regime
strategies.” Not all regimes possessed them, and even the most far-
sighted found themselves buffeted by complex politics into different
tracks of which they were not wholly conscious. Thus most power
actors drifted as well as schemed — hence strategies-drifts.

At first, almost all regimes ran along a continuum between despotic
and constitutional monarchy. T. H. Marshall (1963: 67-127) argued
from the British experience for a three-phase evolution toward fuller
citizenship. The first involved legal or “civil” citizenship: “rights neces-
sary for individual freedom — liberty of the person, freedom of speech,
thought and faith, the right to own property and to conclude valid
contracts, and the right to justice.” British civil citizenship was ob-
tained through a “long eighteenth century,” from 1688 until Catholic
Emancipation in 1828. The second phase obtained ‘““political” citizen-
ship, comprising voting and participating in sovereign parliaments,
over the century from the Great Reform Act of 1832 to the Franchise
Acts of 1918 and 1928. The third, twentieth-century phase secured
“social” citizenship, or the welfare state: “the right to a modicum of
economic welfare and security to...share to the full in the social
heritage and to live the life of a civilized being according to the
standards prevailing in the society.”

Marshall’s theory has excited considerable interest in the English-
speaking world (the best recent discussions are Australian: Turner
1986, 1990, and Barbalet 1988). Two of his types of citizenship turn
out to be heterogeneous. Civil citizenship may be divided into indi-
vidual and collective subtypes (Giddens 1982: 172; Barbalet 1988:
22-7). As we shall see, although most eighteenth-century regimes
conceded individual legal rights, none yielded collective organizing
rights to workers until the end of the nineteenth century or even
until well into the twentieth. (See Chapters 15, 17, and 18.) T also
subdivide social citizenship (Marshall’s “sharing in the social heritage™)
into ideological and economic subtypes — rights to an education,
allowing cultural participation and occupational attainment, and rights
to direct economic subsistence. Through the long nineteenth century,
ideological-social citizenship was attained by all middle classes (see
Chapter 16), but economic-social citizenship remained minimal (as
Marshall noted; see Chapter 14). Citizenship developed varied forms
and rhythms, some of which undercut others. Citizenship perhaps has
not been as singular a process as Marshall argues.

Moreover, as I have already (1988) argued, Marshall’s evolutionism,
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neglect of geopolitics, and Anglo centrism can all be faulted. Let us
begin by asking a simple question: Why should classes — or indeed any
other power actor — want citizenship? Why should they consider the
state relevant to their lives? Most people had not hitherto. They
had lived amid predominantly local or regional power networks, as
influenced by transnational churches as by the state. We shall see that
through wars ecighteenth-century states enormously increased their
fiscal and manpower exactions, caging their subjects onto the national
terrain and thus politicizing them. Thus classes flexed their growing
muscles on politics instead of concentrating as traditionally on fighting
other classes in civil society. This “militarist” phase was then followed
by other encouragements of the caged nation: office-holding disputes,
tariffs, railways, and schools. As states transformed first into national
states, then into nation-states, classes became caged, unintentionally
“naturalized” and politicized. The nation was vital to citizenship (as
Giddens 1985: 212-21 recognizes). We must theorize national as well
as class struggle.

There were actually two citizenship issues: representation and the
national question of who is to be represented and where. Where turned
on how centralized and national or how decentralized and confederal
the state should be. Despotism might be fought by decentralizing
the state onto local assemblies, while linguistic, religious, or regional
minorities normally resisted the centralized nation-state.> Enlighten-
ment modernizers believed the two issues went together: the future
belonged to representative and centralized states. Later evolutionary
theorists like Marshall believed the nation-state and national citizen-
ship were inevitable. Indeed, most Western countries today are cen-
tralized, representative, and citizen nation-states.

But such “modernization” has not been one-dimensional or evolu-
tionary. The Industrial Revolution did not homogenize; rather, it
modernized disparate regime strategies. The boost to collective powers
provided by the revolution could be used by any regime — party
democratic or despotic, centralized or confederal — to amplify its initial
characteristics. Outcomes depended on both domestic politics and geo-
politics. So did the undoubted overall movement toward the centralized
nation-state. Regimes competed, flourished, and perished according to
domestic class and national power struggles, diplomatic alliances, wars,
international economic rivalry, and ideological claims resonating across

? Turner (1990) rightly criticized my neglect of religion and ethnicity in my 1988
essay. I now seek to remedy this by taking seriously the national question.
Turner also criticized my emphasis on ruling class at the expense of lower-class
strategies. This volume considers both, but continues to stress the former.
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the West. As Powers rose, so did the attractiveness of their regime
strategies; as Powers declined, so their strategies disintegrated. One
Power’s successful strategy might then change subsequent industrial-
ization. German semiauthoritarian monarchy and greater American
centralization were both partly the result of war. They then fostered
the Second Industrial Revolution, the large capitalist corporation and
state regulation of economic development.

Finally “impure entwinings” also muddied contemporaries’ percep-
tions. Thus I edge away from “strategies” — from cohesive elites
with transparent interests, clear vision, rational decisions, and infinite
survival. Ideological, economic, military, and political transformations
and class and national struggles were multiple, entwined, and devel-
oping interstitially. No power actor could comprehend and take charge
of all this. In acting they made mistakes and generated unintended
consequences, changing their very identities below the level of con-
sciousness. The whole was a nonsystemic, nondialectical process be-
tween historically given institutions and emergent interstitial forces.
My IEMP model can confront and then begin to make sense of this
mess; dichotomous theories cannot.
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2 Economic and ideological
power relations

It became conventional in the eighteenth century — and it has remained
so ever since — to distinguish between two fundamental spheres of
social activity — “civil society” (or just ‘“society”) and “‘the state.”
The titles of this chapter and the next would seem to conform to
that convention. Though Smith, other political economists, and Marx
meant by “civil society” only economic institutions, others — notably,
Ferguson, Paine, Hegel, and Tocqueville — believed it comprised the
two spheres discussed in this chapter. For them, civil society meant
(1) decentered economic markets resting on private property and (2)
“forms of civil association . .. scientific and literary circles, schools,
publishers, inns, . . . religious organizations, municipal associations and
independent households” (Keane 1988: 61). These two spheres carried
vital decentered and diffused freedoms that they wished secured against
the authoritative powers of states.

Yet, such a clear division between society and state carries dangers.
It is, paradoxically, highly political, locating freedom and morality
in society, not the state (obviously Hegel differed in this respect).
This was so among the eighteenth-century writers resisting what they
saw as despotism, and it has recently been so again as Soviet, East
European, and Chinese dissidents sought to mobilize decentralized
civil society forces against state repression. Yet states are not as dis-
tinct from the rest of social life as these ideologies suggest. Volume
I showed that civil societies had first risen entwined with modern
states. This volume shows that through the long nineteenth century,
civil society became more substantially, though far from entirely, the
province of the nation-state. This had implications for both economic
and ideological power relations, and this is the central theme of this
chapter. Thus the actual text of this chapter and Chapter 3 often
refutes the separation implied by their titles.

Economic power: capitalism and classes

By 1760, Western economic power relations were becoming dominated
by capitalism. Following Marx, 1 define capitalism in the following
terms:

1. Commodity production. Every factor of production, including labor,
is treated as a means, not an end in itself, is given exchange value,

23
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and is exchangeable against every other factor. Thus capitalism is a
diffuse form of economic power, except that it requires authoritative
guarantee of:

2. Private exclusive ownership of the means of production. The means
of production, including labor power, belong exclusively to a private
class of capitalists.

3. Labor is “free” but separated from the means of production. Laborers
are free to sell their labor and withdraw it as they see fit, without
authoritative prohibitions; they receive a freely negotiated wage
but have no direct claims of ownership over the surplus.

Marx correctly argued that capitalism revolutionized society’s ‘“‘pro-
ductive forces” — collective economic power. That was the most obvious
claim to “ultimate primacy” that this particular mode of economic
production possessed in modern times. But Marx also argued that
capitalism’s “‘relations of production’ — distributive economic power —
was also revolutionizing society. Now the surplus could be extracted
by “purely economic means” through production and markets them-
selves, without the need for assistance from independent ideological,
military, and political power organizations. His contrast between
capitalism and previous modes of production has been endorsed by
many (Poulantzas 1975: 19; Anderson 1979: 403; Giddens 1985: 181;
Brenner 1987: 227, 231, 299). I will disagree. Marx also argued that
commodity production diffuses the same relations over the whole
terrain of capitalism. Thus economic class struggle could become
“pure,” extensive and political, transnational, and eventually sym-
metrical and dialectical, as it had been but rarely before (though
Marx did not quite admit this last point). He saw class conflict as the
motor of modern development, generating its own ideologies, politics,
and military struggles. Their forms would be determined “in the last
instance” by the class dialectic of the capitalist mode of production.
This would end, Marx hoped, and sometimes predicted, in the over-
throw of capitalism by a revolutionary proletariat, instituting socialism
and communism.

Obviously, Marx went wrong somewhere. He overestimated the
revolutionary tendencies of the proletariat — and before it, of the
bourgeoisie. Even where revolutions came close to success, they did so
for reasons other than just class conflict. He exaggerated the economic
contradictions of capitalism and he neglected ideological, military,
political, and geopolitical power relations. All this is well known. But a
conventional demolition job on Marx clouds our understanding of
where exactly he went wrong and of how we might improve on him.
Even if history is not the “history of class struggle,” classes do exist,
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competing with other power actors over human souls. In these days of
Marxian retreat and postmodern nihilism, some historians seem to
abandon class altogether (e.g., Joyce 1991). Yet this is to throw out
the baby with the bathwater. It is better to make more precise our
conceptions of classes and of their power rivals.

Marx was most explicit about class when describing the French
peasantry:

In so far as millions of families live under economic conditions of existence
that separate their mode of life, their interests, and their culture from those of
the other classes, and put them in hostile opposition to the latter, they form a
class. In so far as there is merely a local interconnection among these small-
holding peasants and the identity of their interests begets no community, no
national bond, and no political organization amongst them, they do not form a
class. They are consequently incapable of enforcing their class interests in their
own name. [1968, 170-1]

Chapter 19 shows that Marx was wrong about the ‘“smallholding
peasants” — they were actually prolific in their organization. But this
passage is of more general interest. Historians and sociologists have
often quoted it in connection with two other distinctions Marx made.
The smallholding peasantry, they say, constituted a class “in itself” but
not “for itself,” with a common relationship to the means of production
but incapable of collective class action. Marx was indeed saying this.
But the commentators proceed to a second distinction: The peasantry
were “objectively” but not “subjectively” a class. We must analyze,
they say, two dimensions of class, objective economic conditions and
subjective class consciousness, both necessary for class formation.
Hunt, a historian of the French Revolution, says: “For Marx, class
formation depended on both economic condition and culture, social
category and consciousness” (1984: 177). The sociologists Westergaard
and Resler announce that their major analysis of twentieth-century
class structure starts from the question of “how objective cleavages of
power, wealth, security and opportunity give rise to groups whose
members are conscious of a common identity. [Is] ‘class in itself’
translated into an active consciousness of ‘class for itself’?” (1975:
2-3).

It is appropriate that Marx should be misinterpreted, for his own
polemic against idealism helped establish the dualism of objective
economic reality versus subjective consciousness that underlies these
commentaries. But Marx is not arguing this in the passage quoted. He
explicitly included the “culture” of the peasantry in the supposedly
objective aspect of class. Conversely, the “merely local interconnec-
tion” of the peasants, which prevented them acting (supposedly sub-
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jectively) as a class, is actually economic. Marx said nothing about
economic versus ideological aspects of class. Instead, he distinguished
two predominantly economic preconditions of class: “similarity,” which
peasants possessed, and “‘collective interdependence,” which he says
they did not. Peasants’ economic similarity gave them a sense of their
class interests plus a broader cultural identity. But their ability to
organize, equally economic in origin, was partial and locaily confined.
For Marx, classes were economic power organizations, and as such
were defined by two criteria, the economic and the organizational.

Marx’s broad economic criterion was “effective possession” of eco-
nomic resources. In capitalism, the model generates two main antago-
nistic classes, capitalist owners and nonowning proletarians. He aiso
identified an intermediary class of petits bourgeois owning its own
means of production but not controlling the labor of others; and he left
guidelines for coping with the emergence of the middle class(es) (see
Chapter 16). Such classes might be considered “objective,” but we
might choose to define classes by other “objective” criteria. So-called
industrial society theorists distinguish classes according to their special-
ized role in the division of labor, which method yields numerous
occupational classes. Weberians identify classes according to market
capacities, producing many classes based on ownership of property,
scarce job skills, professional powers, and educational levels. How do
we choose among these equally “objective” schemes?

In the extended passage quoted earlier, Marx gave us a second
criterion: Classes possess organizational ability. The economic without
the organizational criterion gives only what I term a “latent class” —
corresponding roughly to the term “objective class™ or “class in itself.”
Such a latent class is of little sociological interest. Theorists may
develop what analytic categories they like, as ideal types, but only
some of these help explain the real world. If classes are significant
power actors in the real world they must be organized, extensively
or politically. Throughout this volume I dissect the organizational
capacities of class and other movements. What are their logistics? How
and over what geographic and social terrain can they communicate
messages, exchange personnel, and organize petitions, strikes, riots,
revolutions?

Marx thought modern classes were involved in a head-on dialectical
struggle with one another. The emergence of the capitalist mode of
production gave bourgeoisie and workers organizational capacities
rooted in production but totalized throughout society and throughout
their life experience. He was partly correct. Such class organizations
did emerge, capable of changing history. True, his view of the working
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class was absurdly utopian — how unlikely that an exploited class would
confound all of previous history and rise up to destroy all stratification.
Nonetheless, Marx had discovered an essential truth: Capitalism had
created potentially extensive, political and (occasionally) symmetrical
and dialectical classes. Rare in earlier societies, such classes have been
ubiquitous ever since.

Thus class consciousness is also a perennial feature of modern
societies, though it is never pure or complete. Most dominant classes
show ambivalent consciousness. They share a cohesive community and
a keen defense of their own interests. What social group could be more
class conscious than, say, the eighteenth-century English gentry or the
nineteenth-century Prussian Junker landlords? Yet they usually deny
that society is divided into opposing classes, claiming that segmental
and local-regional organizations (perhaps underpinned by normative
consensus) are more significant. Indeed, subordinate classes are usually
embedded in such organizations, but Marx believed they could attain
class consciousness. His model of rising class consciousness implicitly
contained the four components I identified in an earlier book on the
working class (1973: 13):

1. Identity. The definition of self as working class, as playing a dis-
tinctive role in common with other workers in the economy.! This
self-conception need not be associated with class conflict.

2. Opposition. The perception that capitalists and their managers
constitute the workers’ enduring opponent. Identity plus opposition
will generate conflict, but this may not be extensive. It may be
limited to workplace, trade, or local community, not generalized
to whole classes, legitimating sectional, not class, conflict.

3. Totality. The acceptance of the first two elements as the defining
characteristics of (1) the workers’ total social situation and (2) the
whole society. The addition of (1) adds intensity to consciousness
of sectional conflict, and (2) converts sectional consciousness to
extensive class conflict.

4. Alternative. Conceiving of an alternative form of power relations to
existing capitalism. This will reinforce extensive and political class
conflict and legitimate revolutionary struggle.

I shall analyze the extent to which rising classes exhibit these
components of class consciousness. Most people probably sense more
of the first than of the second and of the first and second more than of

! In 1973, 1 wrote “in the productive process,” a phrase I now replace with a
more diffuse term, economy, in line with one of the general arguments of this
volume.
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the third and fourth. But it is rare that they single-mindedly drive
anyone. We are also members of families, of cross-class communities
and workplaces, of churches, of other voluntary associations, of nations,
and so forth. Most of these identities confuse, some oppose, a clear-
cut sense of class. Societies are confusing battlegrounds on which
multiple power networks fight over our souls. In modern societies,
class is just one of the more important forms of self-identity. But
people in similar economic circumstances will also be influenced by
other identities. Only a few will experience their lives as dominated by
a class — or by a religious, national, or any other single — identity.
When describing classes “acting” in later chapters, I am not conjuring
up images of masses of people resolutely acting as if in heroic Soviet
proletarian paintings. 1 amn usually describing a few militants who
really are so motivated, able to move large numbers by persuading
them that their class sentiments are a more significant part of them-
selves than they had previously believed. Even then, most such persons
may dearly wish they could continue being loyal producers, Catholics,
citizens, and so forth.

I identify six main class actors: the old regime and the petite bour-
geoisie, emerging through conflicts between old and new modes of
production and political regimes in the first part of the period; the
capitalist class and the working class, the two great extensive groups
emerging in the second half of the period; the middle class, emerging
throughout the nineteenth century; and the peasantry, of considerable
significance throughout the period. I define these classes near the
beginning of three chapters: the peasantry in Chapter 19, the working
class in Chapter 15, and the other classes in Chapter 4.

These classes may seem familiar enough, especially within the
Marxian tradition. But, unlike Marxists, I do not see classes as pure,
defined only in terms of relations to the means of production. Whole,
pure classes never organize major social change. Social movements we
recognize as classlike can be distinguished at two levels. Where whole
class movements emerge, they are impure, their force contributed by
noneconomic as well as economic power networks. Considered as
purely economic organizations, they are heterogeneous, incapable of
much collective action (although fractions among them may possess
their own particular organization). Four economic fault lines persist-
ently weaken the solidarity of whole classes:

1. Economic sector fragments classes. Fractions of both capital and
labor persistently organize differently, sometimes in conflict with
one another. Agriculture usually generates its own subculture. Farm
laborers rarely conceive of themselves as “proletarians,” alongside
industrial workers; peasant proprietors and smallholders generate
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their own distinct movements. (See Chapter 19.) Interindustry differ-
ences and the rise of the public and service sectors add their own
heterogeneity,

2. The direct relations of economic production may generate much
smaller collectivities than a whole class — defined by a single enterprise,
industry, or occupation. This may strengthen segmental, not class,
organization. Solidarity may be highly developed within these bound-
aries but have few organizational connections with those supposedly in
the same class. At the most they will constitute a militant sectional
union movement; at the least they may form a segmental alliance with
their employer, against other workers and employers.

3. Strata and fractions divide classes. The late eighteenth-century
petite bourgeoisie actually comprised a varied collection of profes-
sionals, merchants, factors, shopkeepers, artisan masters, artisan men,
and many others. Later, the “middle class” contained an elongated
occupational hierarchy and three distinct fractions (professionals,
careerists, and petite bourgeoisie). The working class contained groups
with different labor-market powers, especially separating skilled from
unskilled workers, and workers entrenched in internal labor markets
from newcomer workers — often reinforced by ethnicity and gender.
Such differences lead to distinct organizations — to the profession, the
career, the craft union — separating them from other members of ““their
class.” Internal labor markets, managerial careers, and other forms
of hierarchical dependence have generated segmental organizations,
reducing the prospects for class organization.

4. The nation-state crosscuts classes, forming national segments.
There has never been one great transnational bourgeoisie or proletariat,
although transnational class tendencies do exist (perhaps nowhere
stronger than among the contemporary capitalist class). Normally the
largest class actors have been nationally limited, thus the ‘British
working class,” the “French bourgeoisie,” and the like. The national
fragmentation of class has actually been rather complex, as we shall
see later.

For these four reasons, relations of production do not merely gen-
erate whole classes. They too are a confused battleground on which
our identities are fought over. Purely economic actors have been
normally smaller, more specific, and more fragmented by internal
sectionalism and crosscutting segmentalism than Marx’s great classes.
Nonetheless, his classes have played important historical roles. Why?
Not because the “law of value” or some other economic law polarized
all these economic particularities into great class camps. Instead, non-
economic organizations have welded solidarities among these eco-
nomically heterogeneous fractions, strata, and segments. Class conflict
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arose in societies with ideological, military, and political power rela-
tions and was also molded by them. This point is usually made to
explain why classes lack solidarity — for example, because they are
split by religion. Yet noneconomic networks may also generate class
solidarity. Marx’s neglect of ideological, military, and political power
is not merely of phenomena external to capitalism and class. Their
organizations helped metamorphose disparate economic actors, often
with opposing conceptions of identities and interests, into relatively
cohesive classes. All my classes were created by the entwined devel-
opment of the sources of social power. The “purity” of modern classes,
though in historical terms rather developed, has been only partial.

We shall see that states, especially the developing nation-states,
played a very substantial structuring role in the development of civil
society and its classes. Not even revolutionary politics flow simply
from the conflict between classes already ‘““out there” in civil society.
The class actors aroused during the French Revolution barely existed
before the Revolution. They were created by its power processes —
partly because militant ideologists worked hard to mobilize class senti-
ments, but mostly because they were unintentionally fostered by
political power relations. States are also impure, being economic as
well as political. They own property, they spend, and they tax. In the
eighteenth century, rights to office, monopolies, and tax privileges
provided economic rewards and generated factional, segmental politics.
“In” parties were pitted against “outs,” ‘“‘court” against ‘‘country”
parties. “In” parties were from landowning families, commercial
oligarchies, or professions allied to the crown, whereas “out” parties
began to consist of discontented factions of the same groups leading
the petite bourgeoisie. Thus factional politics became entwined with
class and sectional struggles generated by the transition from com-
mercial-landed to manufacturing capitalism. “Ins,” landed gentry, and
commercial oligarchs solidifed into an old regime class, and “outs” and
diverse fractions and strata solidified into a broadly petit bourgeois
movement. This was not merely a class struggle; it also derived, in
some cases predominantly, from the state’s political economy. “Class”
only became extensive and political as economic and political power
struggles became entwined. Where factional political struggles were
weaker, as in Germany (or Japan), there was no revolution, class
politics were feebler, and feudalism changed into capitalism with little
class struggle.

Parallel, if lesser, points can be made concerning ideological and
military power relations. Marx believed that classes create their own
ideology, articulating their own practical activity and interests. They
might be aided by intellectuals like himself, but these are only arti-
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culating an ideology already immanent in an already constituted class.
This view poses two problems: First, as in other “instrumental” theories
of action (e.g., neoclassical economics, exchange theory, rational
choice theory), it is not clear that interests alone can drive forward the
kind of action Marx was envisaging. Is it ever in the interests of
the individual worker to expose himself or herself to employer and
state power by starting a union, still less by erecting barricades or
attacking cossacks? Classes do exist, but they have shared norms and
passions, inspiring them to recklessness, sacrifice, and cruelty. These
help them overcome their diverse economic membership to generate
passionate collective behavior. Ideology may be immanent and trans-
cendent among classes. Second, if ideology matters, so do ideologists.
Eighteenth-century ideologists, secular and religious, found messages
and communication media that transcended the diverse grievances of
petite bourgeois segments, class fractions, taxpayers, those deprived
of lucrative office, and so forth. Journalists, coffeehouse keepers,
teachers, and others mobilized class consciousness. A century later,
middle-class dependence on state education helped transform its own
class and national consciousness (see Chapter 16).

Similarly, Engels believed that some types of military power aided
class consciousness: Mass conscription in the Prussian army could train
revolutionaries. I believe the reverse: In this period militaries tended
to provide effective segmental discipline over subordinate classes,
aiding the survival of regimes and dominant classes. Nonetheless,
other military power organizations — guerrilla warfare and defeated
armies — have assisted class formation, as we will see.

Thus classes were imperfectly, haltingly formed as multiple eco-
nomic identities were welded together by the political, ideological, and
military power networks with which economic struggles were always
entwined.

This also renders problematic the culminating quality of class struggle
for Marx: its symmetrical, dialectical nature. If class A is organized in
relation to different power networks to class B, they may not meet
head-on over the same terrain. Marx took the arena of conflict for
granted, and so have most others. Capitalism is invariably defined
transnationally, penetrating state frontiers sociospatially wherever
there are commodities to exchange and profits to be won. But capital-
ism actually emerged within and between the territories of states. It
became sociospatially structured by their domestic and geopolitical
relations. Its classes could have three sociospatial forms, as could
segments and, indeed, all power actors:

1. Transnational. Organization and struggle proceed right across
state boundaries, without significant reference to them. Classes occupy
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the global reach of capitalism. States and nations are irrelevant to class
struggle, their power weakened by its global reach. With the use of a
distinction explained later, interests are defined more by market than
by territory. An example of a predominantly transnational class was
the medieval nobility, linked by kin relations stretching across Europe,
conducting its own class diplomacy and many wars. More pacifically
this was how most classic theorists — from Smith to Marx to Durkheim
— saw the future of capitalism. Modern classes would be transnational.

2. Nationalist.> All or some of the inhabitants of one state become a
quasi-class whose economic interests conflict with those of inhabitants
of other states. “Nations,” or the more restricted “class-nations,”
compete with and exploit one another, each with its own distinctive
praxis in the international division of labor. Nationalist classes en-
courage what I term “territorial” definitions of interest (to be discussed
shortly) and aggressive geo-economic and geopolitical rivalry. An em-
phasis on the nationalist organizations supposedly dominant in their
own times suffused the work of turn-of-the-century writers like
Gumplowicz (1899) and Oppenheimer (1922), formalized by Riistow
(1981) into the notion of “‘superstratification,” domination by one
nation over another. The same historical tendencies informed Lenin’s
theory of imperialism and then more recent Marxian theory like
Wallerstein’s and Chase-Dunn’s theories of the “world system” and
contemporary theories of Third World dependency.

3. National. Class organization and struggle are territorially con-
fined within each state, without significant reference to class relations
in other states. Here class praxis is not “anchored” in international
space. Classes might get caught up in domestic struggles over the
identity of the nation, but their sense of nationhood is inward-looking
— divorced from, and incompetent in, international affairs. They have
no serious geopolitical or geo-economic interests in relation to either
markets or territory and no considered predisposition toward war or
peace. No major school of theory conceptualizes this model of class
organization, but I emphasize its importance throughout this period.

These are ideal types. Real classes (and other power actors) nor-
mally embody elements of all three organizations. A class may contain

2 In previous work, I used the label “inter-national” for this type of organ-
ization. For readers to understand such a label required them to pay close
attention to its hyphen. The word “international,” without a hyphen, is con-
ventionally used to denote something close to my transnational organization
(as in “liberal internationalism™). As “nationalist” conventionally conveys the
rough sense of what I mean in this second type, it is to be preferred.
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distinct fractions, one relatively transnational, another nationalist. Or
class actors may feel the tug of two or three organizational forms
simultaneously, reducing class coherence. Or one class may be far
more nationally confined than another, as labor is when compared with
capital today. Thus classes are less likely to meet dialectically head-on
than Marx expected.

The structuring role of nation-states means that their geopolitics are
also entwined with classes. It has been common to analyze the impact
of class struggle on geopolitics (e.g., in the theory of social imperial-
ism, discussed in Chapter 21). It is less common, but as necessary, to
reverse the causality (as Skocpol 1979 and Maier 1981 have done).
Capitalism and industrial capitalism were “made in Britain.” British
near hegemony, and the resistance it provoked in France, Germany,
and elsewhere, reshaped the nature of class struggle. So has the
more recent American hegemony. We cannot tell either story, of class
struggle and geopolitics, without the other. Here I make the immodest
claim that this was never attempted on such a broad scale before this
volume.

Not only classes but the very conceptions of economic “interest”
and “profit” are affected by geopolitics. We can distinguish two
ideal-typical conceptions of economic profit and interest, here termed
“market” and “territorial” (cf. Krasner 1985: 5; Rosecrance 1986;
Gilpin 1987: 8-24). A market conception sees interest as privately
held and furthered by possession of resources on markets, without
regard to state territories, war, or aggressive diplomacy. It is trans-
nationally and peacefully oriented. Capitalists will pursue profit
wherever there are markets, regardless of state boundaries. Geo-
politics do not here define “interest.” Yet a territorial conception of
economic interest sees profit secured by authoritative control of ter-
ritory by the state, often by aggressive diplomacy and, in extremis, by
war. The tension between market and territory, capitalism and geo-
politics, is a theme of this volume.

Again, these ideal types do not exist in the real world. Capitalism
and states cohabit the world, influencing each other. Six main strategies
may be distinguished:

1. Laissez-faire. The state merely endorses (or is unable to change)
existing market terms, and does not try to change them authoritatively.

2. National protectionism. The state interferes authoritatively but
pragmatically and peacefully with existing market terms to protect
its own economy (when dealing with nineteenth-century Germany, I
subdivide protectionism into “selective” and ‘“‘general coordinated”
protection).
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3. Mercantilist domination. The state attempts to dominate inter-
national markets, authoritatively controlling such resources as it can,
moving toward diplomatic sanctions (perhaps in concert with allied
states), even shows of force, but short of war and territorial expansion.
The old mercantilist formula was that “power and plenty” were
conjoined.

Most international political economy regimes combine these three
strategies in varying degrees. Although they embody conflict, they
do not usually spark off war (as in the conflict of “The Third World
Against Global Liberalism” analyzed by Krasner 1985), but three
other political economies imply further aggression:

4. Economic imperialism. The state conquers territory for direct
motives of economic profit.

5. Social imperialism. Conquest is aimed primarily at controlling
existing more than new territories and populations. It seeks to distract
attention from conflict between classes or other groups within existing
state territories. Lenin and Marxists have emphasized class distraction;
Weber saw social imperialism as employable by whoever controls the
state against whoever are the enemies. Regime motives primarily con-
cern domestic politics, Innenpolitik; geopolitics, Aussenpolitik, are
their by-product.

6. Geopolitical imperialism. The state attempts to conquer territory
as an end in itself.

These six strategies reveal that “power and plenty,” geopolitics and
capitalism, territory and market, have been usually entwined. Even
the two extremes are not entirely “pure.” The British were largely
attached to laissez-faire in the nineteenth century because the more
warlike strategies (3 and 4) had helped form the British Empire and
the Royal Navy, which now ensured that the international terms of
trade were mostly its terms. At the other extreme Hitler adopted
geopolitical imperialism, obsessed by world power and paying little
attention to economics. Yet, even he thought this would bring profit to
Germany. International political economy — for example, laissez-faire
or protectionism — does not result from a ‘“pure” calculation of eco-
nomic interest. Real-life definitions of interest are affected by territory,
by senses of national identity, and by geopolitics, just as geopolitics is
affected by economic interest. Both are also affected by ideologies. No
strategy was self-evidently economically superior to its principal rivals.
Choosing or drifting into it normally resulted from the entwining of
Innen- and Aussenpolitik and of ideological, economic, military, po-
litical, and geopolitical power networks. Thus later chapters will inter-
weave the stories of emerging extensive, political, yet still “impure”
classes and nation-states.
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Ideological power relations

As T indicated in Chapter 1, I believe that ideological power declined
somewhat in significance during this period. This does not render it
insignificant, however. Chapters 4-7 treat ideological power as an
essential and autonomous part of the rise of bourgeois classes and
nations, especially influential in shaping their passions. Chapters 16
and 20 then continue this argument through the nineteenth century,
describing the importance of state educational institutions for the rise
of the middle class and discussing nationalism as an ideology. Chapter
15 distinguishes the main forms of socialist ideology found among
working-class and peasant movements of the long nineteenth century;
and Chapters 17-19 trace their development. I do not fully explore the
potential autonomy of these later ideologies in this volume. That task
is reserved for my third volume, which will treat socialist and national-
ist ideologies together over the terrain of the twentieth century. The
discussion that now follows concentrates on earlier periods.

I make two general points about ideological power in 1760. First,
just like the other principal aspect of civil society, the capitalist
economy and its classes, ideological power networks were split be-
tween transnational and national terrains. On the one hand, Europe -
increasingly the “West” — was a normative community, its ideologies
diffusing interstitially, “‘transcendentally” across states. On the other
hand, states erected barriers to the free flow of messages — more
effective if linguistic communities coincided with state boundaries.
Then, throughout the period, the national tended to strengthen at
the expense of the transnational, though the latter always survived.
Second, the media of discursive communication were undergoing
revolutionary expansion during the eighteenth century, enabling ideo-
logical power to play a somewhat autonomous role.

Europe had been an ideological community for a millennium.
Values, norms, rituals, and aesthetics diffused across the continent. It
had been a single Christian ecumene, then split into Catholic and
Protestant halves. We see churches losing power within states but
remaining entrenched within the family and at the local-regional level,
especially in the countryside. The historic power and then partial
decline of Christendom left an important legacy: Communication
media were interstitial, not controlled by any single power organiza-
tion. Because much literacy was church-sponsored, the media were not
fully controlled by state or capitalism, hard though both were to try.
Europeans had also diffused their ideologies through their settler
colonies, modifying ‘“Christian” to ‘‘white” and “Europe” to the
“West.” Ideological messages diffused throughout the West, relatively



36 The rise of classes and nation-states

unconfined by national boundaries. In comparative terms such auton-
omy of ideological power was unusual; neither Japan nor China pos-
sessed it to a comparable degree in early modern times. To be a
Westerner was to participate in a partly transcendent ideological power
organization, interstitial to the reach of other power organizations.
This also means that the international arena was far from normless, as
realists tend to argue.

Theorists emphasizing the rapid diffusion of ideologies throughout
this period often claim it indicates “‘the autonomy of ideas” in society
(e.g., Bendix 1978). That is not quite my own position. But I do not
counterpose to such “idealism” a ‘““materialism’’ that reduces ideas to
their social base. My position is one of “organizational materialism”:
Ideologies are attempts to grapple with real social problems, but they
are diffused through specific media of communication and their char-
acteristics may transform ideological messages, so conferring ideo-
logical power autonomy. Thus the particularities of ideological power
organization should be our object of study.

This means we must focus around 1760 on an ongoing revolution in
“discursive literacy’” — the ability to read and write texts that are not
mere formulas or lists but presuppose literate mastery of conversation
and argument. This volume charts various discursive ideologies across
the long nineteenth century. Some were religious: Puritanism influenced
early American history; moral Protestantism affected Britain; the
Protestant-Catholic divide had an enduring role in Germany. Others
were secular, usually disputing with religions: the Enlightenment,
utilitarianism, liberalism, and the two greatest modern ideologies, of
nation and class. All these ideologies were shared across extensive
territories linked by the communication of discursive literacy.

Benedict Anderson (1983) famously observed that the nation is an
“imagined community” in time and space. People who have never
met, who have no direct connection — even the living, the dead, and
the yet-to-be-born — supposedly become linked together in a “‘nation.”
As a secretary at UCLA explained to me about the American Thanks-
giving holiday: “It’s when we remember our ancestors who came
over on the Mayflower.” Her imagination was impressive since she
is black. I add what Anderson, a Marxist, does not: If the nation was
an imagined community, its class rival might seem even more meta-
phorical, a veritable “imaginary community.” Nations were reinforced
by enduring historical traditions, state boundaries (past or present), or
linguistic or religious communities. How were classes, with little prior
history (apart from ruling classes), which always live among and co-
operate with other classes, to be conceived and created as communities?
We shall observe the two imagined communities arising together as
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discursive literacy diffused across societies beyond the particularistic
old regime networks to which it had been hitherto confined.

Most ideological infrastructures were now provided, as Anderson
says, by “print culture,” though not simply by his “print capitalism.”
Texts were duplicated and circulated into the thousands. The usual
measure of literacy is minimal: the ability to sign one’s name in the
marriage register. Throughout the late seventeenth and eighteenth
centuries this more than doubled in most countries, resulting in about
90 percent male and 67 percent female signing literacy in Sweden and
New England, 60 percent and 45 percent in Britain, and 50 percent
male literacy in France and Germany {Lockridge 1974; Schofield 1981;
Furet and Ozouf 1982; West 1985). The male rise preceded the female,
but by 1800, females were catching up. Signing does not measure
discursive literacy — many signers could do little other writing and no
reading — but it situates it amid a rapidly growing basic literacy.
Discursive literacy was carried by nine principal media:

1. Churches. From the sixteenth century on, Protestant and then
Catholic churches encouraged Bible reading and the reading and
writing of simple catechisms. This was the basic cause of the surge
of signing literacy. Church schools were responsible for most early
growth in discursive literacy and dominated elementary education in
most countries until the end of the nineteenth century. In 1800, devo-
tional works still comprised most literary best-sellers.

2. The military. The “military revolution” of 1540—1660 centralized
and bureaucratized armies and navies. Drills and logistical support
became standardized; technology developed artillery and navies; the
division between staff and line institutionalized written orders and map
reading. Drill and naval signaling manuals became common among
officers and noncommissioned officers, quartermasters and artillery
and naval officers needed full literacy and numeracy, and higher
officers increasingly “‘studied” in the modern sense. Increasing military
manpower, reaching 5 percent of the total population at the end of the
eighteenth century (Chapter 11), made this a significant medium of
discursive literacy.

3. State administration. Before the mass expansion of the lower
bureaucracy in the late nineteenth century (see Chapter 11), there was
only a modest increase, concentrated in fiscal departments supplying
armed forces. But the literacy of higher administrators became secular-
ized as universities replaced churches and upper-class family life in
educating administrators.

4. Commerce. Its massive seventeenth- and eighteenth-century ex-
pansion spread discursive literacy through contracts, accounts, and
marketing methods. Literacy was greater in commercial areas and
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occupations than among agriculture or manufacturing industry. Com-
merce also involved women, though less so as the workplace became
separated from the household with industrialization.

S. The profession of law. Law occupied the ideological interface
between church, state, and commerce. It doubled in size in most
eighteenth-century countries, and its education broadened in scope.

6. Universities. Controlled by either church or state and supplying
young adults for them and the law profession, universities rapidly
expanded in the eighteenth century to become the principal trainer of
higher level discursive literacy.

7. The literary media. The writing, printing, circulation, and reading
of literary products rapidly expanded from the late seventeenth
century on, transformed by capitalist production and market methods.
It diffused down through middle-class households. Although its
producers were mostly men, its consumers may have become mostly
women (Watt 1963).

8. Periodical media. Newspapers, periodicals, and secular pamphlets
virtually began at the end of the seventeenth century and expanded
exponentially through the eighteenth.

9. Discursive discussion centers. Academies, clubs, libraries, salons,
taverns, and coffechouses all rapidly expanded as public discussion
centers of printed discursive materials. Even barbers and wig makers
stocked newspapers and pamphlets and served as discussion centers.
All but salons were male-dominated.

Such diverse and only sporadically quantifiable rates of increase
cannot be summed up into an overall index of discursive expansion.
Nonetheless, throughout the eighteenth century, discursive literacy
probably expanded much faster than basic literacy. A mass communi-
cations network was emerging. Who participated in it, and who
controlled it?

Primary demand came first from churches, then from states, espe-
cially their militaries, and commercial capitalism. This marked out two
broad alternative tracks. I take Britain as the prototype of a diffused
“commercial capitalist” (similar to Anderson’s “print capitalist’) track,
Austria and Prussia as the prototype of an authoritative “military-
statist” route, with old regime France combining both. Both received a
large moral-religious input from churches. In Britain commercial ex-
pansion generated a mass literate petite bourgeoisie, lawyers, uni-
versities, schools, and entrepreneurial mass-market techniques for the
literary media. In Austria and Prussia army and administrative ex-
pansion linked lawyers, universities, schools, and the literary media
more closely to the state. France, commercial and statist, experienced
both expansions. Both routes linked the new to the old. “New” power
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networks — of petite bourgeoisie and of professional officers and civil
servants — were also linked with merchant and noble classes and with
clerics. The result was different ideological fermentations, none entirely
harmonious, in all three cases.

By 1760, states and capitalist classes were probably ideologists’ main
clients. Yet demand did not lead simply to effective control. Britain
did not lack a state or churches, nor did Austria lack capitalism and
churches. In each country churches, state, and classes had distinct,
sometimes conflicting, demands and were themselves factionalized
over modernization strategies. The result was interstitial space within
which ideologists could operate.

But factionalism also split the ideologists. This was especially evi-
dent in the religion-science, capitalist-statist, and market-territory
dilemmas implicit in the Enlightenment (Cassirer 1951; Gay 1964,
1967; Payne 1976). The philosophes privileged human reason. Reason
was conceived, firstly, as a scientific “formal rationality” — they called
it the esprit systematique, the systematic application of methodical
calculation, a relentless questioning of all social arrangements to see
whether they brought human happiness. But reason was also conceived
of as “substantive,” moral, and strongly influenced by religion. Reason
could tell us what happiness and the good society actually were. Not
everyone possessed full reason, but the stupidity of the populace, the
naiveté of the savage, and the often defective reason of women were
improvable by culture and education. Thus argued Kant’s famous
pamphlet “What Is Enlightenment?”” Although most of the prominent
philosophes were antireligious, their moralism was clearly derived
from European religiosity and was paralleled by considerable moral
ferment within the churches themselves. Ideology, like morality and
passion, as well as science, was flourishing.

When applied to society, reason also contained a contradiction. On
the one hand, formal rationality was decentered, fostered especially by
the “invisible hand” of commercial capitalism. In the Anglo-American
heartland of capitalism this encouraged a predominantly liberal regime
strategy: laissez-faire political economy, individual civil citizenship,
developing political citizenship for property owners, moral (often
Protestant) individualism, and the duty to spread enlightenment and
morality through private charity and voluntary work. These ideas
also resonated in other countries because the philosophes were trans-
national, advocating programs regardless of state boundaries and com-
municating easily via their linguistic skills and incessant traveling. Yet,
in absolutist Europe, the potential for substantive reason was identified
more with modernizing states. While almost all philosophes respected
the “freedom” and material progress of capitalism and of private
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associations, most also saw that enlightened social responsibility invited
legislative action. Kant embodied this ambivalence, believing both
in enlightened absolutism and in the transnational diffusion of the
Enlightenment to bring “perpetual peace” to the world. Philosophes
using a “civil society versus the state” model could not sustain its
fundamental dualism.

Ambivalence passed onto a new plane when capitalism’s ‘“hand”
later became ‘‘visible.” Though its ideologists presented laissez-faire
as a natural law, it presupposed a class society in which some owned
the means of production and others owned only their labor. Thus the
“hand” embodied, while concealing, class power. It also embodied the
geopolitical power of ‘“‘national” capitalists, able to set the terms of
trade over lesser capitalist nations. Free trade was then seen as British-
dominated trade. Nineteenth-century ideologists of both rising classes
and states contested the rule of the “hand” by advocating greater
authoritative, territorial state power.

The entwining of classes and nation-states produced emergent
dilemmas for power actors to which clear solutions did not exist.
Indeed, as we saw with regard to classes, the very identity of classes
and nations was still fluid, influenced by ideologists. Interstitial space
existed for ideologists to propose their solutions and influence social
identities. The Western ideological community explored developing,
transcendent contradictions. Economic theory was riven between the
market theory of Adam Smith and two more authoritative ideologies,
the ‘“national territorial” alternative of Friedrich List and the class
alternative of Karl Marx. Their three-way disagreements soon re-
sonated globally amid the struggles of Powers and classes.

Here is Ito Hirobumi, the principal author of Japan’s Meiji constitu-
tion of 1889:

We were just then in an age of transition. The opinions prevailing in the
country were extremely heterogeneous, and often diametrically opposed to
each other. We had survivors of former generations who were still full of
theocratic ideas, and who believed that any attempt to restrict an imperial
prerogative amounted to something like high treason. On the other hand there
was a large and powerful body of the younger generation educated at the time
when the Manchester theory [i.e., laissez-faire] was in vogue, and who in
consequence were ultra-radical in their ideas of freedom. Members of the
bureaucracy were prone to lend willing ears to the German doctrinaires of the
reactionary period, while, on the other hand, the educated politicians among
the people having not yet tasted the bitter significance of administrative re-
sponsibility, were liable to be more influenced by the dazzling words and lucid
theories of Montesquieu, Rousseau and similar French writers. . .. It was in
these circumstances that the first draft of the Constitution was made and
submitted to His Majesty. [quoted in Bendix 1978: 485]
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Was there ideological autonomy in this? Alternatively, were the
philosophes — Hirobumi’s Manchester theorists and German doctrin-
aires — mere aides, “‘organic intellectuals” in Gramsci’s sense, to the
Meiji and their Western equivalents? Did they merely offer intellectual
schemes that dominant regimes were free to accept, reject, or amend?
The ideological media were, after all, fulfilling specialized technical
functions. They were expanding the ability to read catechisms, drill
manuals, and commercial contracts. Perhaps ideologists were offering
mere immanent morale to already formed classes and political regimes.

Yet ideologists also had two creative powers. First, classes and state
factions were not already constituted but interstitially emergent. Ideo-
logists helped create their “imagined communities,” especially in the
American and French revolutions (see Chapters 5 and 6), but also
more generally. Second, discursive media also had emergent properties,
partially freeing them from control. Most were not segregated, merely
communicating technical knowledge for specialized clients. They were
also jointly diffusing debates about general meanings, norms, rituals,
and aesthetics. Modernizing ideologies — cameralism, the Enlighten-
ment, the evangelical movement, social contract theory, political and
“economical” reform, “improvement,” political economy - diffused
throughout the media. Their claims were universal, applying to both
morality and science, influencing ideologies of nation and class. The
three-way debates among the schools of Smith, List, and Marx did not
merely concern the economic interests of classes and states. Much
social experience was interstitial to class and state; Europe quested for
modernization and the “holy grail”” of progress. These writers were not
mere economic pragmatists. They saw ideological conflict as moral and
philosophical, concerning cosmological truth and morality as well as
economics. All three were anchored in the Enlightenment: The world
was improvable if reason was placed at the head of a social movement.
As potentially transcendent ideologists, they might have more formid-
able resonance.

Thus the principal personnel of discursive media developed a sense
of their own community. An ideological power elite — the intelligentsia,
the intellectuals — appeared as a collective actor, just as the clerical,
priestly caste had done in earlier ages. True, intellectuals were not
united or “pure”; many remained loyal to their clients, and their
clients battled to control them with rewards and punishments, licensing,
and censorship. Nonetheless, the battle was recognized by the pro-
tagonists as real and novel: a struggle over enlarged powers of ideo-
logical mobilization. Entwined classes, nations, states, churches, and
others were struggling for power. Solutions were proffered by a trans-
cendent, revolutionized Western ideological community. I assess its
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precise degree of autonomy and power in my narrative chapters. They
were generally greater early in the period than later, when regimes had
developed coping strategies, centered on confining most ideological
power networks within state institutions.

Conclusion

Capitalism and discursive literacy media were the dual faces of a civil
society diffusing throughout eighteenth-century European civilization.
They were not reducible to each other, although they were entwined,
especially in the more capitalistic westerly countries. Nor were they
more than partly caged by dominant classes, churches, military elites,
and states, although they were variably encouraged and structured by
them. Thus, they were partly transnational and interstitial to other
power organizations — only partly, however, and later chapters will
chart a decline in both qualities. Civil societies were always entwined
with states — and they became more so during the long nineteenth
century.
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3 A theory of the modern state

Chapter 1 distinguishes clearly between military and political power.
Yet modern states seem to merge the two, since they formally mono-
polize the means of military violence. This did not end the autonomy
of military power organization, as Chapters 12 and 21 make clear, but
it redirected it through organizations that were formally the state’s.
Hence this chapter treats military power within a broader discussion of
political power.

I review five current theories of the state, plus the political concepts
of Max Weber. I then proceed in three stages to my own theory. I
begin with an “institutional” definition of the state and seek to specify
the many institutional particularities of modern states. Then I seek to
simplify this complexity by moving to a “functional” analysis, offering
a polymorphous view of state functions. I assert that modern states
“crystallized” (over the area covered in this volume) in several prin-
cipal forms. Responding to the other three sources of social power,
they crystallized as capitalist, as moral-ideological, and as militarist.
Responding to their own political struggles, they crystallized at variable
points on two continua, one “‘representative,” running in this period
from autocratic monarchy to party democracy; the other “national,”
from centralized nation-state to a loosely confederal regime. Most
diffusely, they also crystallized as patriarchal, regulating gender and
family relations. Finally, I discuss whether we can detect relations
of hierarchy among these, so that one or more crystallizations may
ultimately determine the overall character of the state.

Five theories of the state

It has become common to distinguish three theories of the state: class,
pluralist, and elitist (sometimes called statism or managerialism) (Alford
and Friedland, 1985). Because elitism is similar to realist international
relations theory, I discuss the two together. But I divide elite theories
into two, each with a distinct view of state autonomy. I call these two
“true elitism” and “institutional statism.” I also add a fifth theory,
implied by many empirical studies, which I label cock-up or foul-up
theory. I borrow from all five, especially from institutional statism.
Most class theories have been Marxist. Marx tended to reduce states
to economic power relations. States are functional for modes of
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economic production and for classes. Modern states have been deter-
mined by two phases of politicized class struggle, between feudal
lords and capitalist bourgeoisie and then between bourgeoisie and
proletariat. Applied to modern Western states, class theory has one
tremendous virtue: It recognizes that they are in some fundamental
sense capitalist. All five of my principal states during the long nine-
teenth century were already or rapidly becoming capitalist. But the
vice of class theory is to regard this as their only fundamental property.
True, Marx sometimes wrote as if other powers might be lodged in
the state. I discuss the rather limited autonomies he allowed to the
“Bonapartist state” in Chapter 9. Marxists see modern states as having
only relative autonomy: Ultimately states service capital accumulation
and class regulation. Marxists add ‘historical contingencies” and
“conjunctures,” but these are rarely theorized — they are added on
empirically (as in Wolfe’s 1977 history of modern states). Although
class-plus-contingency indicates more empirical sensitivity than class
alone, it does not transform the theory.

Most Marxists deny allegation of economic reductionism, but when
they define the state they give the game away. Poulantzas (1978:
18-22), Jessop (1982), and Offe and Ronge (1982: 1-2) claim that
states can be defined only in relation to specific modes of production —
the ““capitalist state”” and the “feudal state” are possible concepts, they
all say, but not the “state” in general. Those who do define the “state”
do so only in terms of class relations: ““The ‘state’ is a concept for the
concentrated and organized means of legitimate class domination,”
says Zeitlin (1980: 15). In recent years some Marxists have become
more hesitant. Jessop (1990) now emphasizes “contingency” in politics,
arguing that the Marxian notion of state ‘“relative autonomy” still
offers too rigid an economic determinism. The capitalist class essentially
pursues the “value form” but may have alternative accumulation pro-
jects (as I also emphasize in this volume). Dominant classes have
“hegemonic projects” for which they may organize cross-class alliances,
even sometimes for noneconomic purposes such as enhancing military
power or morality. But he still only theorizes, and then qualifies,
classes. Despite relative autonomy, conjunctures, or contingencies,
Marxists have offered theoretically reductionist views of the state. This
volume attempts to do better.

Most Marxists have become pessimistic about the chances for a
proletarian revolution and advance ‘‘instrumental” or ‘‘structural”
views of the capitalist state. Either modern state personnel are the
direct instrument of the capitalist class (Miliband 1969), or they
function structurally to reproduce capitalist relations of production
(Poulantzas 1973). It is extraordinary that sociologists ever regarded
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the “Miliband-Poulantzas debate” as being a significant controversy in
state theory, as their debate was over such a narrow area when viewed
from the perspectives of all other theories. Either way the state helps
accumulate capital and regulate class struggle, sometimes even repress-
ing capitalists whose sectional interests frustrate the interests of capital
in general (there are many disputations on such points; for reviews, see
Jessop 1977, 1982). These functions “required” a vast expansion of
what Althusser (1971: 123-73) termed “repressive and ideological
state apparatuses’ — police, welfare agencies, education, mass media,
and the like. The state is not an actor, but a place where classes
and class “fractions” or “segments” (Zeitlin 1980, 1984) organize.
Actually, states are both place and actor.

Class theorists who retain more optimism emphasize that capitalism
still contains contradictions and class struggle, which is politicized and
displaced onto the state as the “fiscal crisis of the state” (O’Connor
1973), “legitimation crisis”” (Habermas 1976}, or “crisis management”
(Offe 1972, 1974; Offe and Ronge 1982). Offe distinctively accepts that
the state has also become an actor, leading to a contradiction between
its own institutional interests in compromising class struggle through
developing welfare programs and the dynamic of capitalist accumula-
tion, which continually seeks to subvert this and reduce state expendi-
ture. Class theory has also generated an empiricist radical school,
associated especially with C. Wright Mills (1956) and Dombhoff (1978,
1990), who see states as less unified, composed of diverse institutions
and branches colonized by power elites and class fractions. Apart
from these radicals, most class theorists treat the state as passive and
unitary: It is largely the central politicized place of capitalist society.
State-society relations form a single system: The state, at the center of
a ‘“social formation” defined by its modes of economic production,
reproduces their cohesion and their systemic contradictions. The
modern Western state, thus, has, in the last instance, been defined by
a single crystallization, as capitalist.

Unlike class theory, which seeks to explain all states, pluralist
theory claims to explain only modern democratic ones. Pluralism is
liberal democracy’s (especially American democracy’s) view of itself.
Modernization shifted political power “from kings to people” (as
Bendix’s 1978 title suggests). Dahl noted that this consisted of two
processes: (1) the emergence of institutionalized ‘‘contestation” be-
tween parties and pressure groups representing a plurality of interest
groups in society and (2) the widening scope of “participation” by the
people in this contestation. Combined, contestation and participation
generate genuine democracy (which Dahl calls “polyarchy”). Since, as
Dahl observes, contestation appeared early in the West, while par-
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ticipation remained very limited, its history is more critical in my
present period. I term Dahl’s contestation “party democracy.” For
pluralists, a broadening party democracy is the ultimately defining
crystallization of most modern Western states.

Through party democracy, states ultimately represent the interests
of individual citizens. Classes may be seen as the most important
interest groups behind parties (as for Lipset 1959) or as merely one
among many types of countervailing interest groups whose composi-
tion varies among states (others being economic sectors, religious,
linguistic, and ethnic communities, regions, gender, age cohorts, etc.).
Few pluralists claim that all interest groups have equal powers or that
party democracy confers perfect political equality on all. But most
assert that Western liberal democracy generates enough competition
and participation to produce government by competing and responsive
elites, not government by a single elite or dominant class. Power
inequalities are not cumulative but dispersed, says Dahl (1956: 333;
1961: 85-6; 1977).

Pluralism correctly recognizes the importance of party democracy
in Western history (though perhaps it exaggerates how ultimately
“democratic”” modern states are). It also recognizes that there is more
to society than classes. But it makes two mistakes. First, though it
suggests a more complex state, like class theory it is ultimately reduc-
tionist and functionalist. It credits the state with no autonomous
power — the state is still a place, not an actor; party and pressure group
politics radiate inward to control the state. Second, it sees classes,
sectors, religions, regions, and so forth, as analogous and systemic in
their competition with one another. Again, like class theory, the state
is unitary and systemic. Relations between government and plural
interest groups form a democratic functional system. Plural interest
groups have powers in proportion to the muscle of their constituency.
These sum up to a single totality, “society.” Democratic government
reflects “society”” and its “needs” as a whole.

For Easton (1965: 56), “the political system” is the “most inclusive
system of behavior in a society for the authoritative allocation of
values.” Coherence is attributed to the “political system,” the “polity,”
the “political community,” or the “government.” Pluralists eschew the
word “‘state,” probably because it conveys a more Germanic sense of
“power.” Nothing whatever flows from choosing one of these words
rather than any other; I use the shortest one, state. Whatever word
pluralists use they agree with the substance of Poulantzas’s functionalist
statement: The state is the “‘factor of cohesion” in society. Only the
pluralist view of society differs from his. As we shall see, neither state
nor society is usually that cohesive.
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By contrast, writers in the third school, “elitists” or “statists,” focus
on autonomous powers possessed by the state. Yet they contain two
quite different views of autonomy that need distinguishing. There
would be no point in my distinguishing political power as the fourth
source of social power unless one or both of these possessed consider-
able truth. Although both contain some truth, one contains much.

Elite theory first flourished at the beginning of the twentieth century.
Oppenheimer (1975) emphasized the increasing powers through his-
tory of the ‘“political class.” Mosca (1939) located political power
in centralized organization. A centralized, organized, and cohesive
minority will always defeat and control the disorganized masses, he
correctly argued. Yet Mosca and Pareto emphasized that the power of
political elites originated elsewhere, in civil society, and is eventually
vulnerable to new counterelites arising therefrom. Control over other
resources (economic, ideological, or military) enabled rising elites to
overthrow the fading political elite and organize their own power in
state institutions. Thus classical elitists saw political power as a dynamic
relation between the state and civil society — and this is indeed correct.

Yet, about 1980, sociological attention concentrated on centralized
state powers. Theda Skocpol (1979: 27, 29-30; cf. 1985) defined the
state as “‘a set of administrative, policing, and military organizations
headed and more or less well co-ordinated by an executive authority . . .
an autonomous structure — a structure with a logic and interests of its
own.” She wished to correct ‘“‘society-centered” pluralist and Marxist
theories with a “‘state-centered™ approach. Although neither Skocpol
nor her critics seem to have realized it, these remarks actually contain
two quite different versions of state autonomy, which I term “true
elitism” and “institutional statism.”

True elitists emphasize the distributive power of state elites over
society. Thus states are seen as actors. Krasner (1984: 224) states this
flatly: “The state can be treated as an actor in its own right.” Levi
(1988: 2-9) also insists that “rulers rule.” She sees states as rational
actors, maximizing their own private interests, becoming “predators”
despoiling civil society — a very American viewpoint. Kiser and Hechter
(1991) have advanced a “‘rational choice” model of states that assumes
states are single, unitary, rational actors. Poggi (1990: 97-9, 120-7),
while recognizing that states are also “‘serviceable” (i.e., serving plural
interests) and “partisan” (benefiting classes), argues that states are
ultimately ‘““invasive,” preoccupied with “their own” interests. True
elitists invert class and pluralist theory: Distributive power now pri-
marily radiates outward from, not inward to, the state.

True elite theorists have one tremendous virtue. They emphasize
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one aspect of states on which almost all class and pluralist writers have
been inexcusably silent: that states inhabit a world of states and that
states “act” geopolitically (Shaw 1984, 1988 is an honorable exception
to Marxian silence, as are the radicals Mills and Dombhoff). The few
class theorists who discuss international relations tend to reduce them
to modes of production and classes extended into the globe — the most
recent such analysis being world systems theory. By contrast, theorists
influenced by true elitism have emphasized geopolitics, war, and war
finances (Giddens 1985; Levi 1988; Tilly 1990).

Elitists are reinforced by “realist” international relations theorists.
Though little interested in the internal structure of states, realists
see states as unitary power actors enjoying ‘‘sovereignty’” over their
territories. “‘Statesmen’ are empowered to represent internationally an
overall “national” interest. But among sovereign states there is no
higher rationality or normative solidarity, only the exercise of distribu-
tive power, normlessness, and anarchy (Poggi 1990: 23-5). Thus foreign
policy is made by states and statesmen systematically, “realistically”
pursuing “their own” geopolitical interests against those of other states.
The primary interest is security — vigilant defense coupled with inter-
mittent aggression. Morgenthau (1978: 42) declared: “All history
shows that nations active in international politics are continuously
preparing for, actively involved in, or recovering from organized
violence in the form of war.” Realism thus emphasizes cohesion of
states within, zero-sum games, normlessness, and war without. Most
international relations theorists, realists or not, stress the difficulties of
establishing international norms. Where norms exist, they tend to
attribute them to “hegemony” or coercion (e.g., Lipson 1985) or to
“realistic”” calculations of national interest such as develops in balance
of power systems. Ideological solidarity among Powers can be only
transient and interest-determined.

Realism has been criticized by a countertrend in international rela-
tions theory, emphasizing interdependence among states. Realists are
blamed for neglecting transnational and transgovernmental power
networks around the globe. These crosscut state sovereignty, reducing
their cohesion and providing an alternative source of norms and hence
of world order (Keohane and Nye 1977: 23-37). Because inter-
dependence theorists focus on modern global capitalism, they rarely
apply their arguments to previous centuries. They seem to agree with
realists that balance of power or hegemonic powers usually ruled then.
Rosecrance (1986) is an exception. He regards trading and imperial
states as present in varying degrees throughout history, both embody-
ing distinct normative systems. I develop similar arguments in Chapters 8
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and 21. In multi-power-actor civilizations, like Europe or the modern
West, geopolitical relations exist within a broader civilization embody-
ing transnational and transgovernmental power networks and norms.

Realist and interdependence theorists also share a curious blind
spot: They concentrate on how benign pacific international norms
appear. Interdependence theorists see contemporary norms of co-
operation as reflecting shared plural, material interests; realists see
norms as generalized calculations of state interest. Yet many transna-
tional or transgovernmental norms and ideologies might not be benign
or reflect material interests expressed peacefully on markets. They
might embody repressive class and other power-actor interests, they
might encourage war in the name of higher ideals, they might even
idealize war itself. Normative solidarities might lead to disorder. Dis-
order might not result from the absence of an international regime but
from the presence of one. Realists prefer to avoid this problem. For
example, in Morgenthau’s realist historical narrative, periods of
calm, rationalistic balance of power or hegemonic power are abruptly
shattered by more violent interregna, as during 17721815 or 191445,
But Morgenthau makes no attempt to explain these interregna. Since
he has earlier described ideologies as mere legitimations or “disguises”
of interests, he has no theoretical concepts with which to interpret
periods in which diplomacy and war were themselves deeply infused
with violent revolutionary and reactionary ideologies (1978: 92-103,
226-8). Indeed, I show that calculations of interest were always in-
fluenced by all of the entwined sources of social power, and always
involved norms — sometimes peaceful, sometimes violent — emanating
from complex attachments to the “imagined communities” of class and
nation.

Realism and true elitism also tend to share with pluralism and
Marxism an emphasis on a cohesive, systemic state — this time in the
form of a singular elite actor. Krasner has argued that the autonomy
of the state elite is greater in foreign than in domestic policy; it is
relatively “insulated” from domestic class and interest group pressures.
The state is a “set of roles and institutions having peculiar drives,
compulsions and aims of their own that are separate and distinct from
the interests of any particular group” (1978: 10-11). I use Krasner’s
“insulation” metaphor later in this volume, while qualifying his con-
clusion. Statesmen also embody social identities emanating from beyond
the state itself; and statesmen are not cohesive.

On the first point, as Jessop (1990) has argued, central state resources
are rarely adequate for ambitious statist projects. State elites need
alliances with powerful groups “out there” in society. These are not
usually alliances between two quite distinct groups. Laumann and
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Knoke (1987) show that in contemporary America networks constituted
by multiple organizations typically penetrate the formal division be-
tween state and society. State actors normally are also ““civilians,” with
social identities. Domhoff (1990: 107-52) shows that most modern
American “statesmen” are recruited from big business and corporate
law firms. They form a “party” “representing” an international capi-
talist class fraction more than America.

All class theorists stress the dominant class identity and interests of
statesmen. As a sociologist believing that social identities cannot be
reduced to class, 1 broaden their line of argument in this volume.
Though I support Krasner by demonstrating that nineteenth-century
statesmen were indeed somewhat insulated from both popular and
dominant classes, they could not be wholly insulated because they
themselves possessed social identities. They were all white males,
overwhelmingly drawn from the old regime and from dominant religious
and linguistic communities. All these social identities mattered in their
conduct of foreign policy, shaping the norms uniting them with, or
dividing them from, other domestic and foreign power actors, some-
times reducing, sometimes increasing, international violence.

On the second point, few states turn out to be unitary actors.
Keohane and Nye (1977: 34) pointedly ask of arguments asserting that
“states act in their own interest”: “which self and which interest?”
State elites are plural, not singular. Some moderately statist writers
acknowledge this. Tilly (1990: 33-4) accepts that reification of the
state is ultimately illegitimate, as also, he acknowledges, is his neglect
of social classes. These are just pragmatic and heuristic simplifications,
he says. Skocpol recognizes that elite powers and cohesion vary. Con-
stitutions matter. Democratic constitutions prohibit elite autonomies
allowed to authoritarian ones. Her analysis (1979) of early modern
revolutions centered state autonomy, reasonably enough, on the powers
of absolute monarchs. In the period discussed here, monarchical powers
usually approximate most closely true elitist notions of state autonomy,
although autonomy is never absolute. But Skocpol’s more recent col-
laborative work (Weir and Skocpol 1985), on twentieth-century welfare
programs, locates elite autonomy among specialized bureaucrats, a
more surreptitious, lesser form of autonomy. In Trimberger’s analysis
(1978) of “revolutions from above” in developing countries, the state
elite differs yet again: It is a revolutionary alliance of bureaucrats
and military officers. Thus state elites are diverse and they may be
incoherent — especially in the period under discussion, when monarchies,
the military, bureaucrats, and political parties cohabit states.

But Skocpol has also moved, seemingly somewhat unconsciously,
toward a more fundamental revision of state autonomy. Let me again
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quote her statement that the state “is a structure with a logic and
interests of its own.” “Interests” are obviously properties of actors —
an expression of true elitist theory — yet “logic” need imply no actor or
elite. State autonomy might reside less in elite autonomy at all than
in the autonomous logic of definite political institutions, arisen in
the course of previous power struggles, then institutionalized and
constraining present struggles. Skocpol and her collaborators (Weir
et al. 1988: 1-121) emphasize how American federalism and the party
patronage system, institutionalized in the nineteenth century, then
held back the development of U.S. state powers, especially in the area
of welfare policies. Though they still intermittently assert that state
elites (bureaucrats, technocrats, and party leaders) possess some
autonomy as actors, Skocpol and her associates focus more on the
autonomous effects exerted by state institutions on all political actors.
Federalism, parties, the presence or absence of cabinet government,
and many other features of what we call the ‘“‘constitutions” of states
structure power relations in quite distinctive ways. Laumann and Knoke
(1987) offer a more empiricist institutional approach. They look for
formal patterning of the interactions between state departments and
pressure groups, concluding that the contemporary American state
consists of complex ‘“‘organizational” networks.

This is “state power” though rarely “elite power,” as it relates more
to collective than to distributive power. It affects more the forms in
which politicized actors collaborate than who has power over whom.
This theory would predict less that state elites dominate civil society
actors and more that all actors are constrained by existing political
institutions. Because states are essentially ways in which dynamic
social relations become authoritatively institutionalized, they readily
lend themselves to a kind of “political lag” theory. States institu-
tionalize present social conflicts, but institutionalized historic conflicts
then exert considerable power over new conflicts — from state as
passive place (as in Marxian or pluralist theory) to state not quite as
actor (as in true elitism) but as active place. Chapter 20 endorses such
a view of the Western state.

I call this approach to state power “institutional statism,” and
I embrace it as part of my overall “organizational materialism.”
Because this period saw the emergence of a truly massive set of
political institutions — the nation-state — the theory will prove to have
considerable explanatory power in our discussion. True elitism may be
usefully applied to the most authoritarian and dictatorial states — for
example, to the Nazi or Stalinist state (though even there its assump-
tion of elite coherence must be relaxed). Even in some of the states of
my present period true elitism has useful things to say about absolutist
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and authoritarian monarchs. But overall I shall rely far more on institu-
tional statism to identify the predominant forms of state autonomy.

Naturally enough, many writers do not fit neatly into any of these
schools of theory. Some draw from more than one. Rueschemeyer
and Evans (1985) argue that capitalism imposes limits on states, yet
elites possess some autonomy. Laumann and Knoke (1987) draw on all
four of the theories I have so far identified. Dahl has qualified his
earlier pluralism by acknowledging that the concentrated power of
corporate capitalism now jeopardizes democracy. And anyone with
empirical sensitivity — like Dahl, Domhoft, Offe, or Skocpol — sees that
all three schools have something valid to say about states: that states
are both actors and places, that these places have many mansions
and varying degrees of autonomy and cohesion, yet also respond to
pressures from capitalists, other major power actors, and more general
expressed social needs.

But much of the empirical work on state administrations does not
stress any of the actors privileged by these theories — a state elite,
the interests of capital, or the interests of society as a whole. Rather
states are portrayed as chaotic, irrational, with multiple departmen-
tal autonomies, pressured erratically and intermittently by capi-
talists but also by other interest groups. Under the microscope, states
“Balkanize,” dissolving into competing departments and factions
(Alford and Friedland 1985: 202-22; Rueschemeyer and Evans 1985).
For example, Padgett’s (1981) dissection of the budgets of the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development does not find that
singular cohesive actor, the state, but multiple, sprawling, fragmented
administrations. Adding foreign policy often worsens the confusion.
In Albertini’s (1952—7) painstaking reconstruction of the diplomacy
leading to World War I, states are riven by multiple disputes, some
geopolitical, others domestic, entwining in unanticipated ways far from
the cohesion portrayed by realist-elite theory and as implied by class
and pluralist theory. Thus, said Abrams (1988: 79), the very idea
of the state mystifies: “The state is the unified symbol of an actual
disunity. . . . Political institutions . . . conspicuously fail to display a
unity of practice — just as they constantly discover their inability to
function as a more general factor of cohesion.”

Therefore, we might advance a fifth theory, which I describe with a
traditional English expression: The state is not conspiracy but “‘cock-
up.” As this metaphor conveys quite the wrong meaning in American
English, I translate it as: The state is not functional but “foul-up.”

Most sociologists would regard cock-up or foul-up theory with dis-
dain. They believe social life is patterned and ordered. Obviously,
some states are more orderly than others, but is there not a certain
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consistency to state blunders as well as state strategies? Surely, modern
Western states are in some fundamental sense “‘capitalist” and “party
democratic” (as Marxists and pluralists assert). They have contained
monarchal and bureaucratic elites (as elitists observe). They are
major or minor Powers, secular or religious, centralized or federal,
patriarchical or gender-neutral. Such states are patterned. Granted the
excesses of systemic theories, can we pattern states while not reifying
them? Do we have to abandon substantive theory and construct
our theory merely from the formal properties of maps of the dense
organizational networks of modern political influence, as Laumann and
Knoke (1987) do? Despite the considerable virtues of their organiza-
tional theory, and the parallels between their enterprise and my own,
does it not sometimes miss the wood for the trees? The American state
surely is at some “higher,” macro level capitalist; it is also essentially
federal and it possesses the most powerful militarism in the world. I
would not have guessed this from their maps of complex organizational
power networks. Indeed, by dismissing the notion that this might
essentially be a capitalist state because organizational networks are
rarely configured for the defense of capitalism (and so may sometimes
react belatedly to a threat to their property rights), Laumann and
Knoke (1987: 383-6) are in danger of repeating the old pluralist error
of mistaking the terrain of open political debate and organization for
the entire terrain of politics.

My more substantive version of organizational materialism comes in
two stages. First, I identify the particular characteristics of political
institutions. Marxism and pluralism, being reductionist, tend to neglect
political particularities. True elitism-realism regards them as singular,
exaggerating the power and cohesion of state actors; cock-up—foul-up
theory overproliferates particularities. In beginning to identify general
patterns of political particularities, we cannot do better than start with
Max Weber. Weber has been sometimes identified as a true elitist, yet
this characterization is wrong. Weber did not produce a coherent state
theory, but he left us concepts with which to fashion one. An institu-
tional approach tends to proliferate organizational complexity, as do
Laumann and Knoke (using much more sophisticated data than I can
aspire to for historical states). So in the second stage I look to simplify
institutional proliferation, using my polymorphous theory of “higher-
level state crystallizations.”

Weber’s political concepts: an institutional analysis

Above all, Weber was a theorist of the historical development of social
institutions. He began his discussion of the state by distinguishing three



A theory of the modern state 55

stages in its institutional development, characterized by the terms
“political power,” the ‘“‘state,” and the “modern state.” In his first
stage, political power existed though a state did not:

A “ruling organization™ will be called “political” insofar as its existence and
order is continuously safeguarded within a given territorial area by the threat
and application of physical force on the part of the administrative staff. [This
and the next two quotations are from Weber 1978: I, 54—6; his emphases.]

Thus political power is essentially territorial, and it is physically imposed
by a specialized (implicitly centralized) staff. The ‘“state” then emerged
in the second stage:

A compulsory political organization with continuous operations will be called a
“state” insofar as its administrative staff successfully upholds the claim to the
monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force in the enforcement of its
order.

This institutional definition of the state has been widely endorsed
(Maclver 1926: 22; Eisenstadt 1969: 5; Tilly 1975: 27; Rueschemeyer
and Evans 1985: 47; Poggi 1990, Chapters 1 and 2). Along with
Giddens (1985: 18), I differ on one point: Many historic states did not
“monopolize” the means of physical force, and even in the modern
state the means of physical force have been substantially autonomous
from (the rest of) the state.

Thus I loosen the ties between military and political power to
generate my own definition, much influenced by Weber:

1. The state is a differentiated set of institutions and personnel

2. embodying centrality, in the sense that political relations radiate to
and from a center, to cover a

3. territorially demarcated area over which it exercises

4. some degree of authoritative, binding rule making, backed up by
some organized physical force.

This is an institutional, not a functional, definition of the state. It does
not mention what the state does. True, the state uses force, but only as
means to back up its rules, which are given no particular content. Of
the theories considered here, only Marxist class theory and some
realists specify state functions: to reproduce the social relations required
by dominant modes of production (Marxists), or to pursue territorial
security needs (realism). Yet states have undertaken multiple func-
tions. Though states have indeed class and security functions, they also
adjudicate disputes, redistribute resources among regions, age groups,
and other interest groups, sacralize some institutions and secularize
others, and do many other things. As different states pursue different
functions with differing degrees of commitment, it is not easy to define
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the state in terms of functions. Later I move to a functional analysis to
identify different functional crystallizations of states.

From my definition of the state we can derive four particularities,
shared by all states, of political institutions:

1. The state is territorially centralized. It does not wield an anal-
ogous resource to ideological, economic, and military power. Indeed,
it must draw on these very resources, which are located outside itself.
But the state nonetheless possesses another distinct power resource: It
alone is inherently centralized over a delimited territory over which it
has binding powers.

2. The state contains two dualities: It is place and persons and
center and territory. Political power is simultaneously “statist,” vested
in elite persons and institutions at the center, and it is composed of
“party” relations between persons and institutions in the center and
across state territories. Thus it will crystallize in forms essentially
generated by the outside society and in forms that are intrinsic to its
own political processes.

3. State institutions are differentiated, undertaking different func-
tions for different interest groups located within its territories. What-
ever centrality, whatever private rationality, the state possesses, it is
also impure, different parts of its body politic open to penetration by
diverse power networks. Thus the state need have no final unity or even
consistency. It might do so if societies possessed such final unity or
consistency, but my model of societies as overlapping, intersecting
power networks suggests that they do not.

4. The very definition of the state as a delimited territory suggests a
further set of “political” relations between this state and other states —
that is, geopolitics. Throughout his work, and especially when dealing
with his own Imperial German state, Weber emphasizes that geopolitics
help shape domestic politics. Collins (1986: 145) suggests that, for
Weber, “politics works from the outside in,” though Weber also some-
times emphasizes the reverse causation. Politics and geopolitics are
entwined; the one should not be studied without the other.

I shall expand on these points after explaining Weber’s third stage,
the “modern state.” It additionally

possesses an administrative and legal order subject to change by legislation, to
which the organized activities of the administrative staff, which are also con-
trolled by regulations, are oriented. This system of orders claims binding
authority, not only over the members of the state, the citizens . . . but also to a
very large extent over all action taking place in the area of its jurisdiction. It is
thus a compulsory organization with a territorial basis.

Thus the modern state added routine, formalized, rationalized
institutions of wider scope over citizens and territories. It penetrates its
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territories with both law and administration {(embodying what Weber
calls “rational-legal domination”), as earlier states did not. Tilly (1990:
103-16) aptly describes this as “direct” rule and contrasts it to the
indirect rule embodied in earlier states. But this is not merely a matter
of the state increasing rule over society. Conversely, “citizens” and
“parties” also penetrate the modern state. The state has become a
nation-state, also representing citizens’ internal sense of community as
well as emphasizing the distinctness of their external interests in rela-
tion to the citizens of other states. Whereas the “legitimacy” problem
in most historic states is, for Weber, primarily a problem of the
cohesion between a ruler and his staff, he argues that in the modern
state it principally concerns relations among rulers, parties, and the
nation.

Weber sometimes selects one institution of the modern state for
extraordinary emphasis: ‘“‘monocratic bureaucracy,’ that is, bureaucracy
centralized under one head. He famously wrote:

The monocratic variety of bureaucracy is, from a purely technical point of
view, capable of attaining the highest degree of efficiency and is in this sense
formally the most rational means of exercising authority over human beings. It
is superior to any other form in precision, in stability, in the stringency of its
discipline, and in its reliability. It thus makes possible a particularly high
degree of calculability of results for the heads of the organization. ... The
development of modern forms of organization in all fields is nothing less
than identical with the development of and continual spread of bureaucratic
administration. . . . Its development is, to take the most striking case, at the
root of the modern Western state. . ..[T]he needs of mass administration
make it today completely indispensable. The choice is only that between
bureaucracy and dilettantism in the field of administration. [1978: I, 223]

Weber saw bureaucratization dominating the entire West. Although
he viewed the German state as a bureaucratic pioneer, he took pains to
demonstrate that two states that might seem decidedly unbureaucratic
— tsarist Russia and the confederal party—ridden United States — were
also falling under its sway. Everywhere competing political authorities
were subordinated to bureaucracy. A democratic regime, by centraliz-
ing responsibility, only furthered monocratic bureaucracy. He anguished
over this “‘irresistible advance,” asking rhetorically, “How can one
possibly save any remnants of ‘individualist’ freedom in any sense?”
and again, “What can we oppose to this machinery, in order to keep a
portion of humanity free from this parcelling out of the soul, from this
total domination of the bureaucratic ideal of life?” (1978: I, 1403;
Beetham 1985: 81).

At one point Weber seems to have sensed that his argument was
weak. He mused whether modernization increased the power of
bureaucracy — without explaining what this sudden italicization means.
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But then he concluded plainly that it did: “The power position of a
fully-fledged bureaucracy is always great, under normal conditions
overtowering. The political ‘master’ almost always finds himself vis-a-
vis the trained official, in the position of a dilettante facing the expert”
(1978: 11, 969-1003, quoted from p. 991; for an excellent commentary,
see Beetham 1985: 67-72).

Weber went badly wrong in suddenly endorsing a true elitist theory
of bureaucracy. Bureaucrats have rarely dominated modern states, and
state administrations have rarely been monocratic (see Chapter 13).
There are both conceptual and empirical objections.

Curiously, empirical objections are found in Weber’s dissections of
his own Imperial German state. There he identified not just a powerful
bureaucracy but three distinct political institutions: bureaucracy, a dual
political executive (kaiser and chancellor), and parties (especially the
Junker party). Weber did not confine the term ‘“‘party” to formal
political parties fighting elections. He meant any group collectively
organized for the acquisition of power, including factions at court or in
ministries or high commands. As Chapter 9 shows, at different times
he stated that each of these three actors dominated the Kaiserreich.
Note, however, that parties differ from the other two actors. The
bureaucracy and the executive are compatible with true elitism, but
party power derived from a two-way relation between center and
territory: The Junkers were a class “‘out there” in civil society, yet
were also entrenched in the military and other key state institutions. In
his work Weber gave greatest weight to parties; they, not bureaucracies
or executives, comprised the third actor in his tripartite model of social
stratification, along with classes and status groups.

Although Weber did not have a final theory of the modern state, his
ideas differed from the state theories identified earlier. He was not a
reductionist: Unlike proponents of Marxism and pluralism, he saw that
states had powers of their own. And unlike those of true elitism and
realism, he did not lodge those powers merely in a central elite;
nor were they necessarily cohesive. Like many other modern writers,
Laumann and Knoke (1987: 380) identify Weber as a realist elitist and
criticize his supposed neglect of the blurring of boundaries between the
public and the private. But this was precisely his point when analyzing
parties. Political power was simultaneously a centralized resource, a
two-way relationship between center and territories, and a relationship
among states. Weber did not mold these institutional elements into a
coherent state theory. Yet, by remedying his key conceptual con-
fusion, we are able to do so.

Weber’s remarks confuse two conceptions of state strength, expressed
in his cited quote as “penetration” and “power.” Weber is right in
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saying that bureaucracy increased penetration but wrong in saying that
it simply increased power. He was confusing collective infrastructural
and distributive despotic power. The former is emphasized by institu-
tional state theories; the latter, by true elitism.

Despotic power refers to the distributive power of state elites over
civil society. It derives from the range of actions that state elites can
undertake without routine negotiation with civil society groups. It
derives from the fact that only the state is inherently territorially
centralized, fulfilling useful social functions that require this form
of organization and that ideological, economic, and military power
actors, organized on different bases, cannot themselves fulfill. Actors
located primarily within states have a certain space and privacy in
which to operate — the degree varying according to the ability of civil
society actors to organize themselves centrally through representative
assemblies, formal political parties, court factions, and so forth. They
can alternatively withhold powers from central politics (discussed later)
or undercut state powers by strengthening transnational relations
abroad. A state with despotic power becomes either an autonomous
actor, as emphasized by true elitism, or multiple but perhaps confused
autonomous actors, according to its internal homogeneity.

Infrastructural power is the institutional capacity of a central state,
despotic or not, to penetrate its territories and logistically implement
decisions. This is collective power, “power through” society, coordinat-
ing social life through state infrastructures. It identifies a state as a set
of central and radial institutions penetrating its territories. Because the
infrastructural powers of modern states have increased, Weber implied
this also increased their despotic power over society. But this is not
necessarily so. Infrastructural power is a two-way street: It also enables
civil society parties to control the state, as Marxists and pluralists
emphasize. Increasing infrastructural power does not necessarily in-
crease or reduce distributive, despotic power.

Effective infrastructural powers, however, do increase collective
state power. Because more of social life is now coordinated through
state institutions, these will structure more of it, increasing what might
be called the ‘“territorial centralization” or the ‘‘naturalization” of
social life. Infrastructurally more powerful states cage more social
relations within their “national” boundaries and along the radial lines
of control between center and territories. They increase national and
geopolitical collective powers at the expense of local-regional and
transnational ones while leaving open the distributional question of
who controls them. Thus the explanatory power of institutional statism
increases in the modern state as its collective, infrastructural powers
massively expand.
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Table 3.1. Two dimensions of state power

Infrastructural power

Despotic power Low High
Low Feudal Bureaucratic-democratic
High Imperial/absolutist Authoritarian

Despotic and infrastructural powers combine into four ideal types,
as shown in Table 3.1.

The feudal state combined feeble despotic and infrastructural
powers. It had little capacity to intervene in social life. It had consider-
able autonomy in its own private sphere but little power over or
through society. The medieval king possessed the state; it was his
household, his wardrobe, his estates, generating his own revenues. He
could do as he pleased within it, but he could not do much to society
outside. His rule there was indirect, depending on the infrastructures
of autonomous lords, the church, and other corporate bodies. His
army depended on their levies and these might decline his orders.
The imperial state of Rome or China and European absolutism ap-
proximate to the second ideal type, with pronounced despotic but little
infrastructural power. They could roar “off with his head,” and if the
person was within range, off came his head — but few were within
range. Their armies were formidable but tended to fragment as generals
became rival imperial pretenders. The modern Western liberal-
bureaucratic state approximates to the third type, with massive infra-
structures largely controlled by either capitalists or the democratic
process (I shall not yet judge which). The modern authoritarian state —
the Soviet Union when at its height — had both despotic powers and
substantial infrastructures (though their cohesion was less than we
often assumed).

From the sixteenth century on, a monarchical surge toward greater
despotism provoked a representative backlash and massive political
conflict. But infrastructural power grew fairly consensually as states
partook in the exponential growth of the general collective powers
discussed in Chapter 1. As Table 3.1 indicates, the unusual strength of
modern states is infrastructural. Agrarian states could not even know
the worth of their subjects, let alone tax them accurately. They could
not tax income at all, assessed only crude indicators of wealth (size
of landholding or house, value of goods brought to market, etc.),
and relied on autonomous local notables to extract it. Yet today the
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American and British states can both tax my own income and wealth
“at source” — they know my approximate worth — and extract their cut
without my even laying hands on it. Whoever controls these states
has infinitely more control over me than agrarian states had over
my ancestors. As Huntington (1968: 1) observed, the British, U.S.,
and Soviet (before 1991) states were more similar to one another
than either were to historic states or to many states in developing
countries — “‘the government governs,” actually implementing cabinet,
presidential, or Politburo decisions, capable of far more power mobiliza-
tion at home and abroad than were their historic predecessors.

But not only state infrastructures expanded. A revolution in collec-
tive power logistics increased the infrastructural penetration of all
power organizations. Civil society’s capacity to control the state also
increased. Modern societies contain both authoritarian states, effec-
tively dominating everyday life in their territories (as no historic states
did), and democratic-party states, routinely controlled by civil society
(as only small city-states had been previously). This spelled the end for
states in the upper left portion of Table 3.1 — autonomous and fairly
cohesive, yet feeble, enjoying privacy from civil society but little effec-
tive power over it. Modern states and civil societies interpenetrate too
tightly for autonomy without power.

This muddies our analysis. Given such interpenetration, where does
the state end and civil society begin? The state is no longer a small,
private central place and elite with its own rationality. “It” contains
multiple institutions and tentacles sprawling from the center through
its territories, even sometimes through transnational space. Conversely,
civil society also becomes far more politicized than in the past, sending
out diverse raiding parties — pressure groups and political parties — into
the various places of the state, as well as outflanking it transnationally.
Modern political power as place and actor, infrastructure and despot,
elite and parties is dual, concerning both a center, with its multiple
power particularities, and center-territory relations, with their power
particularities. “Its” cohesion is always problematic. Only in one
respect is “the state” singular: As infrastructural interpenetration in-
creased, “it” tended to “naturalize” social life. The “power” of the
modern state principally concerns not “state elites” exercising power
over society but a tightening state-society relation, caging social rela-
tions over the national rather than the local-regional or transnational
terrain, thus politicizing and geopoliticizing far more of social life than
had earlier states.

Starting from Weber, in this section I identified the institutional
particularities shared by all states. I then added the particularities of
modern nation-states. Beyond these broad similarities states will differ
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considerably, according to time and place. In the next section I go into
more detail, to list the main political institutions of Western societies
during the long nineteenth century, beginning with those involved in
domestic policy.

Nineteenth-century political institutions

Domestic policy

Table 3.2 gives the major institutions of central government (I deal
later with central-local government relations). The first column lists the
institutions, and the remaining columns analyze who controls them —
with the aid of a distinction between ‘“insulated” and “embedded”
power. For a state to be despotic (as in true elitism), its networks must
be insulated from civil society (as Krasner argued occurred in foreign
policy). Column 2 lists forms of insulation that might free the state
elite from civil society pressures and interests. But if state institutions
are “embedded” in civil society, they will be controlled, as class and
pluralist theories argue (columns 4 and 5).

But full despotism and complete insulation are unlikely. Because
the state is both center and relations between center and territory,
autonomy would require its territorial reach as well as its center to be
insulated. Most fundamental of all, the state’s resource base — its fiscal
and manpower networks penetrating throughout civil society — must be
insulated from civil society control. Yet such insulation has been rare
historically. Raising revenue and troops normally required the help of
local-regional notables. Insulation became even rarer in this period as
political representation developed — aimed precisely at controlling such
fiscal and manpower exactions. Full state autonomy or insulation, as
specified in the second column of Table 3.2 and by the true elitist-
realist theories, is unlikely. It presupposes insulation of all column 1
institutions. It is more likely that some are relatively insulated, others
embedded in dominant classes, and still others in plural power net-
works (cf. Domhoff 1990: 26—8). Thus the state would be less coherent
than any of the first three theoretical schools suggests. Insulation and
autonomy might be possessed by parts, rather than by all, of the state.

More plausible is a “medium” level of despotic power, specified in
the third column. State institutions may be embedded in more par-
ticularistic civil society power actors, as in Weber’s account of the
Junker party. According to him, the German monarchy had much
autonomy from capitalists and from the citizenry in general because it
had formed a particularistic alliance with the Junkers, a class formerly
dominant in society, now greatly declined in economic power though
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still controlling the military and most civilian ministries. Through par-
ticularistic, embedded alliance regimes may attain moderate insulation
and autonomy from the broader social forces specified by class and
pluralist theories. Regimes may divide and rule to secure particularistic
segmental allies, political insiders, and to encourage “outs” to moderate
their opposition in the hope of getting back in. Of course, the balance
of power contained in this alliance may work in the opposite direction:
The particularistic civil society group may effectively “colonize” part
of the state, using it against other state elites or more general power
actors — as, for example, in the historic control exercised by American
southern politicians, embedded in the merchant-planter oligarchies in
southern states, over the congressional committee structure (Domhoff
1990: 53, 104-5). Column 3 lists the main particularistic embedded or
semiinsulated segmental alliances found in the long nineteenth century.

The first row in Table 3.2 deals with the supreme executive, the
chief model for true elitist-realist theory. Here is where we might
expect true elite autonomy to center. All state constitutions then (as
now) conferred certain powers on their chief executive, especially (as
Chapter 12 reveals) in foreign policy. Most Western executives were
emerging from an absolutist phase of monarchy. Louis XIV’s “L’état,
c’est moi” contained three truths. Absolute rulers possessed more
despotic power than constitutional monarchs or republican executives.
Constitutions matter, as contemporaries believed, entrenching different
degrees of state autonomy. Second, in absolute and later in author-
itarian monarchies, more depended on the abilities and energies of the
monarch or the chief ministers to whom monarchs delegated powers.
As historians aver, the talents of a Maria Theresa or a Bismarck
(considerable) or a Louis XVI or a Bethmann-Hollweg (negligible)
made a difference — more so than did the abilities of a constitutional
monarch or even of a parliamentary prime minister. Third, hereditary
monarchs and their families were unique in not being a relation-
ship between center and territory, for they actually were centralized
actors, constituting a core, insulated state elite, with their own power
particularities.

But to exercise power over society, monarchs had to control further
state institutions. At the center they relied on the court. Courtiers
were usually aristocrats, high clerics, and military commanders,
embedded in the dominant class, as class theory asserts. Monarchs
sought to counter this embedding by segmentally dividing and ruling,
using kin and client networks to split the dominant class into loyal
“in” and displaced “out” parties. As society and state became more
universalistic, this strategy shifted to embedding monarch and court in
the old regime, a court-centered party alliance between monarch and
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the old landed, rentier class plus the hierarchy of established churches
and the officer corps.

The old regime dominates most of column 3’s semiinsulations.
This “party-cum-elite” survived well into the twentieth century (as
Mayer 1981 has forcefully argued). It remained more important in
authoritarian monarchies. Yet even constitutional monarchies re-
tained old regime tinges, and republics exhibited ‘‘old” elements —
“Republican notables,” “the 100 (or 200 or 400) families,” “the
Establishment,” and the like. In all countries some political power was
or is wielded by an “upper class” centered on “old money,” usually
landed or banking, coupled with traditional status — the term ““Establish-
ment”’ conveys its role in Britain, and in relation to foreign policy
making in America. Old regimes retained considerable powers over
diplomacy, as Chapter 12 explicates.

Class theorists argue that old regimes became incorporated as a
fraction into the increasingly dominant capitalist class. Though pluralists
have rarely applied their theory to nondemocratic regimes, plural
power networks may also have pervaded even absolute monarchies.
Absolutists were pressured by multiple interest groups and so granted
political rights and privileges beyond landed aristocracy and capital-
ists, to churches and to lesser estates — municipalities, professional
bodies, merchant corporations and guilds, even to peasant farmers.
Like courtiers, their privileges were particularistic, and their politics
tended to factional, segmental intrigue. Subsequent chapters in this
volume evaluate these class and pluralist views of the old regime.

The second row of Table 3.2 concerns judicial-police institutions —
law courts and law-enforcement agencies. In this period police forces
emerged distinct from armies but were not major power players. (See
Chapter 12.) Law courts mattered more. Law had a dual role: express-
ing the monarch’s will, yet also embodying customary and divine law.
The monarch might prevail in his or her highest court, but lower
justice was dispensed by or in cooperation with local-regional notables,
often church notables. Europe was a law-governed community; even
absolute rulers did not like to be seen infringing law and custom
(Beales 1987: 7). Its hybrid character made law a central site of
ideological struggle and gave lawyers a corporate identity reducible to
neither state nor civil society. Monarchs granted lawyers corporate
privileges, seeking to reduce their social embeddedness. The French
monarchy went the farthest, granting patents of nobility carrying mate-
rial privileges (noblesse de la robe) and rights to corporate assemblies
(parlements). The collapse of their particularistic alliance in the 1780s
was a necessary precondition of the French Revolution. (See Chapter
6.) The success of this despotic semiinsulation strategy varied. In some
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states, lawyers and courts allied with despotism (as in Austria and
Prussia); in some, with its enemies (as during the American and French
revolutions). If judicial institutions acquired a little autonomy, it might
on occasion be their own, not the state’s.

Rising eighteenth-century classes and interest groups aimed much
of their energy at the law, to secure the first of T. H. Marshall’s
triumvirate of citizen rights: civil citizenship. They demanded judicial
rights for individuals, not for collectivities. Old regimes proved co-
operative because they were becoming capitalist themselves, readier
for that equation of personal and property rights labeled by C. B.
MacPherson as “possessive individualism.”” Monarchs were also seek-
ing to develop more universal contractual relations with their subjects.
Modern states began to embody Weber’s “rational-legal domination”
(Poggi 1990: 28-30). There was little head-on class collision over
individual civil rights in this period (unlike earlier centuries). Old
regimes became factionalized as rising classes pressured. Civil-law
codes were sometimes promulgated by absolute monarchs themselves.
But the language of law codes was universal even if designed to protect
male property holders (and sometimes the dominant ethnic or religious
community). Law had emergent power, useful for extending the rights
of lower classes, religious communities, and women. For a time legal
organizations — half inside, half outside the state — exerted radical
pressures. After about 1850, however, they became conservative,
wedded to whatever combination of old regimes and capitalist classes
had been institutionalized. Individual civil citizenship proved a barrier
to the development of further collective civil and political citizen
rights.

The third row in Table 3.2 concerns civil administration. Apart from
judicial and military activities, previous states had not administered
much; then nineteenth-century states greatly increased their infra-
structural scope. But all states need fiscal and manpower resources (as
Levi 1988 emphasizes). Despotism requires that revenue and expendi-
ture allocation be insulated from civil society. Royal domains and
regalian rights (e.g., state ownership of mining rights and the right to
sell economic monopolies) had conferred some revenue insulation, as
did ancient, institutionalized forms of taxation. War making was a
state prerogative, and successful war might increase revenue through
booty and using the army to coerce at home (though unsuccessful war
might diminish powers). Few eighteenth-century monarchs had to sub-
mit budgets to parliaments. Yet for the increased scaie of modern
warfare, traditional insulated revenues proved insufficient. New forms
of taxation and borrowing embedded administrations among taxpayers
and creditors, though particularistic alliances with tax farmers and
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merchants could stave off dominant class control. Thus fiscal balance
sheets were complex and varied. 1 examine them in Chapter 11.

State officials were formally responsible to the monarch, yet they
actually needed to administer through local-regional notables. In
1760, administrations were embedded in local property relations
through office-holding practices we today call corrupt. Administrations
then became substantially “bureaucratized,” as Chapter 13 shows.
Bureaucratization involved conflicts among monarchs, dominant classes,
and plural pressure groups. The monarch sought to insulate officials as
a dependent corps, although even this involved partial embeddedness,
in the legal profession and higher educational organizations, and
through them in classes and other power networks. Dominant classes
tried to ensure that bureaucracy was run by people like themselves and
was answerable to parliaments they controlled. More popular political
movements sought to embed bureaucracy in universal criteria of per-
formance, answerable to democratic assemblies. There emerged
moderate state autonomy through semiinsulated, particularistic alli-
ances between the executive and highly educated sons of the old
regime, then broadened by admitting highly educated sons of the
professional middle class. Control over secondary and tertiary educa-
tion became crucial to these semiinsulation strategies.

So developed a distinct “technocratic-bureaucratic” institution within
the state, in principle accountable at the top but actually with some
bureaucratic insulation. Even where states represented the interests of
society or its ruling class, states are nonetheless centralized and civil
societies and classes are not. Their ability to supervise is limited. Two
technocratic monopolies identified by Weber (1978: II, 1417-18) — of
technical know-how and administrative channels of communication —
permit the surreptitious and limited form of insulation emphasized by
Skocpol and her collaborators. Classes and other major power actors
are not routinely organized to supervise all state functions. They may
stir themselves to legislate a desired policy. Having achieved that, they
disband or turn to another issue, leaving civil servants in peace. These
may act with quiet autonomy. If power actors do not once again
stir themselves, then departmental autonomies may emerge. These
are probably greater in authoritarian than in parliamentary regimes.
Without centralized cabinet government with ultimate responsible to
parliament, authoritarian monarchs proved to have less control over
“their” technocratic-bureaucratic organizations than did constitutional
supreme executives. Constitutional regimes proved more cohesive, if
less autonomous, than authoritarian ones.

Thus elite autonomies may be plural, reducing state cohesion.
Though the growth of bureaucracy may seem centralized, it actually
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sprawled. Thousands, then millions, of civil servants implemented
policy. Technocracy and bureaucracy is inherently specialized and
multiple, increasing state complexity, as stressed by cock-up—foul-up
theory. Nothing has more misled analysis of actual states than Weber’s
notion of monocratic bureaucracy. State administration almost never
forms a single, bureaucratic whole.

The fourth row in Table 3.2 concerns legislative assemblies and
parties. I extend the term here, as Weber did, to indicate not just
political parties but any pressure groups. Absolutism did not formally
acknowledge parties, and (unlike in the twentieth century) there were
no attempts to rule despotically through single-party regimes. But
executive attempts to build up particularistic embedded alliances pro-
liferated segmental factions composed of court and parliamentary
cliques, embodying intriguing, behind-stairs clientelism. More formal
and often less segmental were the formal political parties emerging in
the nineteenth century, enabling diffuse civil society actors to control
state executives (and each other) through Marshall’s “political citizen-
ship.” This established sovereign legislative assemblies, elected secretly
by widening franchises, usually enshrined in constitutions. These
ensure that modern Western states are democratic, pluralists assert.

Yet political citizenship did not advance as smoothly as Marshall
implied. Authoritarian executives could divide and rule between fac-
tions and parties, allying particularistically and segmentally with party
oligarchies of notables. Constitutions also had emergent properties
that could prevent further citizen development. Property and gender
restrictions on franchises remained to the end of the period, as did
restrictions on the sovereignty of assemblies. If “entrenched” to pro-
tect the rights of the contracting parties, constitutions proved resistant
to social change. The U.S. Constitution preserved a federal capitalist-
liberal state across two centuries into very different social conditions,
resisting movements demanding collective and social citizen rights. The
(unwritten) British constitution entrenched parliamentary sovereignty,
which preserved a relatively centralized, two-party state.

Marxists also argue that parties and assemblies are limited in a more
fundamental sense by their dependence on capitalism. Most political
power actors in this period believed property rights and commodity
production were “natural.” They rarely considered encroaching on
them. But even had they tried, their powers might have been limited,
as capitalist accumulation provided their own resources (as Offe and
Ronge 1982 emphasize). This is a key Marxian argument against both
true elitist and pluralist positions. Neither state elites nor anticapitalist
parties can abrogate the “limits” set by the need for capitalist accumula-
tion, they argue (short of mounting a revolution). I have already
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suggested that states had only limited chances of generating their own
independent fiscal resources. This supports the Marxian argument. The
modern state did crystallize as capitalist, though not only as capitalist.

Foreign policy

The fifth and sixth rows in Table 3.2 concern diplomatic and military
institutions. As I have previously polemicized (in essays reprinted
in Mann 1988; cf. Giddens 1985), most state theory has neglected
diplomacy and military power. Yet states inhabit a world of states,
oscillating between war and peace. Agrarian states raised at least
three-quarters of their revenues to make war; and their military per-
sonnel dwarfed their civilian officials. States looked like war-making
machines. Yet the machines were started up and wound down by
diplomacy, often oriented to conciliation and peace. This was the
essential duality of foreign policy.

European diplomats inhabited a “multi-power-actor civilization,”
not an anarchic black hole (as envisaged by some realists) but a
normative community of shared norms and perceptions, some very
general, others shared by specific transnational classes or religions;
some peaceful, others violent. Many power networks operating across
international space did not go through states. Chapter 2 notes that this
was especially true of ideological and economic power networks. States
could not fully cage the exchange of messages, goods, and personnel,
nor interfere much with private property rights or with trade net-
works. Statesmen had social identities, especially of class and religious
community, whose norms helped define conceptions of interests and
morality.

Thus diplomacy and geopolitics were rule-governed. Some rules
defined what reasonable national interests were and were shared by
statesmen across the civilization. Others added normative under-
standings among kin-related aristocrats, among Catholics, among
“Europeans,” “Westerners,” even occasionally among ‘human
beings.” Even war was rule-governed, “limited” in relation to some,
righteously savage in relation to others. The stability of the civilization
over many centuries aided what some realists assume to be universal
human abilities to calculate rationally “national interest.” In par-
ticular, European diplomacy had a millennium of experience of two
particular geopolitical situations: balances of power among two to six
near-equal Great Powers and attempts at hegemony by one of them,
countered by the others. These common understandings are sometimes
labeled the “Westphalian system,” after the 1648 Treaty of Westphalia
ending the wars of religion (Rosecrance 1986: 72-85). But they em-
bodied older European norms.



70 The rise of classes and nation-states

Diplomacy was alliance diplomacy. Almost all wars were between
groups of allied Powers, unless one protagonist succeeded in diplo-
matically isolating its opponent. Diplomacy sought to make friends and
isolate enemies; in war a Power sought to use its friends, ideally to
force the enemy to fight on more than one front. These are very realist
tactics, of course. But some alliances also rested on shared norms,
hitherto on religious solidarity, in this period on the solidarity of
reactionary monarchs or of the “Anglo-Saxon” community, and on the
increasing reluctance of liberal regimes to go to war with one another
(see Chapters 8 and 21).

But, the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries saw an increase in the
lure of war. Europe was expanding east into Asia, southeast into
Ottoman lands, south into Africa, and by naval staging posts and
colonies of settlers throughout the globe. By 1760, war costs (financial
and mortal) were escalating, but so were the benefits. Colonial wars
were not usually zero-sum for the European Powers. They could all
gain: If Britain and France conflicted in North America, or Russia and
Austria in the Balkans, the winner took the choicest prizes, the loser
took lesser ones. Colonialism was unusually profitable, and Europeans
also congratulated themselves that they were furthering Christian or
Western or “white” civilization and “‘progress” over savages, natives,
or decadent civilizations.

Aggression within Europe also rewarded the bigger states. There
were about two hundred independent states in Europe in 1500, only
about twenty by 1900 (Tilly 1990: 45—6). The winners also appropriated
history. When Germans, in 1900, reflected on their national identity,
few conceived of themselves as ex-citizens of the thirty-eight German
states defeated since 1815 by the kingdom of Prussia. They were
German winners, not Saxon or Hessian losers. In a history written by
winners, warrior aggression looked better than it really was. War
has been ubiquitous among states. It looked entirely normal to most
Europeans during the long nineteenth century.

The ubiquity of war and aggressive diplomacy infused the very
notions of material interest and capitalist profit with territorial concep-
tions of identity, community, and morality — though these coexisted
with the more market-oriented conceptions of interest and profit
fostered by the multi-power-actor civilization. Thus flourished all
six international political economies distinguished in Chapter 2:
laissez-faire, protectionism, mercantilism, and economic, social, and
geopolitical imperialism. All were “normal” strategies-drifts.

Five major organized actors participated in diplomatic decisions:

1. Classes. 1 return to the three types of class organization dis-
tinguished in Chapter 2. Most early theorists expected that modern
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capitalist or industrial society would be dominated by transnational
classes and other interest groups, defined without reference to national
boundaries. Aggressive transnational classes do sometimes exist — for
example, the European warrior nobility of the Middle Ages, or the
French revolutionary bourgeoisie secking to export revolution. But
over most of this period transnational classes were mainly cosmopolitan,
internationalist in their expertise and interests, conciliatory, even
pacific, in their diplomacy. Liberals expected this of the capitalist class,
socialists of the working class. Classical Marxists and interdependence
theorists emphasize such pacific transnationalism.

Then, about 1900, when the world seemed more violent, theorists
began to emphasize the opposite: ‘“‘nationalist” classes defined in
opposition to inhabitants of other states. These were also believed to
have expertise and interest in diplomacy, but this was aggressive,
expansionist, and even militarist. The central theory deriving from this
perspective is economic imperialism.

Transnational and nationalist diplomacy is supervised by organized
actors in civil society possessing diplomatic expertise and interests. For
example, the end of a major war often produces an upsurge of interest
by dominant classes among the victorious Powers. Chapter 8 narrates
the attempt to restore the old regime by the victorious Powers of 1815.
Dombhoff (1990: 107-52) and Maier (1981) have argued that a new
world order was implemented by American capitalist class fractions at
the end of World War II. But diplomacy will be much less expert if
national classes dominate. If classes and other interest groups are
largely caged by their state boundaries, they may have little interest in
diplomacy. National classes are obsessed with domestic politics. They
may leave diplomacy to others, increasing the “insulation” of states-
men, or they may express foreign policies that merely displace their
domestic problems and so are rather shallow, unrooted in geopolitical
reality, and volatile.

This volume narrates the entwined development of all three forms of
class organization. But amid this, national classes emerged especially
powerfully, allowing four other organized actors with stronger foreign
policies more powers. One was rooted predominantly in civil society,
two in the state, and one embodied an active relationship between the
two.

2. Particularistic pressure groups. Amid the national indifference
of classes and other major power actors, more particularistic parties
might form around foreign policy. Economic sectors, industries, even
individual corporations may have specific interests, usually in par-
ticular regions or countries. The broadest are class fractions — as in
Domhoff’s identification of an international fraction among modern
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capitalists, located in large corporations and banks with global interests.
Eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century “gentlemanly capitalism”
was a comparably broad class fraction influencing British foreign policy
(see Chapter 8); while three alternative German foreign policies from
the 1890s (Weltpolitik, Mitteleuropa, and liberalism) partly derived
from class fractions (see Chapter 21). Similarly, Weber argued that
economic imperialism — what he called “booty capitalism” — was sup-
ported by capitalists with material interests in state power: “military-
industrial complexes” we call them today. Noneconomic pressure
groups also abound; notably ethnic, religious, or linguistic groups
linked to other countries.

Pressure groups may be more decisive than in domestic policy,
usually more closely supervised by classes and other broad power
actors. They may also be activated rather more erratically. In recent
U.S. foreign policy, for example, mining corporations have influenced
policy toward Chile; blacks, toward South Africa; Jews, toward the
Middle East; and so forth. But the attention span of pressure groups is
narrow: Jews and blacks are uninterested in U.S. policy toward Chile,
and most mining corporations have little interest in Middle East policy.
Foreign policy dominated by pressure groups may be a series of short,
sharp jabbing crystallizations with little overall pattern. As Durkheim
remarked: “There is nothing less constant than interest.”

3. Statesmen. Realism focuses on state actors concerned profession-
ally with diplomacy, speaking for, even (as their title suggests) personify-
ing, the state. Statesmen cluster round the chief executive. Monarchs
had long possessed the prerogative to make foreign policy, including
war. The growth of nationally caged classes allowed the prerogative to
survive even into the democratic era, even though insulation was
reduced by other power actors. Social pressures often came through
statesmen’s own identities. Almost all were drawn from the old regime
class. They expressed its values, norms and rationality, and some of
its transnational solidarities. Again, as with domestic policy, the
particularistic alliance, rather than the wholly controlled or wholly
insulated state, emerges — and again it is between chief executive
and old regime. They conducted routine diplomacy, made and broke
alliances or threatened war, and even occasionally went to war, with-
out overmuch consultation with other power actors. Because they were
cosmopolitan and multilingual specialists, statesmen were “experts”
wielding technocratic-bureaucratic powers, possessing the broadest
attention span over the whole range of foreign policy. Different foreign
policies resulted when their insulation was at its peak than when it was
disrupted.

But even old regime statesmen were changed by the rise of the



A theory of the modern state 73

nation-state. As Weber observed, statesmen came to represent the
nation, as well as the state. Their own political power came to depend
on their success in Great Power relations as perceived by the other
power actors distinguished here (cf. Rosecrance 1986: 86-8). Weber
emphasized that statesmen had become more active as imperialists,
identifying their own political power with the brute power of their
nation-state, aware that military victory would be their greatest triumph
but also that defeat might overthrow them (Collins 1986). This, Weber
argued, was equally so for monarchs, for their appointed chief minis-
ters, and for elected leaders. This is a rather pessimistic view of the
nation: Some nations generated a more liberal and pacific view of their
world mission, and their statesmen could strike poses, attain prestige,
and win elections as exemplars of pacific national virtues. Weber was a
German nationalist; his politics should not color our entire view of
national political prestige.

4. The military. Here I move on to the sixth row in Table 3.2, to the
state monopolization of organized military power — gone were feudal
levies and private armies. The military became centralized under
a high command under the formal control of the chief executive.
Modern techniques of insulation through salaries, pensions, and state
employment upon retirement were developed for military personnel.
Most eighteenth- and early nineteenth-century officer corps were
heavily recruited from old regimes. (See the data in Chapter 12.) They
favored a strong military posture in foreign policy, but lacked interest
in routine diplomacy and were often rather sober about the reality of
war, cautious about starting it and desirous of “limiting” it with rules.

Nineteenth-century high commands were close to statesmen, as both
were recruited overwhelmingly from old regimes. They also developed
closer links to industrial capitalists as they became major customers for
the products of the Second Industrial Revolution. “Military-industrial
complexes” were only named by U.S. President Dwight Eisenhower;
they had existed long before him. Nonetheless, militaries also generated
quasi-caste insulation within the state. They possessed a technocratic
self-confidence, and their skills became removed from everyday social
practices and controls. They developed segmental discipline over their
mass soldieries; their lower cadres became recruited from marginal
social backgrounds. As the kill ratios of weapons grew, so did their
potential impact on society. Nineteenth-century strategic thinking
began quietly to prefer attack over defense. In deteriorating diplomatic
situations, high commands advised mobilizing and striking first, as
happened in late July 1914. So, although militaries were close to the
executive and to old regimes and capitalism, their professionalism
encouraged caste autonomy within the state, normally inconspicuous,
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occasionally devastating. Military power autonomy survived the state
monopoly of organized violence.

5. Nationalist parties.* In the absence of classes with strong material
diplomatic interests, a more politically rooted nationalism emerged,
first in the Revolutionary and Napoleonic wars, then in the later
nineteenth century. As classes and other actors attained civil and
political citizenship, the state became “their’”” nation-state, an “imagined
community” to which they developed loyalties. Its power, honor,
humiliations, and even material interests came to be sensed as their
own, and such feelings were mobilizable by the statesmen, pressure
groups, and militaries. Nationalist parties and pressure groups pressed
these feelings on statesmen. Yet aggressive nationalism in this period
was never as broadly popular as is often believed. It had particular
core carriers, who I identify as “‘statist nationalists,” directly implicated
in state institutions — the increasing numbers in state employment and
socialized in state educational institutions. Rather milder nationalism
emerged among classes enjoying citizenship and also among centraliz-
ing interest groups — the middle class and dominant religious, linguistic,
ethnic, and regional communities. In the twentieth century, as the
working class, women, and minorities also attained citizenship, this
mild nationalism broadened.

The growth of national identities and of core carriers of statist
nationalism sometimes gave diplomacy a popular, passionate, national
tinge. But this lacked the precise rationality of interests pursued by
classes or particularistic pressure groups and the precise, norma-
tively rooted understandings of insulated old regime statesmen. Class,
pluralist, and realist theories all suggest that foreign policy was dictated
by material collective interests. But political nationalism might dictate
conceptions of material collective interests, rather than vice versa. If
another Power seemed to impugn “‘national honor,” aggression or firm
defense could be backed by popular, shallow, volatile, yet nonetheless,
passionate nationalism. The extreme, perhaps, is where the nation
is invested with a very broad crusading stance toward the world —
defending Christianity or the Aryan race, carrying liberty and fraternity
to the world, or fighting communism. In this period only the French
Revolution generated such extreme sentiments.

These five organized actors jointly determined foreign policy over
the long nineteenth century, as they mostly do today. Their interrela-
tions were complex. And because the extent of their interest and

! Again, the word “parties” is used here in Weber’s sense of any politically
organized group. Nationalists usually pressured through lobbying groups (navy
leagues, empire leagues, etc.) than by sponsoring formal political parties.
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attention span varied, there was relatively little systemic consensus or
head-on collision among them. Unless substantial class fractions or
moral national crusades intervened, routine foreign policy might be
left to the statesmen, with others more sporadically, erratically jabbing
them into and out of alliances, crises, and wars. This does not seem
conducive to a very systemic foreign policy, as suggested alike by
elitism-realism, Marxism, and pluralism.

I have identified diverse organized actors in domestic and foreign
policy. Domestic policy institutions often differed from those in foreign
policy, nor were the same institutions always found in different states —
and this could create difficulties in the ability of regimes to under-
stand each other. Realist calculations of state interests require accurate
perceptions of each other, especially in changeable diplomatic crises.
This was often lacking, as we see especially in Chapter 21 in the slide
toward the Great War. Clearly neither state nor civil society were
autonomous or cohesive entities. Despotic powers derived less from
a centralized elite than from particularistic semiinsulated alliances
among organized actors in states, national civil societies, and transna-
tional civilization. State personnel can exercise autonomous power by
virtue of the centrality they alone possess. Monarchs, bureaucrats,
high commands, and others emerged as distributive power actors, if
rarely as a singular, cohesive state elite. But institutions of central
power have little distributive power unless enhanced by constituencies
in civil societies channeling them fiscal and manpower resources. The
singular state elite, that critical personage of true elitism, will barely
figure in this volume. Far from being singular and centralized, modern
states are polymorphous power networks stretching between center
and territories.

Functional analysis: a polymorphous crystallization model

In chemistry a polymorph is a substance that crystallizes in two or
more different forms, usually belonging to different systems. The term
conveys the way states crystallize as the center — but in each case as a
different center — of a number of power networks. States have multiple
institutions, charged with multiple tasks, mobilizing constituencies
both through their territories and geopolitically. As Rosenau (1966)
observes, and Laumann and Knoke (1987) formally prove, different
“issue areas” or ‘“‘policy domains” mobilize different constituencies.
States are thus thoroughly polymorphous. Perhaps, as Abrams has
suggested, in describing any particular state, we should cease talking
about “‘the state.” But by shifting away from an institutional toward a
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functional approach, maybe we can simplify multiple institutions in
terms of the underlying functions undertaken by particular states.
These may pervade multiple institutions and constituencies, activating
states in simpler overall crystallizations.

In this period states crystallized enduringly and importantly as
“capitalist,” “dynastic,” “‘party democratic,” “militarist,” “confederal,”
“Lutheran,” and so forth. When later identifying the most funda-
mental one or more crystallizations in a state, I use the term “higher-
level crystallizations.” Marxism, pluralism, and realism assert that
modern states have ultimately crystallized as, respectively, capitalist,
party-democratic, and security-pursuing states. That is, they see pat-
terned, hierarchical relations existing among multiple institutions.
Cock-up—foul-up theory explicitly denies this, while pluralism adds
that party democracy is the way there is systematic compromise be-
tween many other crystallizations. Marxism, realism, and pluralism
ultimately imply a singular cohesive state making “final” decisions
between crystallizations. There are two methods of adjudicating
whether some crystallizations or compromises between them are
ultimately decisive — two tests of “hierarchy” and ‘“‘ultimacy.” One
method is direct, the other indirect.

The direct test might confirm that the state ultimately crystallized as
x rather than y, say, as capitalist rather than proletarian. Since x and y
are diametrically opposed, they collide head-on. In general we know
that x (capitalism) triumphed over y, not invariably but in some “last
instance” sense, systematically preventing proletarian revolution and
setting limits to what proletarian parties can do. Can such a direct test
be applied more generally?

Steinmetz has tried to submit rival class and (““true”) elitist theories
of Imperial Germany’s welfare state policies to such a test. He says
that to support elite theory we would have to identify
policies that directly challenge dominant class interests. . . . [S]tate-centered
theory ultimately rests upon showing cases of “‘non-correspondence,” meaning
instances when state officials and policy-makers directly contravene the interests
of the class that is economically dominant. [1990: 244]

Steinmetz argues that elite theory fails this test in Imperial Germany
because there was not “‘noncorrespondence.”” Welfare policies were
actually agreeable to many capitalists and were permeated by principles
of capitalist rationality. There was actually “correspondence” between
capitalism and welfare. In Chapter 14, I mostly agree with Steinmetz’s
empirical conclusions. Yet I disagree with his methodology of resolving
the “ultimate” nature of the state. The problem is whether we can
apply his test of noncorrespondence, head-on challenge, and ensuing
victory-—-defeat—dialectical synthesis to the entire state. This implies a
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social system placing holistic limits on its state. The Marxian class
model does envisage this as it sees class struggle as a dialectical totality,
systematically structuring the whole society and state. Provided theo-
retical disputes remain within these dialectical terms, we can adjudicate
them.

Head-on class conflict can be stated in dialectical terms. States can-
not be feudal and capitalist or capitalist and socialist or monarchical
and party democratic. They must be one or the other or some systemic
compromise between them. In this period they became and remained
predominantly capitalist, rather than feudal or socialist. We can also
specify the conditions under which systemic conflict might breach the
“limits” normally exercised by capitalism on such states. Rueschemeyer
and Evans (1985: 64) list these as (in ascending order of the threat to
capital) where the capitalist class is divided; where threat from below
induces the capitalist class to hand over power to the political regime
(and the regime acts autonomously to compromise class conflict); and
where subordinate classes acquire the power in civil society to capture
the state themselves. Capital-labor struggle has been systemic in modern
countries. They can function efficiently only if they produce, and
efficient production presupposes solving class struggle. States require
the struggle between capital and labor to be resolved, one way or
another. Capital and labor have persistently struggled for over a
century over the whole terrain of the state. We can analyze their re-
peated head-on (x versus y) collisions and “noncorrespondences,” see
who wins, and come to a systematic conclusion of one kind or another.

How far can this Marxian model of conflict be applied across the
board to all politics? The problem is that, considered in itself, every
crystallization of function is systemic and limiting, in the sense that
it must be stably institutionalized. Just as states must be capitalist,
socialist, or some relatively stable compromise between these, so they
must be secular, Catholic, Protestant, Islamic, and so forth, or some
institutionalized compromise. They must stably divide political authority
between national center and localities-regions; they must institutionalize
relations between men and women; they must achieve efficiency of
justice, administration, military defense, and diplomatic security. Each
of these crystallizations is intrinsically systemic and contains head-
on challenges and noncorrespondences that contemporary Western
countries have managed to institutionalize broadly.

But relations between functional crystallizations are not systemic.
Class and religious crystallizations, for example, differ and sometimes
they conflict. But their conflict is rarely systemic, their collisions rarely
constitute a head-on dialectic. States do not usually make ‘“‘ultimate”
choices among them. Italy today, for example, remains party demo-
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cratic, capitalist, and Catholic, just as it remains patriarchal along with
various other crystallizations. Steinmetz may find capitalistic rationality
embodied in welfare policies. This is highly likely because these were
economic policies substantially aimed at reducing class conflict (though
he does not consider whether they were also patriarchal, as they were).

Nor is it surprising that over that war-horse of modern state theory,
disputes over American New Deal welfare or agricultural policies,
most writers have emphasized class crystallizations. These policies are
primarily economic, mostly framed with classes or economic sectors in
mind. Nonetheless, U.S. welfare policies have been also (if rarely
explicitly) patriarchal and often they have been racist. How do these
three crystallizations over welfare policy relate to one another? Some
of the best American sociology and political science have wrestled with
these entwinings of class, gender, and race and have not emerged with
a consensual ultimate conclusion. Steinmetz may also not find cor-
respondences or noncorrespondences in Imperial Germany among
policy areas — among, say, class interests, the Kulturkampf, and
Bismarckian diplomacy. These were different, not in head-on collision,
yet entwined. We might say the same of American class, federal, and
diplomatic policy areas.

Even without head-on confrontation, though, states might still allocate
priorities, ranking crystallizations in ultimate importance. Four state
mechanisms allocate priorities:

1. Legal codes and constitutions specify rights and duties. The civil
and criminal law are precise about what they proscribe and what broad
civil and political rights they allow. But they do not indicate exactly
how power will be allocated. Constitutions are supposed to locate
where sovereignty lies, but they do not indicate how its priorities are to
be set. And, as Anderson and Anderson (1967: 26—-82) demonstrate,
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century constitutions were actually vague
because they embodied an unfinished struggle against executive powers,

2. Budgets allocate fiscal priorities. All state activities cost money,
so budgets may reveal where ultimate power and limits lie. A choice
between a regressive or progressive tax or between spending on “guns
or butter” may evoke head-on conflict and reveal the systemic distribu-
tion of power. This is the working assumption of my analyses of state
finances. But finances also have their own particularities. The cost of
functions cannot be equated simply with their importance. Diplomacy
needs little money but may be devastating in its consequences. In any
case, through most of this period states did not have unified budgets,
or if they did, some items were constitutionally entrenched, not avail-
able for reallocation.

3. Party-democratic majorities might indicate the hierarchical dis-
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tribution of power, as pluralists assert. The policies of majority parties
may indicate ultimate priorities. But party intrigue normally avoids
head-on confrontation and ultimate decision making. Governing parties
slide by issues of principle by making ad hoc compromises and logroll-
ing. Regimes rarely choose between guns and butter; they seek both,
in combinations varying according to complex changing political crys-
tallizations. Moreover, majorities were only an imperfect indicator
over this period. No major state enfranchised women; several did
not enfranchise whole categories of men. Did the excluded have no
political power at all? In several countries access to the monarch was
also as important as a parliamentary majority. The state had many
mansions. Parliaments did not routinely control diplomacy or military
practices; classes and other interest groups lobbied court, army, and
administrations as well as parliament. Parliaments were not actually,
sometimes not even constitutionally, sovereign.

4. Monocratic bureaucracy might rationally allocate priorities within
state administration. Though Weber exaggerated the autonomy of
bureaucrats, they are arranged rationally by hierarchy and function,
with priorities set authoritatively by the chief executive. Throughout
this period, substantial state bureaucratization occurred. But as Chapter
13 shows, it remained incomplete, especially near the top of state
administrations. Authoritarian monarchies divided and ruled to prevent
cohesive bureaucracy; parliamentary regimes were careful to staff the
highest administrative levels with political loyalists. Administrations
were not fully insulated; they embodied the principal crystallizations of
the rest of the state.

Of course, some states were more coherent than others. Such states
can be distinguished according to how clearly they locate ultimate
decision making — their sovereignty. We shall see that eighteenth-
century Britain and Prussia located sovereignty more clearly in deter-
minant sets of relations (concerning monarchs and parliament or
higher officials) than did France or Austria, and that by 1914, party
democracies did this more clearly than authoritarian monarchies. In
these comparisons the latter sets of cases embodied more cock-up-
foul-up than did the former. Overall, however, although the modern
state was attempting to increase its allocative coherence in all four
mechanisms just discussed, this was actually in response to assuming
more diverse functional crystallizations (as Chapter 14 argues). Thus it
was (and still is) incomplete. I argue that overall state coherence was
probably decreasing throughout the period, so priorities could not
usually be allocated systematically.

No single universal measure of political power exists comparable to
money for economic power or concentrated physical force for military
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power. There is no final measure of ultimate state power. For diverse
crystallizations to result in a singular systemic state would require not
only extraordinary organizing abilities by state officials but also extra-
ordinary political interest by civil society actors. Why should the
capitalist class, or the working class, or the Catholic church care about
routine diplomacy? Why should nationalist parties or the military care
about factory safety legislation? States do not routinely allocate funda-
mental priorities among such functions as class regulation, government
centralization, or diplomacy. Powerful political actors pursue most of
the multiple functions of states pragmatically, according to particular
traditions and present pressures, reacting pragmatically and hastily to
crises concerning them all.

Thus political crystallizations rarely confront each other dialectically,
head-on. We cannot routinely apply the direct test of “who wins.”
States rarely embody x rather than y. The states I focus on were
capitalist, but they were also patriarchical; they were Great Powers,
and all but Austria became nation-states (and they might be Catholic,
federal, relatively militaristic, and so forth). The logic of capitalism
requires no particular gender, Great Power, or national logic — and
vice versa. These xs and ys did not clash head-on. They slid through
and around each other, the solutions to crises over each having con-
sequences, some unintended, for the other. Even crystallizations that
in principle were in head-on opposition often were not in practice
perceived as such, since they came entwined with other crystalliza-
tions. I find Rueschemeyer and Evans’s three conditions (noted
earlier) by which labor might triumph over capital to be too restrictive.
I find that wherever two of Marx’s opposed classes collided head-on,
the dominant class — possessing all the major sources of social power
(especially the state and the military) — triumphed. Where subordinate
classes had more chance is where their threat came entwined with
other threats, from other classes but more importantly from religious
or military factions, political decentralizers, or foreign Powers. In such
circumstances political regimes and dominant classes could lose their
power of concentration on the potential class enemy and be over-
whelmed by their interstitial emergence. This happened in the French
Revolution (see Chapter 6) and did not happen in Chartism (see
Chapter 15).

Of course, different crystallizations might dominate different state
institutions. That might be ordered by a perfectly bureaucratic state
with a rationalized division of labor. But this did not exist in the
nineteenth century and does not exist now. As often, the left hand of
the state has not known what the right hand is doing. American
insulated diplomats (jabbed intermittently by pressure groups) took
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care of relations with Iraq, until suddenly, in August 1990, the con-
sequences of their (plus foreigners’) actions compelled the president’s
entire attention. In recent years, NATO nuclear submarine com-
manders have carried sealed orders to be opened if their communica-
tions with headquarters were broken. It is believed these orders read:
“Launch your missiles at the enemy targets designated here.” In
this case, the small finger on the right (military) hand of states can
act autonomously to terminate the state, capitalism, and perhaps the
world. The state is unaware of what its members are doing.

The direct test failing, can we apply the second, indirect test? State
crystallizations may not often collide dialectically head-on, but are the
effects of one or more crystallizations so devastating for the rest that
they limit and pattern the whole, perhaps through their powerful
unanticipated consequences? Was there at least one ‘higher-level
crystallization”?

Higher-level state crystallizations

This volume gives suitably nuanced answers to the questions just
asked. Different states crystallized differently. Yet I guardedly reply
yes: Over this pertod I identify six higher-level crystallizations of
Western states. The first five were as capitalist, ideological-moral,
militarist, and at variable positions on a representative continuum
(from autocratic monarchy to party democracy) and on a “national”
continuum from centralized nation-state to confederal regime. I identify
varied ideological-moral crystallizations, some religious (e.g., Catholic,
Lutheran), others more mixed religious-secular. But they somewhat
declined in significance over this period, as religions and ideologies
became more (though never entirely) reducible to representative and
national issues. The ideological-moral crystallization emerged most
strongly when entwined with the sixth higher-level crystallization,
which, unfortunately, I touch on only lightly in this volume: the state
as patriarchal, which we shall find significant in linking the mobiliza-
tion of intensive to extensive power relations. At the extensive level
1 generally emphasize four higher-level crystallizations: capitalist,
militarist, representative, and national.

Each of these four crystallizations produced its own head-on dia-
lectical conflict, which in combination constituted the essential politics
of the period. True, some states were also Catholic, others Protestant,
others secular, naval or land Powers, monolingual or multilingual, with
varying old regime or bureaucratic colorings — all generating distinctive
crystallizations. But through this diversity I discern four broad tracks:
toward the maturation of capitalist economic relations, toward greater
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representation, toward intensifying national centralization, and toward
professionalizing and bureaucratizing state militarism. Modern Western
states might vary their religions, their languages, and so forth, but a
common capitalist and (with more room for variance) a more representa-
tive national and militarist character seems to have been forced on
them by the general development of the sources of social power. If
they did not modernize all four, they did not survive.

That states became capitalist is too obvious to belabor. Throughout
this period, Western states consistently privileged private property
rights and capital accumulation. European states had not traditionally
possessed many powers over the property of their subjects. By the
time capitalist property and market forms were thoroughly institu-
tionalized (by 1760 in Britain, by 1860 almost everywhere in the West)
almost all political actors had internalized their logic. Countries became
more similar on this crystallization, as they all commercialized and
industrialized. I shall introduce adjectival qualifications of capitalism —
liberal capitalism, industrial capitalism, and so forth. National {and
regional) economies also differed. Britain was the only truly industrial
society of the period; Germany and Austria were distinctively late
developers. Such variations among capitalist crystallizations will matter,
although we shall see that they usually mattered less than the many
economistic theories of modern social science have argued. Marx and
Engels wrote in the Communist Manifesto: “The executive of the
modern state is but a committee for managing the common affairs of
the whole bourgeoisie” (1968: 37). Except for the “but” this is correct.
Western states were and are capitalist, a crystallization relatively
unthreatened by head-on oppositional challenges. In this period,
we shall find little head-on conflict from feudal movements. In fact,
feudalism tended to transform itself into capitalism with far less conflict
than Marx seems to have believed. We find more socialist opposition
to capitalism, though before 1914 this was not life-threatening for
capitalism. The capitalist crystallization draws our attention toward
class conflict, but also toward capitalist hegemony in this period.

Western states were and are not only capitalist, though. Pluralists
seek to add many crystallizations. To classes they add segmental power
actors, some economic, some non-economic: urban versus rural, inter-
regional conflicts, Catholic versus Protestant versus secular, linguistic
and ethnic conflicts, politicized gender conflicts — all forming parties,
sometimes reinforcing, sometimes cross-cutting classes. There were
also more particularistic pressure groups. An industry, corporation,
occupation, sect, even an intellectual salon may dominate a party
holding the political balance, or enjoy good communication channels
to decision making — especially in foreign policy. Each state, even each
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regional and local government, may be unique. But are these pluralist
additions adding mere detail, or do they change the parameters of
political power? Religious communities, regional parties, even salons
may make a difference, but were these essentially capitalist states?

Precise answers will differ according to time and place. In this period
in the West, power networks also crystallized around other higher-
level issues. Two concerned citizenship: Who should enjoy it, and
where should it be located, I term these the “representative’ issue and
the “national” issue.

Representation turned on Dahl’s two democratic preconditions, con-
testation and participation. Contestation began as a struggle against
monarchical despotism, generating “in”” and ‘“out,” “court” and
“country” parties. Contestation emerged fully when alternative parties
could form a sovereign government upon winning a free and fair
election — first guaranteed in the U.S. Constitution and effectively
established in Britain over the following decades. Participation con-
cerned which classes and which ethnic, religious, and linguistic com-
munities should be enfranchised and entitled to public office and (later)
to state educational credentials. At the very end of the period, it also
came to concern the issue of woman suffrage.

Some regimes yielded more on contestation, others on participation.
Over the long nineteenth century contestation was a far more sig-
nificant concession. A regime in which an opposition party could
become the sovereign government involved a degree of openness
denied to a universal male suffrage regime whose parties could not
claim sovereignty. This was recognized by authoritarian monarchs
themselves, far more willing to concede universal male suffrage than
parliamentary sovereignty since it still allowed them significant despotic
powers (this has been even more true of twentieth-century dictatorial
regimes). Thus, though Britain had a more restricted franchise than
Prussia-Germany in the second half of the period, I shall term Britain
as a party democracy but not Prussia-Germany. Parliament was sov-
ereign, the Reichstag was not. We shall see a fundamental difference
between their politics: British politics concerned parties, German
politics concerned parties and monarchy.

Representation can thus be arranged in this period along a continuum
running from despotic monarchy to full party democracy, along which
my countries unevenly moved.? First Britain, then the United States

3 £
?

2 QOver this period it is a single dimension because all these countries emerged
from one toward the other. Things get more complex in the twentieth century,
when most despotic regimes have been not monarchies but party dictatorships
or military regimes, each with distinctive “nondemocratic” properties differing
from those of monarchies.
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led the way, while France zigzagged behind. By 1880, all three “liberal”
countries (except for the American South) had improved the freeness
and fairness of their elections and had attained sovereign legislatures
(although they differed as to who should enjoy suffrage). Because they
clustered on the representative continuum, I often contrast them to the
two enduring monarchies, Austria and Prussia-Germany, which had
not conceded parliamentary sovereignty and where the monarchs
formed their own ministries. However, we can distinguish degrees of
despotism within the period: The Russian ‘‘autocracy” possessed
more power and more autonomy than Austrian “dynasticism,” which
possessed more autonomy (not more “power over”) than German
“semiauthoritarian” monarchy. Yet in all countries conflicts between
advocates and opponents of more party democracy dominated much of
the politics of the period.

But much domestic controversy also turned on where to participate.
How centralized, uniform, and ‘‘national” should the state be? Central-
ization versus confederalism produced civil war in the United States
and wars across Germany, Italy, and Habsburg lands. It persistently
structured mundane politics. Confederalism remained important in
the United States throughout. German party politics seemed com-
plex: Some parties were class-based, others were explicitly religious
(most notably the Catholic Center); others were implicitly religious
(Protestant parties like the Conservatives, the National Liberals, and
the ostensibly secular Socialists); others were ethnic (Danes, Poles,
Alsatians); and still others, regional (the Bavarian Peasant People’s
party, Hanoverian Guelphs). Yet much of this swirled around the
“national” issue. Catholics, South Germans, and ethnic parties were
decentralizers, opposed to North German Protestant centralizers.

The nineteenth-century House of Commons spent more time dis-
cussing religion than political economy or class. Though religion did
matter, it also expressed the issue of how uniform, centralized, and
national Britain should be. Should the Anglican church be “established”
also in Wales, Scotland, and Ireland? Should education and social
welfare be uniform, state-guided, and religious or secular? Across all
states most active Catholics opposed state centralization. The church
retained transnational while strengthening local-regional organization.

All states were riven by struggles over centralized versus local-
regional powers. This was because there had been two historic ways to
fight despotism: by centralizing democratic representation or by reduc-
ing all central state powers and boosting plural local-regional party
democracy. The massive nineteenth-century growth of state infra-
structural powers made this especially troublesome. Where to locate
them? Religious, ethnic, linguistic, and regional minorities, for example,
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Table 3.3. The national question: central versus local infrastructural
power

Central government

Infrastructural
power Low High

Local government Low (Premodern state) Federal nation-state
High Confederal state ~ Centralized nation-

state

consistently favored ‘‘antinational” decentralization. Yet these vital
issues concerning the relations between central and local government
have been ignored by almost all theories of the state (though not by
Rokkan 1970: 72-144). Class and pluralist theorists use the same
model for analyzing local as central government; elite theorists and
Weber barely mention local government. Yet politics in the modern
state fundamentally concerned the distribution of power between levels
of government. Table 3.3 lists the principal options.

All eighteenth- and nineteenth-century states expanded their infra-
structures and so the upper left box is empty. Most expansion might be
of local-regional government, developing a confederal state, as in the
nineteenth-century United States when most political functions were
undertaken by state and local governments rather than in Washington.
Or expansion might be predominantly of the centralized nation-state,
as in France since the Revolution. Or it might occur fairly evenly at
both levels, to produce a federal nation-state, as in Imperial Germany
or in the United States in the later twentieth century. During the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries the enemy of representative move-
ments in Austria-Hungary (and at first in the United States) was
believed to be centralization; yet in France democracy was centraliza-
tion. In these debates class and nation became entwined, each having
unintended consequences for the other, influencing the way in which
each crystallized. Classes and nations were not “pure,” but formed by
their mutual entwinings.

In foreign policy the national issue focused on how nationalist, how
territorial, how much dominated by aggressive Geopolitik diplomacy
should be. It raised the six forms of international political economy
identified in Chapter 2 and connected to the fourth higher-level state
crystallization, militarism. At the beginning of the period, states spent
at least three-quarters of their revenues on their military; by the end,
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this had declined, but only to about 40 percent. Thus militarism still
pervaded states, fiscal politics, and the dual representative-national
crystallizations over citizenship.

Militarism also related to domestic representative and national crys-
tallizations, as repression was an obvious way to deal with them.
Different countries had different mixes of foreign and domestic repres-
sion and so it is not possible to rank them on a single militarist
continuum (as I did with representation). The United States was least
involved and least threatened by military geopolitics, yet was commit-
ting domestic genocide throughout the period against native Americans,
while slavery required considerable local repression and there was a
pervasive violence across American life. Thus American geopolitical
militarism was low, while its domestic militarism was probably the
highest — certainly the most violent — of my five countries. Other
paradoxes are that the greatest Power of the age, Great Britain,
was the most pacific domestically, and that for Austria domestic and
geopolitical militarism merged as the regime became threatened by
cross-border nationalism. Militarist crystallizations were dual and then
complex.

Militarism mobilized not only the military. In the first half of the
period military old regimes (allied particularistically to monarchy)
helped give a relatively territorial definition to capitalists’ conceptions
of interest and to the foreign policy of emerging nation-states. At the
beginning of the twentieth century these were reinforced by nationalist
parties advocating geopolitical militarism and some capitalist classes
advocating domestic militarism. All militarists were challenged by
more pacific liberals and socialists, rarely straightforwardly pacifist,
more often seeking limits to repression, military budgets, conscription,
and wars. It was difficult to ban militaries in the West, because they
had brought so much profit to the Powers, but they could perhaps
be relegated to last-resort instruments of policy. That was the hope
of most liberals and diplomats alike, though 1914 proved them
wrong.

It would be nice to develop a general theory of the ‘“ultimate”
relations among these four higher-level state crystallizations. There
are, however, four obstacles. First is the problem of the number of
cases. 1 have identified four major crystallizations. Even if each were
only a dichotomy, they would yield sixteen possible combinations.
Capitalism, it is true, varied relatively little, but militarism contained
two separable dimensions (geopolitical and domestic), while representa-
tion and the national issue crystallized in multiple forms. The possible
combinations of variables are numerous. Thus, once again, macro-
sociology pushes beyond the limits of the comparative method. There
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are just not enough states to test the impact of each crystallization
while holding the others constant.

Second, these states were not fully autonomous, analogous cases.
All four sources of power — a transnational economy, a Western
civilization, a military community, and diplomacy — spread rapidly
among them. A single shattering event, like the French Revolution, or
the rise of a single state, like the Prussian-German state, might have
massive consequences for all states. Theorizing the particular has
obvious limits.

Third, all four crystallizations entwined to produce emergent, un-
anticipated consequences that then affected each others’ development
— “interaction effects” producing yet more “‘variables.” Nation-states
developed and changed as they internalized partial and contested
capitalist, representative, and militarist rationalities. Capitalist classes
changed as they internalized partial and contested representative,
national, and aggressive territorial conceptions of interest. Militaries
changed as they defended property, enfranchised classes, and the
nation. The capitalist state, party democracy, the nation-state, and the
military caste do not appear in this volume in “pure” form. Nineteenth-
century states were constituted nondialectically by entwined contests
over all four.

Fourth, the impurity of classes, representation, nation-states, and
military-civilian relations increased as they participated in both domestic
and foreign policy. Foreign policy remained more insulated and
particularistic — more dominated by old regime statesmen, military
castes, volatile nationalist parties, and pressure groups; domestic policy
was dominated more by capitalism, representation, and national cen-
tralization. Domestic and foreign policy struggles rarely met head-on
but in overlapping, entwining crystallizations in which all affected one
another’s development in unintended ways. My culminating example
of this will be the causes of World War I, in which outcomes escaped
the control of any single actor — of “elites” like absolute monarchs or
bureaucracies, of classes, of parliaments, of high commands, of plural
interest groups. The modern state has emerged in forms intended by
no one and has in turn transformed all their identities and interests.

These four obstacles push me toward an intensive rather than an
extensive methodology, based on relatively detailed knowledge of five
countries rather than on the more superficial knowledge involved in
covering many countries and variables. Even on only five cases (some-
times supplemented by hasty coverage of a few others) I can refute
single-factor theories and make broad suggestions about general
patterns. But this is also a history of a particular time and place, and
one with a singular culmination: World War I.
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Conclusion

I have borrowed from all the principal state theories to generate my
own partly institutional, partly functional polymorphous theory. I
accept class theory’s insistence that modern states are capitalist and
that politics are often dominated by class struggles. One higher-level
crystallization of the modern state is indeed capitalist. But I reject any
notion that the capitalist, or other class, crystallization, is in some
sense ‘“‘ultimately determining.” I accept pluralism’s identification of
multiple power actors, multiple state functions, and a (partial) devel-
opment toward democracy. This led toward a second higher-level
crystallization as representative, in which monarchy fought a rearguard
action against party democracy (entwined with the class struggles of
the first crystallization). Pluralism is also comfortable with the third
crystallization over the national issue. Yet I reject pluralism’s concep-
tion of democracy as ultimately decisive; more forms of power than
voting and shared norms help decide outcomes. With true elitists I
accept that central state personnel may constitute autonomous power
actors. However, I identified two rather different state actors in this
period. Monarchies hung on in some countries, resisting party democ-
racy and generating distinct representative crystallizations. Also,
geopolitics and domestic repression, though usually in particularistic
alliances with civil society actors, generated the fourth higher-level
crystallization, as militarist. Yet the first power is, on its own, usually
puny, whereas the latter is more erratic. It is the combinations of all
these higher-level crystallizations (plus inputs from moral-ideological
and patriarchal crystallizations) that provide such “‘ultimate” pattern-
ing of modern states as we can find.

Like cock-up—foul-up theorists, however, I believe that states are
messier and less systemic and unitary than each single theory suggests.
I thus borrowed from another type of statist theory and from Max
Weber to develop what I labeled “institutional statism.” To under-
stand states and appreciate their causal impact on societies, we must
specify their institutional particularities. Because the modern state has
massively enlarged its institutional infrastructures, it has come to play
a much greater structuring role in society, enhancing the power of all
crystallizations. My history of Western society will focus increasingly
on the entwined, nonsystemic development of capitalist, representa-
tive, national, and militarist state crystallizations.
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4 The Industrial Revolution and

old regime liberalism in Britain,
1760—-1880

The British paradox is laid out in Chapter 1: Britain pioneered the
Industrial Revolution — the greatest surge in collective power in world
history — yet its distributive power relations saw no revolution. On the
mainland, excluding Ireland, there was gradual representative reform
and national consolidation. Why?

Revisionist economic historians have offered the simplest solution to
the paradox: They take ‘“Revolution” out of the Industrial Revolution.
Industrialization, they say, was also gradual, with only moderate struc-
tural change. Some Marxists also downplay industrialization, em-
phasizing the earlier transition from feudalism to capitalism, now
ending with a shift from agrarian-commercial to commercial-industrial
capitalism, disturbed by early proletarian stirrings (E. P. Thompson
1963). Whigs see a more diffuse evolutionary modernization, seeing
industrial capitalism as interacting with the early achievement of
civil rights and constitutional government to develop steadily greater
citizenship and democracy (Plumb 1950: 140; Marshall 1963). Moore
(1973: chapter 1) combines Whig and Marxian views: Britain evolved
through reform to democracy because of the absence of a landholding
nobility using labor-repressive agriculture and the presence of a large
bourgeoisie. Marxists and Whigs believe industrial capitalism forced
democracy on the state. Tories disagree: The old regime still com-
manded ideology and the state and extracted deference well into the
nineteenth century. Its eventual decline came more through its own
mistakes and divisions than through pressures exerted by industrial
society (Moore 1976; Clark 1985).

1 borrow freely from all these views and add my own emphasis on
military and geopolitical power relations. Industrialization was indeed
structured by an older market capitalism. The British state had early
institutionalized civil rights and a rudimentary party democracy. Yet
there was conflict between the old regime and the petite bourgeoisie
(more than the “bourgeoisie”), but these classes were “impure,” partly
molded by noneconomic sources of social power. Class identities were
first intensified, then compromised by war pressures, leading both to
favor the development of a modern nation-state. By the 1840s, the
cores of the two classes were merging into a single capitalist ruling
class embodying an ‘“old regime liberalism” that survives today. My

92
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explanation entwines ideological, economic, military, and political
power organizations. I pay special attention to the particular institu-
tions of the state. Neither old regime liberalism nor the triumph of
reform can be reduced to industrialism or capitalism. The entwined
development of all four sources of social power led old regime and
petite bourgeoisie toward compromise, to state modernization, and
toward the nation.

The Industrial Revolution

Because we know most about the simplest datum, I start there — with
the size of the population. This reveals much. Wrigley and Schofield
(1981: table A3.3) and Wrigley (1985) show that population growth
between 1520 and 1700 was dominated by London; from 1700 to 1770,
by historic regional centers or ports like Norwich, York, Bristol, or
Newcastle; and only after 1770, by the new manufacturing and com-
mercial towns like Manchester, Liverpool, and Birmingham. Through
all three phases, from 1520 to 1801, as the proportion in agriculture
declined from 76 percent to 36 percent, so those living in rural areas
(in places of less than 5,000 population) who were not employed in
agriculture grew from 18 percent to 36 percent of the national popu-
lation. By 1801, the countryside was as concerned with services, com-
merce, and “protoindustries” as with agriculture, and the towns still
contained only 28 percent of the population. Capitalism was as much
rural as urban, as much agrarian and commercial as industrial. The
world-historical shift of population from the agrarian shires to the
manufacturing Manchesters had a commercial capitalist prehistory of
three centuries, including two centuries of London domination, only
then culminating in a manufacturing-centered urban population ex-
plosion. This is a more complex, less revolutionary shift than implied
by those dichotomous theories discussed in Chapter 1. Perhaps Britain’s
distributive power institutions would be able to handle the Industrial
Revolution after all.

Indeed, revisionist economic historians have been taking some of
the “Revolution” out of the Industrial Revolution. Annual economic
growth after 1760, they say, did not reach 3 percent before 1830, about
the same as population growth. Exports were sluggish, largely from a
single industry, cotton. There was no “takeoff” and little factory and
steam-power mechanization, output growth, or structural change. By
1841, mechanization had “revolutionized” well under 20 percent of the
labor force, mostly in textiles (Harley 1982; Crafts 1983, 1985: 7-8;
Lee 1986). Nonetheless, if we use a slightly longer time frame, the
changes surely were dramatic. By 1850, most labor and investment had



94 The rise of classes and nation-states

switched to towns, commerce, and manufacturing. There had never
been such a prolonged period of agrarian growth as over the previous
three centuries; never such commercial expansion as over two cen-
turies; and never the emergence of an urban, manufacturing-centered
economy. In world-historical terms, if this combination doesn’t count
as a social revolution, nothing can. Provided we treat “it” not as a
single, one-dimensional event but as multiple continuing processes, we
must call these events a revolution.

The causes of the revolution remain controversial. Most historians
point to improvements in agriculture and to the demand of middling
farming households (Eversley 1967; John 1967; McKendrick 1974,
1982: 9-33; Pawson 1979; for a more European view, see Hagen 1988).
Others claim agricultural growth slowed after 1710 and ceased alto-
gether from 1760. They stress supply-side pushes from industrial pro-
ductivity and international commerce (Mokyr 1977, 1985; McCloskey
1985; O’Brien 1985). The controversy itself reveals the most general
cause of the revolution: the emergence of a market capitalist economy
in which supply and demand in all three sectors were closely integrated.
The classical laws of political economy — supply and demand, market
competition, profit as incentive, marginal utility, and the like — could
now describe the late eighteenth-century British economy. Most of the
population — for the first time in extensive societies — were acting in a
market-integrated civil society as buyers and sellers of commodities.
Few economists appreciate how peculiar such market mechanisms are.
Yet they had almost never dominated human societies hitherto.

Volume 1 identified the long-term enabling circumstances of such
an economy: the emergence of decentralized parcels of private pro-
perty, the expropriation of laborers from the land, the integration
of local village-manor networks inside the normative regulation of
Christendom, the Continent’s “dispersed portfolio of economic re-
sources” (Jones 1982), and the drift of advantage to wetter soils and
open-seas navigation. All these developed a capitalist economy, espe-
cially in northwestern Europe and especially in Britain.

Medium-term causes came first from agriculture, which doubled its
yields over the 150 years to 1710, releasing people into towns and
commerce and thus allowing the rural diversification revealed by the
population growth. The integrated demands of agricultural, com-
mercial, and protoindustrial sectors generated mass consumption
markets and discursive literacy and new communications infrastruc-
tures — turnpikes, canals, and postal services (Albert 1972; O’Brien
1985). Finally Britain began to dominate international shipping and
commerce; this also had geopolitical and military causes and con-
sequences (e.g., the Military became the largest consumer of iron and
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textiles). By 1770, Adam Smith’s “invisible hand” ruled civil society.
Classical political economy arose to describe it.

Immediate causes came from three industries: coal, iron, and cotton.
They centered on

the substitution of machines — rapid, regular, precise and tireless — for human
skill and effort: the substitution of inanimate for animate sources of power, in
particular, the introduction of engines for converting heat into work, thereby
opening to man a new and almost unlimited supply of energy; the use of new
and far more abundant raw materials, in particular, the substitution of mineral
for vegetable or animal substances. [Landes 1969: 41]

These inventions were marginal but multiple improvements on
much earlier technological breakthroughs (Lillee 1973: 190-1; cf. my
Volume I: 403-8). The steam engine itself is a good example of
continuous, incremental innovations linking different industries, with
the military adding the penultimate shove. As demand for coal in-
creased, deeper seams were dug, but they flooded. The first steam
engine (Newcomen’s atmospheric engine) pumped water out of them.
The increased coal supply, however, led to a bottleneck in moving coal
to furnaces. Newcomen-Watt pumping engines were modified into
traction engines to haul coal. Cheaper coal prices made it possible to
produce coke from coal, rather than charcoal from wood, to achieve
sustained higher burning temperatures. But this required better fur-
nace design and iron casting. The steam engine was adapted to im-
proved casting methods developed within military ordnance factories.
Throughout, market pressures had been important: the interconnected
demands of coal and iron consumers (especially the armed forces)
and of their spinoff industries (principally railways). On the supply
side, innovation remains mysterious. Inventions do not simply flow
from demand. But we do not fully understand how Newcomen, Watt,
Boulton, Arkwright, Wedgwood, and the others hit on their discoveries
(Musson 1972: 45, 56, 68; McCloskey 1985).

We do know that big capital and complex science played only limited
roles until much later. The revolution was mostly financed by small
entrepreneurs and their families and friends — less well capitalized than
subsequent ones in other countries (Crafts 1983; Mokyr 1985: 33-8).
Nor did organized science play much of an early role (Musson and
Robinson 1969; Musson 1972). Most experiments were confined to
a small workshop, even a single workbench. Watt’s famous kettle
actually existed: a miniature boiler in an experiment. Science was
important in chemicals, intermittently in engineering, and rarely in
textiles. Few inventors were mere ‘“‘practical tinkerers” (Landes’s de-
scription). Most had trained in a technical trade but had read widely in
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Enlightenment natural philosophy. Access to the free market for ideas
pioneered by the seventeenth-century scientific revolution and the
eighteenth-century Enlightenment (transmitted by expanding infra-
structures of discursive literacy) mattered more than organized science.

Without big science, complex technology, and concentrated capital,
industrial enterprises remained small and shaped by existing commer-
cial institutions. The entrepreneur (‘‘taker between”) often originated
as a general merchant. Enterprises were family-based, often with
women in charge, retaining personal links with suppliers (Wilson 1955;
Pollard 1965; Payne 1974; Chandler 1977; Davidoff 1986). Steam
power enabled greater production runs and a larger work force in a
few factories (I give numbers in Chapter 15), often ad hoc partnerships
between families. The roles of the general merchant were usually
broken down into small, specialized enterprises. An entrepreneur
might cooperate with a skilled artisan-inventor, supervising a few
artisans who employed their own laborers. The enterprise rarely
totaled fifty persons. Sales and distribution were left to separate job-
bing agencies at home and abroad.

Bestriding this world were small masters, jobbers, traders, engineers,
and independent artisans, mixing their own labor with small amounts
of family capital — the classic petite bourgeoisie. It was their Industrial
Revolution — perhaps the greatest class achievement in world history —
and yet they were not organized as a class. They did not need their
own extensive organization. A civil society was already institutional-
ized in agriculture and commerce, its “invisible hand” promoting
development intended by no one. In Britain, unlike France, the old
regime was already thoroughly capitalist, treating resources as com-
modities, defending absolute property, and pursuing overseas profit.
The petite bourgeoisie made money by using the organization of other
classes.

Eighteenth-century classes

Thus there was no self-styled bourgeoisie or capitalist class in Britain.
The closest singular term was the “nation,” meaning those who had a
stake (i.e., property) in the emerging national state. However, most of
the new petite bourgeoisie, excluded from the vote and state offices,
were not full members of the nation. Beyond that, contemporary class
terms were diverse and plural. I identify five broadly “capitalist” class
actors in this volume.

1. The old regime, the British ruling class in 1760, comprised
monarch and court, established church, aristocracy, country gentry,
and commercial merchant oligarchies. They owned substantial property
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and used it capitalistically. They controlled the state through “place-
men.” Many higher professionals and functionaries (including higher
military officers) were in, or were dependents of, this class, whereas
much “new” capital was outside it. Its church penetrated almost every
area of society, though with declining intensity. Hostile contemporaries
called it ““old corruption.” Later the term “old regime” resonated
throughout Europe. The label is not meant to indicate great homo-
geneity; its politics were factionalized.

2. The petite bourgeoisie embraced small capitalists from trading and
manufacturing, including independent artisans. Their numbers, wealth,
literacy, and confidence were rising, but they were excluded from the
state, and on occasion they opposed the old regime. They included
what Gramsci called ‘“‘organic intellectuals,” lesser lawyers, teachers,
and journalists articulating a bourgeois liberal ideology. In France and,
to a lesser extent in America, these intellectuals might lead revolu-
tions. The “middling class(es)”” was the commonest label used at the
time in Britain, but “petite bourgeoisie” is more precise, suggesting
small, urban-centered capitalists. It is not ideal, though, for it re-
sonates less in Britain and America than in continental Europe. But I
reserve “middle class” (used by Neale 1983 for these people) for a
later development (class 5 in this list).

3. Peasant farmers owned or controlled (as secure tenant farmers)
small property in land, using mostly family labor, perhaps augmented
with a little hired labor. In continental Europe the term “peasant”
suffices, but in Britain and America the word is slightly derogatory and
“farmer” substitutes adequately. Most British small farmers were not
proprietors. They rented from a landlord, but with some security of
tenure.

These three were the main eighteenth-century capitalist actors,
though each country had its peculiarities. Peasant farmers retained
their class identity (see Chapter 19). But between 1830 and 1870, other
property owners in most countries realigned themselves to form two
new classes:

4. A capitalist class merged old regime and upper petite bourgeoisie
across land, commerce, and industry. By about 1870, the capitalist
class ruled Britain, and the powers of the “invisible hand,” court,
church, landed aristocracy, financial institutions, industrial corpora-
tions, and the national state were largely centered in its hands. Such
merging took different forms in different countries. I call the British
variant “old regime liberalism.”

5. A middle class formed in mid-Victorian Britain and elsewhere
(though normally pluraled to “middle classes” by contemporaries).
This class and its three fractions — petite bourgeoisie, professionals,



“(S861) s|RID Pue (TYET) UOSWET[IA
pue uspur] Aq pastaal {{¢ 1081} unoynbjo) youed pue ‘(65.1) atssely ydasoer “(8891) Sury 4108210 Jo sorewmss Arerodwsiue) 15204108
“Iea4 1yl Jo dnpmq A1ey[iut 273 USAIS JBUINSIISPUN SNOIAGO UY ,
‘uaWSapEI) SUIP[Ing pUBR SISUIW SIPRIOUI OS[Y ,
*(wnuue 12d ¢zF J0 SWOdT pawINSse) | SUBSTLIR 13§S3[,, PUE (WUnuue
Iad g3 Jo awcoUT pawnsse YIm) , Suesiire 1032213, ojur Ajenbe sroquinu s1ay) 31ds ey 1 "wnuue 1ad g¢F Jo swooul ofeisar gim  Sapen
Suunioenueu fje,, 19y39801 padnoid Jury "¢-1081 ur wnuue 1ad 66,F-(8F PUB 6SL] PUB 8891 Ut wnuue 19d 66¢F-0pF Surures sdnoud v,
'€-1081 ur wruue 1ad g8 PUB 6621 pue 8897 Ul wnuue Jad gopF 1589] 18 ofvisae us Suruies sdnoid jueyoispy,, saroN

S T 3 9 2 L — sumuew pue AR —
siueafea ‘sradned
] 0¢ ] £ 71 St sIoI0ge] ‘s108v1100 ‘sIa10qE] soendod ay,
€1 1z 6 Ll 8 1 (eurdrep) ,SUBSILIE 19S597] (feuidrey)
chwmﬁhm
a1s10a81nog 1918218 ‘s1aInjoejnuBwW
€7 91 Lz 61 9z Sl auad ‘SJUBYOIIW 19SS]
97 ST Sz 91 o 91 SISULIB] SISULIR] ‘SISPIOY33I]
ASIUBUIIoW
1218013 ‘S[BUCISSIJOI]
8z S Lz S 8z S owiderpig  uLWANUAS pue saNy yIipy ardoad ay,
[WooU]  SSiIUB]  QWOSU]  SJA[MUE]  SWOOU]  SII[IUE] sasse[2 AN sisiSojoeg  suenniod Sy
% % % % % %
sasse]d sourerodwauc)
£ 1081 6SLT 8891

£-I1081

U ‘65,1 ‘9891 ‘Poay pjoyasnoy appui fo ssvpo wios Aq swoowr (jnupf pup sanynupf ysyug fo advjuactad 1y 2qel



The Industrial Revolution and old regime liberalism 99

and careerists — are discussed in Chapter 16. Artisans, originally part
of the petite bourgeoisie, became proletarianized.

These classes are ideal types. They did not stride resolutely over
eighteenth-century society. Yet they are not mere artifices. They had
contemporary resonance, and the first three appeared in the “political
arithmetic” of three early British sociologists. Gregory King (in 1688),
Joseph Massie (1759), and Patrick Colquhoun (1801-3) calculated the
numbers and incomes of what they called the principal social classes of
Britain. (See Table 4.1.)

My “old regime” was identified by all three sociologists. All distin-
guished “high titles and skills/professions,” divided into similar sub-
categories: levels of nobility and gentility, the clergy, government
officials, lawyers and other professionals. I have amended their classifi-
cation slightly, making the old regime a little more “classlike,” a little
less closely tied to status gradations, by adding the few thousand
“greater merchants” kept separate by them. All three estimates, thus
enlarged, put the old regime at 5 percent of families and 27 percent to
28 percent of national income. The titled and gentry were only slightly
over 1 percent of families but accounted for 15 percent of national
income. Service professionals remained the next wealthiest group
throughout the period, though ‘‘greater merchants” were not far
behind.

At the bottom of society, the decline of the laborers is probably an
artifact of the different classifications. The figures also mask the major
shift of the period among the poor: the relative decline of agricultural
laborers. When dealing with the “populace,” these sociologists were
relatively uninterested in differentiating by economic sector. Only
Colquhoun attempted to put some industrial laborers and miners into a
separate sectoral category. In Britain and France, liberal or Whig
writers often distinguished the propertied, educated “people” from the
“populace” below. Here is the philosophe Holbach being particularly
clear:

By the word people I do not mean the stupid populace which, being deprived
of enlightenment and good sense, may at any moment become the instrument
and accomplice of turbulent demagogues who wish to disturb society. Every
man who can live respectably from the income of his property and every head
of a family who owns land ought to be regarded as citizens. [Systéme Sociale
1773: vol. 11}

The genuinely propertyless were regarded as of little importance. It
did not matter whether most were rural and agricultural, as in 1688, or
whether they were as likely to be drawn from urban, commercial, or
manufacturing sectors, as later. But they were only a little more
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than 40 percent of the population, not its vast majority, matched in
numbers by the “middling” categories.

In the “middle,” the sociologists had no difficulty identifying farmers
as a distinct class — about 15 percent of population with 25 percent
of wealth. They tried with less success to distinguish commercial
from industrial middling classes. King undercounted and Massie over-
counted shopkeepers. Most of Massie’s tradesmen were classified by
King as “manufacturing tradesmen” and by Colquhoun as “artisans,
handicrafts, mechanics and labourers.” If we compromise between
their classifications, those in commerce comprised 9 percent to 12
percent of the population, representing perhaps 20 percent of national
wealth. In industry and building the sociologists blurred masters and
independent artisans and sometimes artisans and laborers. King alone
put most industrial and building trades among common laborers. Massie
separated manufacturers by their family income; Colquhoun, by
whether they possessed capital. As four-fifths of them lacked capital,
he put them into an enormous “working class” category: ‘“artisans,
handicrafts, mechanics and laborers employed in manufactures,
buildings, and works of every kind.”

Thus contemporary sociologists were unsure about how to handle
new occupational strata, about how distinct manufacturers and builders
were from those in commerce, and they blurred artisans and laborers.
They were unsure about where the “people” ended and the “populace”
began.

Their dilemmas were real. There is no single best solution to the
actually competing economic identities of much of the population. I
have produced a partial solution in Table 4.1 by combining the com-
mercial and industrial categories into an overall “petite bourgeoisie,”
15 percent to 19 percent of population and 23 percent to 27 percent of
wealth. Its size and wealth probably increased through time (this is
obscured in the table by the high military conscription of 1801-3)
as manufacturing and building artisans expanded. Together with the
farmers and old regime, they were called the “people” in contemporary
Whig parlance, distinct from the “populace” below. But within this
petite bourgeoisie lay a potential fault line. Those in industry and
building, increasing in numbers, were not as propertied as those in
commerce, their incomes being around the national average rather
than twice it. Three-quarters of manufacturers and builders, half the
overall petite bourgeoisie, were probably artisans, more propertied
and more secure than the “lesser artisans” I label “marginal” in the
table, but sharing many life experiences with them.

These “middling” groups could potentially break in either of two
main ways: into a broader petit bourgeois—artisan movement against
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old regime and farmers, or with the fault line appearing lower, ranging
the commercial petite bourgeoisie against artisans plus laborers, with
the working class, or “populace,” below. “Classes” were ambivalent,
variable through time and across countries, as is shown in later
chapters. It is a question — as Moore (1973) and Rueschemeyer,
Stephens, and Stephens (1992) suggest — not just of classes being strong
or weak but of their very identity and existence as classes. In this
chapter and in Chapter 15, we perceive in Britain a petite bourgeoisie,
then a working class, as collective actors, but we often find the same
occupations in both of them. Let us see how these latent classes (with
some significance in contemporary theory) came, hesitatingly, partially,
into extensive and political existence.

Classes in the economy, 1760—1820

Commercial capitalism dominated eighteenth-century Britain (Perkin
1968; Abercrombie, Hill, and Turner 1980: 104-19; Hill 1980). Old
regime, farmers, and petite bourgeoisie all sold commodities on the
market, and most bought free wage labor. Bonded labor was declining
(Kussmaul 1981: 4). Centuries of enclosures had ended rights to
common land; most feudal privileges and restrictions on alienability
were abolished by 1700. Absolute individual property was still re-
strained by laws protecting the family through “strict settlement,”
binding the heir to provide for brothers and sisters (Bonfield 1983).
But Britain, unlike old regime France, lacked privileged “‘orders”
enshrining noncapitalist property.

Between 1760 and 1820, capitalist laissez-faire also triumphed — not
bourgeois but old regime. The old regime did the legislating and aimed
it less at agrarian than at industrial traditionalism. States had long
regulated wages, apprenticeships, and prices, established monopolies,
and granted licenses for large enterprises; but by 1820, wage, ap-
prentice, and union restraints were removed, and most international
trade was freed from monopolies. This was legislated by an unreformed
Parliament, whose members were merchants or bankers, or land-
owners or professionals with merchant or banking interests. There
were virtually no industrialists. When, in 1804, Peel (the Elder) intro-
duced legislation to abolish guild regulation, to protect the “health and
morals of apprentices,” he may have been the only member of either
house employing apprentices. “Laissez-faire” is perhaps not the right
label for a state whose navy ruthlessly enforced the near monopoly of
the carrying trade enacted by the Navigation Acts. The most bourgeois
state, the new American state, was committed not to international free
trade but protective tariffs. Wolfe more appropriately uses the term
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“accumulative state” to describe these Anglo-American states (1977:
13-41). It is simpler to say that they were capitalist.

There was no fundamental economic opposition between old regime
and petite bourgeoisie. Common legislative needs pushed them toward
regarding the state and its bounded territory as delimiting their civil
society. They were becoming, largely unconsciously, naturalized. Most
“North British” and Welsh were now clearly “British,” although most
Irish were not. The English were becoming the “most national people
in Europe” a contemporary claimed, unthinkingly equating English
with British (as we have done ever since). This class-national identity
preceded the more overt nationalism of the French Revolution (Colley
1986: 97, 100; Newman 1987). The propertied nation-state was begin-
ning to emerge, behind the backs of the men who comprised it.

Yet Britain had its economic squabbles. The agrarian interest and
most industries favored protective tariffs, whereas cotton sought free
trade. Many industries switched sides, and the conflict came to a head
in the 1840s over the Corn Laws. There was also a controversy with
high moral-ideological tone over the Poor Law. Laissez-faire urged
minimal interference with markets and work incentives for the able-
bodied poor, whereas much of the old regime, especially the church,
favored local paternalism. The Poor Law remained contentious right
through to the 1830s. Yet neither dispute produced class struggle
between petite bourgeoisie and old regime.

Was there significant economic class conflict between them? I shall
argue that their economic conflict was not direct but, rather, mediated
by the political economy of the state. McKendrick, Brewer, and Plumb
(1982) disagree, however. They see a direct conflict arising between an
old regime “‘client economy” and a petit bourgeois “free market,”
reinforced by a consumer economy and mass literacy. They document
an eighteenth-century surge in consumption — of goods as diverse
as clothes, pottery, books, garden seeds, shaving utensils, and iron
coffins. “Safety for the dead...the right to inter in iron” was a
typically insistent marketing slogan of undertakers exploiting fear of
grave robbers. This economy supposedly conflicted with old regime
clientelism, in which tradesmen and professionals depended personally
on notables and could not enforce credit against them. Thus, says
Brewer (1982: 197-8), “The middling sort or bourgeoisie,” “men of
moveable property, members of professions, tradesmen and shop-
keepers,” agitated to replace the old regime with “a broadly based
market and a more equitably grounded politics” — implicitly a class
struggle.

Mass consumerism also subverted qualitative divides between old
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regime status orders, introducing finer, diffuser, quantitative measures
of wealth. As a contemporary put it:

In England the several ranks of men slide into each other almost imperceptibly,
and a spirit of equality runs through every part of their constitution. Hence
arises a strong emulation in all the several stations and conditions to vie with
each other; and the perpetual restless ambition in each of the inferior ranks to
raise themselves to the level of those immediately above them. In such a state
as this fashion must have uncontrolled sway. And a fashionable luxury must
spread through it like a contagion. [Quoted by McKendrick 1982: 83, 11]

Plumb suggests that “fashion’ contained an ideology of “improve-
ment”:

“Improvement” was the most over-used word of eighteenth-century England -
landscapes, gardens, agriculture, science, manufacture, music, art, literature,
instruction both secular and religious, were constantly described as im-
proved . . . after “improvement,” the phrase in which salesmen put their faith
was “new method,” after that “latest fashion”...quite humble activities
played their part in the acceptance of modernity and of science: growing
auriculas or cucumbers, crossing greyhounds with bulldogs, giving a child a
microscope or a pack of geographical playing cards, taking a look at the first
kangaroo seen in England or to watch a balloon rise in the skies did much to
create one of the greatest revolutions in human life. [1982: 332-3]

Historians of ideas often ask: Why no Enlightenment in England,
unlike France or Scotland? They conclude that as England was actually
modern, it did not need a modernizing ideology. But perhaps England
did declaim the Enlightenment — as advertising slogans. The “English
Enlightenment”™ was less philosophy and formal ideology than shaving,
dressing, and mourning its dead, implicitly encouraging principles of
merit, utility, and reason rather than the particularisms of status and
corporate privilege.

McKendrick and his collaborators argue there was petit bourgeois
economic subversion, not frontal class attack. But could the old regime
take this on board without jettisoning its interests? Essential to the
consumer economy were infrastructures of discursive communication.
How did these articulate class interests?

A revolution in ideological power

Throughout the West, discursive literacy was greatly expanding through
the nine infrastructures listed in Chapter 2. As elsewhere, churches
provided the first and most enduring boost, then British expansion
added the commercial capitalist track of “print capitalism.” Did this
divide petite bourgeoisie from old regime, encouraging distinct class
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identities, as McKendrick and his collaborators suggest, or did it
integrate them?

The lowest level of literacy, signing one’s name in the marriage
register, had risen in the eighteenth century to around 60 percent for
men and 45 percent for women (Schofield 1981; West 1985). It was
substantially higher in commercial towns than in the countryside or
industrial towns, especially among artisans and merchants (Houston
1982a, 1982b). More significant was the spread of discursive literacy.
Religious homilies provided most best-sellers, then narrative moral-
izing novels, especially among women, and men read nonfiction books,
newspapers, periodicals, and pamphlets. A Birmingham bookseller
boasted in 1787 that his stock consisted of 30,000 volumes, and that
100,000 books and pamphlets were read in Birmingham every month —
two items per inhabitant (Money 1977: 121). The reading of discursive
texts and the writing of letters filtered down to farming and petit
bourgeois families and then to servants. Market-attuned writers and
publishers strove for messages of broad social appeal, embodying uni-
versal values (Cranfield 1962, 1978; Watt 1963; Wiles 1968; Brewer
1976: 139-53, 1982; Money 1977; 52-79).

Newspapers and periodicals grew more than tenfold over the century.
Aimed first at old regime and merchants (shipping movements were
newspaper staples), they spread downward. By the 1760s, newspapers
were in fifty-five provincial towns, and London had four dailies, five
or six triweeklies (also circulating in the provinces), and many more
weeklies and fortnightlies. Annual sales of dailies exceeded 10 million
(Cranfield 1962: 175-6). Readership appeals were broadly addressed
“to the worthy Body of Merchants and Citizens,” ‘“Gentlemen,
Tradesmen and Others,” and “all Persons of all Orders and either
Sex.” The provincial press was wary of politics and did not have leader
columns until the 1790s, and government bribes ensured that conser-
vative views circulated widely. But most circulation was among middling
provincial readers who affirmed “‘the Radical principle that every indi-
vidual had a right to a knowledge of affairs of state” (Cranfield 1962:
184, 273). Short pamphlets sold 500 to 5,000 copies by the 1770s, and
handbills and cartoons reached much larger numbers. A copy of a
newspaper or pamphlet might be read and discussed by twenty to fifty
persons.

There were about 600 libraries and subscription book clubs by 1800,
with perhaps 50,000 members spread among gentlemen, professionals,
merchants, manufacturers, and securer artisans. Dissenters were over-
represented and women were seriously underrepresented, with most of
their reading private (Kaufman 1967: 30-2). More numerous were
inns and taverns, coffeehouses, clubs, barbershops, and wig-making
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establishments, all stocking newspapers, periodicals, and pamphlets
and serving as debating centers. In 1739, London had 551 coftee-
houses and 654 inns and taverns (Money 1977: 98-120; Brewer 1982:
203-30). Most claimed to bridge ranks, bringing together gentlemen,
professionals, tradesmen, and educated artisans and developing rituals
of fraternity (there were few women). Visitors from continental Europe
commented on their openness to middling groups compared to clubs
back home.

Something new had emerged: As in the later Roman Empire (see
Volume I, Chapter 10) an interstitial communications network centered
on traders, manufacturers, and artisans, this time with more evenly
diffused infrastructures of discursive communication. It amounted
to a revolution in ideological power relations: a potent means of
passing messages around a diffuse network, inherently difficult for any
authoritative regime to control. Regimes attempted censorship and
licensing and restricted assembly and discussion. But states had few
infrastructures outside tax gathering. Churches could exercise more
effective formal or informal censorship, but all censorship remained
partial. These infrastructures were up for grabs by contending power
actors.

McKendrick, Brewer, and Plumb (1982, especially Brewer) believe
they encouraged radical petit bourgeois politics — much as I showed
Roman networks activating the subversive religion of Christianity.
Emerging groups in Rome had been denied access not only to office in
the empire but also to official culture and community associations.
Thus they developed ideologies that ran counter to official imperial
ones. But there was no such segregation in eighteenth-century England.
The petite bourgeoisie was not consistently deprived of voting and
political office (as we shall see later). It participated in the same
economy and culture, read the same printed documents, joined similar
clubs, and discussed the same ideas.

These infrastructures expanded from old regime networks, just as
mass consumerism expanded from its consumption. True, they often
discussed more leveling doctrines than suited the regime. But they
implied three sets of class relations: national cooperation between
modernizing old regime and bourgeois and petit bourgeois factions;
local-regional cross-class organization, counterregime in some newer
manufacturing areas (like Manchester), more cooperative elsewhere;
and petit bourgeois class organization in alliance with radical artisans.

This combination produced ambiguous “impure” ideologies. At one
extreme a combative sense of class identity and opposition to the old
regime formed among a smallish radical petite bourgeoisie, especially
among independent artisans. They identified themselves proudly in
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newspapers and pamphlets as the “industrious classes.” The label, like
“nation” and “people,” included only those of independent means
and education, excluding laborers (dependent on others for their sub-
sistence). It comprised independent capitalists who also worked,
whether as masters or as artisans, as opposed to the supposedly idle
and parasitic rentiers, office placemen, and East India nabobs who
used capital passively. “Old corruption” exploited the diligence of
others and encouraged dependence on patronage. Commerce was free
if left open to the market and to work, corrupt if commanded by
particularistic patronage. A Birmingham radical paper described two
candidates in an election with metaphors drawn from a booming con-
sumer industry, horse racing. The race was between “Mr. Kelly’s horse
Independency, got by Freedom upon Commerce, and Mr. Rous’ black
horse Nabob, descended from a bloody shoulder’d Arabian, full brother
to tyranny and corruption, back’d by Lord Jaghire and other Asiatic
sportsmen” (Money 1977: 105).

This was petit bourgeois ideology, even at times suggesting a “‘trans-
cendent” image of an alternative society. Newman (1987) shows that
this class ideology entwined with Protestantism and nationalism, now
encouraged by geopolitical rivalry with France. As old regime culture
had cosmopolitan and French overtones, petit bourgeois resentments
acquired national coloration. English sincerity, bluntness, and hard
work and Protestant simplicity contrasted with French aristocratic
Catholic luxury, decadence, superciliousness, and idleness. The virtue
of England lay in its “people,” principally its petite bourgeoisie.

Yet such elements of class ideology could not form a totality, for
they coexisted with conceptions more congenial to the old regime. Both
included overlapping versions of the “‘Protestant constitution.” After a
fierce by-election Birmingham manufacturers and tradesmen captured
the Warwick County seat from the county gentry. Yet their MP
promptly pledged to support

the Laws and Liberties of this Country upon the solid principles of our most
excellent Constitution, by preventing . . . every inroad to innovation and abuse
which designing or visionary men propose, and . . . by promoting the commer-
cial interests of this extended Empire in which this County claims so consider-
able a share. [Money 1977: 211]

Here Birmingham and petit bourgeois interests were seen as realizable
within the framework of the old “commercial” regime and the con-
stitution. Alternative transcendent ideologies could not easily flourish.
Later chapters show this became less so in America or France.
Principled, moral-ideological but ambiguous messages were also
carried by churches and sects. Dissenters were 10 percent of the popu-
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lation and more than 20 percent of regular church attenders (Currie et al.
1977: 25). They first recruited among the poor and uneducated, then
became more petit bourgeois, with small businessmen and self-employed
artisans overrepresented (Gilbert 1976: 59-67). But sects varied and
some were predominantly workers. A more elevated “Rational Dis-
sent” movement printed best-selling pamphlets, sponsored subscrip-
tion libraries, literary and philosophical societies, dispensaries, and
schools (Seed 1985). A few sects chose radical politics, mostly the
working-class ones. More generally many Whig politicians depended
on radical dissent to get elected. Yet Wesley (a Tory) and most chapel
leaders steered their congregations away from national politics (Ward
1973: 70-104). Dissent was varied, more involved in local community
activism than national politics, by no means a “religion of consolation”
for the oppressed (as suggested by E. P. Thompson).

The established church was also becoming more varied. Although
much of its hierarchy was identified as “old corruption,” Evangelicals
were active in humanitarian causes, occasionally in political reform.
Overall, the more active religious communities centered on family and
local community concerns. This generated political diversity and more
cross-class and local-regional than class ideologies. Along with most
discursive infrastructures, churches fostered more class cooperation
and local-regionalism than conflict. What kind of state were such
diverse politics addressed toward?

Political sovereignty and representation

All European states had established basic territorial sovereignty by
about 1700. State writs, tax collectors, and recruiting officers had
fanned out over their territories. Their foreign embassies enjoyed
special “‘extraterritorial” status negotiated with other sovereign states;
there were agreements over frontier waterways and seacoasts; their
generals were monopolizing military power and their statesmen diplo-
macy. Sovereignty cohered around the person of the monarch, his
family, and his clients — approximating a ‘“‘state elite,” as emphasized
by the elitist school of state theory discussed in Chapter 3. Sovereignty
was wielded domestically and geopolitically by a sovereign.

But the effective scope of sovereignty remained narrow. States had
virtually no rights of interference in what were termed ‘“‘private”-
property relations and laid no claim to ultimate knowledge and
meaning — hence the contemporary distinction between state and civil
society. State infrastructural powers were mostly for erratic execution
of justice, maintenance of minimal order, tax levying, and recruitment
of soldiers and sailors. There were few infrastructures to implement
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any further policy goals, though these were often proclaimed. To
implement actual policy, the sovereign had to cooperate with a much
larger political penumbra, composed of semiautonomous notable
courtiers or parliamentarians. These also enjoyed property rights over
offices of state and they dominated provincial administration.

Hence we are not dealing with a single, unitary state in this period.
Its unity and cohesion were reduced in two ways. First, the total
state — court, parliamentary assemblies, and the various administrative
tiers — was effectively dual. There were really two states, a potentially
autonomous monarchical elite in the center and a set of radial networks
stretching between that center and civil society that I term, following
Weber, parties. Eighteenth-century parties principally organized rela-
tions with and among dominant classes and secondarily with and among
churches. Second, these parties rendered the state polymorphous,
crystallizing in plural forms as party networks, lying both outside and
inside state institutions, mobilized to influence them. The greater the
variety and scope of state functions, potentially the more parties and
the more polymorphous the state. Eighteenth-century state functions
and parties were relatively few, yet there were “ins” and ‘“‘outs,”
“court” and “‘country” parties organizing rivalries between and within
elites and parties. Because transnational churches had long penetrated
more intensively into localities than states did, state intervention
in religion had hitherto generated the most agitated politicization,
boosting representative pressures through the seventeenth century.
Now European and colonial society was rather apolitical.

Notables were politicized. In despotic monarchies the court and
royal administration were the political institution in which elites and
parties interacted. In more representative regimes courtiers were sub-
ordinated to parties of parliamentary notables. Through the eighteenth
century, the British state developed an embryo form of party demo-
cracy. Its despotic power was restrained by legal, political, and admin-
istrative rights enjoyed most notably by the dominant classes and by
the established church. Legislatively (less so administratively) this was
a fairly centralized state in which sovereignty resided symbolically with
the “king in Parliament,” where parties openly competed, although
the king’s ministers could still usually “buy” a parliamentary majority.
Only at the end of the century could a genuinely oppositional party
win an election and form a government.

Effective sovereignty, backing constitutional doctrine with real state
infrastructural power to penetrate territories and mobilize resources,
thus rested on coordination between state elite and party networks.
The British state managed this, but not uniquely, as Table 4.2 shows.

British and (recently) Prussian state elites had centralized their rela-
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Table 4.2. Eighteenth-century relations between
states and dominant classes and clerics

Infrastructural relations with
dominant classes and clerics

Despotic power Centralized  Decentralized

High Prussia Austria, France
Low Britain American colonies

tions with parties of dominant classes and clerics, bringing them right
into the state. Though the power base of dominant classes remained
local, some collective organization was central — in Prussia, inside
the royal administration (and increasingly in the universities), and in
Britain, inside Parliament and through office “ownership.” By con-
trast, the powers of Austrian notables and churches were expressed
more autonomously through provincial diets and administrations,
mostly distinct from royal administration; and in France they were
largely organized outside monarchical institutions, enjoying privileged
exemption from political obligations. These central states were more
controlled by a dynastic “elite” than jointly by state elite and class
clerical “‘parties.”

Thus the infrastructural power of eighteenth-century states correlated
less with despotism by the dynastic elite than with the ability to co-
ordinate centrally party relations involving dominant classes. Chapter
11 shows that the eighteenth-century British and Prussian states could
extract a higher proportion of national income for state expenses.
Prussia was absolutist, Britain was not. The decisive difference from
Austria and France lay not in their degree of despotic power but rather
in the embedding of their states in the collective organization of domi-
nant classes. Their state elites were actually less autonomous. The
Austrian and French state elites were more autonomous; they were
“suspended” above, relatively insulated from their civil societies.
Despite the rival polemics of true elitist and class theories, states are
simultaneously centralized actors and places where civil society rela-
tions are coordinated. As in most times and places, eighteenth-century
state autonomy indicated more weakness than strength.

It also meant Austrian and French state institutions might be less
adept at coping with new pressures coming from their civil societies.
The British and Prussian states had stabilized institutions that directly
“represented” dominant classes and churches. Thus if civil society
began to generate new, broader pressures, these could potentially
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feed through parties directly into central state institutions. In Prussia
those pressures fed through administrative institutions. In Britain they
mostly fed through Parliament and its embryo party democracy. Who
did Parliament represent?

Did the state’s representative crystallization divide old regime from
petite bourgeoisie and contribute to conflict between classes? Most
petit bourgeois men were excluded from voting and office holding (as
were all women), and the conflicts leading to the Great Reform Act of
1832 are often portrayed as class struggle. Yet British political institu-
tions were particularistic. About 500,000 propertied males {15 percent
of adult males) could vote and hold office. Franchise inequities were
grounded in custom and geography as well as class discrimination.
Borough electorates varied from the 12,000 ratepayers of Westminster
to the zero electorate of Old Sarum, whose patron could allocate the
seat as he pleased. By 1830, fifty-six borough seats owned by patrons
or corporations had fifty or fewer voters; yet forty-three had more
than 1,000 voters, and seven had more than 5,000. Uneven population
growth left newer towns like Birmingham, Manchester, and Leeds
unrepresented, though their forty-shilling freeholders could vote in
surrounding county constituencies. The worst-off region was Scotland,
with only 4,500 voters; yet the Welsh franchise was broader than the
English (Brock 1973: 20, 312).

Thus the franchise was a mess. The more propertied petits bourgeois
were variably enfranchised; the remainder, in newer manufacturing
towns, were excluded, as were artisans almost everywhere; older ports,
county towns, and small towns were more varied. Overall only a
minority had the vote but many more were ‘“virtually represented”
by participating in long-established segmental patron-client networks.
Many might operate comfortably through existing “‘parties,” as we saw
in Birmingham-Warwickshire. Thus some messages flowing through
petit bourgeois communications networks would be aired in Parlia-
ment. They could not easily embody the grand politicized principles of
excluded classes.

Thus even radicals felt the lure of two rival politics. First was
a tradition of struggle for (individual) civil citizenship centering on
Parliament, the law courts, and Protestant dissent — the first two inside
the regime, the third on its respectable periphery. They could ally with
“out” parliamentary factions, with lawyers, and with popular chauvin-
ism. Englishmen were not “slaves” or “‘papists,” nor did they wear the
“wooden shoes” of less free countries. They had a “birthright” of
liberty, even the regime acknowledged. The jurist Blackstone defined
liberty of the subject in terms of civil citizenship: freedom of the
person and private property, enforceable against the monarch, the
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great, or anyone else, primarily in the law courts and by petitioning
crown and Parliament for redress of grievances (Gash 1986: 11).
Second, if this proved insufficient, petit bourgeois radicals could
demand “reform” - political citizenship for the “people.” Few wanted
full “democracy.” They argued for a property qualification, to give all
independent men a ‘“‘stake in the nation,” and in a sovereign but
limited party democracy.

Both rhetorics spread unevenly through localities and regions, com-
peting for the souls of emerging classes. Whereas the Birmingham
petite bourgeoisiec was split between the two, Manchester and Sheffield
were attracted more by reform. There was not much British “genius
for compromise” in this. True, Britain was constitutional, giving uni-
versal minimal (predominantly civil) rights, but the dividing, and
eventual compromising, of potentially subversive class ideologies was
primarily the unintended consequence of the mess that was the British
franchise. As yet we have seen little economic bite given to class
resentments. Most petit bourgeois interests were apparently being
serviced already, by however ‘“‘unrepresentative” a state, although
this appearance misleads, as I have not yet touched on the political
economy of the state.

Could the old regime have lasted much longer? In other countries,
segmental patronage politics has been long-lived. Mouzelis (1986) ob-
serves that Latin American and Balkan commercialization and urban-
ization developed quasi-parliamentary institutions that survived for
a considerable period before industrialization. Traditional oligarchies
were faced by rising commercial classes not powerful enough to capture
state power yet capable of disruption. The oligarchies developed two
strategies of segmental incorporation: clientelism and populism. In
clientelism, particularism was widened so that local oligarchies could
“speak for” clients with a more popular base, whereas populist leaders
who could control mass followings were admitted into power sharing.
Mouzelis argues that such politics still dominates in parliamentary
regimes in semideveloped countries. But he believes the evenness of
British commercialization and industrialization created a civil society
too powerful for the existing regime and classes too powerful for
patronage.

Clientelism did decline in Britain (although it never disappeared),
and populism never assumed importance. Was the decline of seg-
mental and the rise of extensive and political class organization the
inevitable outcome of deep-seated evolutionary or revolutionary pro-
cesses? I will give a very qualified answer. I start by noting that
evolutionary (or revolutionary) theories explaining politics in terms of
economic and class development neglect the particularity of states.
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European states had long been rather feeble. Even in the eighteenth
century their scope remained narrow; they did not do much. The
British king in Parliament headed the established church, conducted
foreign policy, defended the realm (especially in Ireland), made law,
enforced minimal public order and charity, and collected taxes. The
church was in practice largely autonomous and at its higher levels
rather somnolent. Foreign policy rarely concerned many on the main-
land. The realm was not threatened after 1745; there was mainland
consensus over Ireland; most defense was entrusted to a navy sta-
tioned abroad; most public order and charity were delegated to local
authorities, secular and sacred.

Thus much legislation was particularistic, as the acts passed in
1763-4 reveal. “Private acts” permitted, for example, the executors of
John Newport to lease his estate during his lunacy and dissolved the
marriage of John Weller. But most “public acts” were not much
broader. Tax legislation involved the levy of 2d. Scots or 1/6d. sterling
on every pint of ale sold at Dunbar, as well as general customs and
excise duties. Public order concerned the rebuilding of the road from
Shitlingford to Reading as well as renewing the Mutiny Act. Of the 176
statutes of this session, 145 were aimed at local and personal matters
(Gash 1986: 14). Few were implemented by centralized bureaucracies,
far more by local notables holding (often owning) public office, mobil-
izing segmental patron-client relations. The relationship of the state to
class interests was problematic. It possessed too few infrastructural
powers to be much concerned with general economic development or
the regulation of class struggle.

Why would the excluded masses want participation in this particu-
laristic state? They rarely had in the past (except where mobilized by
religious ideologies). Emerging capitalist classes at first showed little
interest. But when they did, the principal medium through which
state and class struggle became linked was the issue then labeled
“economic reform.” This takes us to the particularistic heart of
eighteenth-century state institutions, away from the notion that pure
economic or class conflict became inevitably politicized.

The political economy of the state

Old regime states were not merely political but also economical:
They distributed economic patronage; they taxed and borrowed. Both
revenue and expenditure offered financial benefit to those who con-
trolled the state and costs to those who did not. Access to the spoils of
office and to the terms of government bonds and privileged exemption
from taxation were the most important reasons for political activity.
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Exclusion from these benefits in a period of rising state expenditures
was the most important reason for wanting reform and for activating
networks of discursive literacy to demand it.

There was less sale of offices, tax farming, and conferment of eco-
nomic privilege in Britain than in France. Yet, on the expenditure
side, similar practices existed, if on a smaller scale. Perhaps half the
16,000 civil offices of state were distributed by patronage. The best
church livings went to relations and clients of political patrons. Pro-
motion in the army and navy was swifter for an officer with a powerful
patron. Government granted privileges and monopolies in colonial
commerce. Membership of either house helped; support for the king’s
ministers helped more, for the Hanoverian kings were the fountain-
head of office and honor and they personally scrutinized them.

On the revenue side the British state was not very corrupt, but it
was regressive. About a quarter of revenue was borrowed (more
in wartime) organized into a national credit system by the Bank of
England from 1697. Taxation made up the rest, falling predominantly
upon trade, through customs and excise taxes, backed up by land
taxes. (See Table 11.6.) It allowed few exemptions, though revenue
officers themselves benefited. But there were political choices between
land taxes, at the direct expense of landowners (and indirectly of
tenants and laborers), customs, and excise taxes, borne most visibly by
commercial interests, though affecting the masses because generally
regressive and levied on subsistence goods, and credit, benefiting the
wealthy who could save, at the expense of the rest, who could not.
Regressiveness worsened during wartime but seemed most regressive
immediately after wars, when taxes remained high in order to repay
bondholders. These choices divided classes and sectors who might
assert self-interest in principled, constitutional terms.

At first, fiscal issues fed into an embryo party democracy, not through
dissident classes but through segmental parties of “ins” and “‘outs.”
Their faction fighting had earlier generated principled ideologies of
“court” and ‘“‘country” or of religions, but these declined through
the eighteenth century. Dissenters and Catholics remained “outs.”
Though voting restrictions were being removed, Catholics remained
excluded from the legislature and both religions from public office and
the universities (and therefore from law and medicine). With this
exception, conflict of the king, his permanent majority in the Lords,
and his ministerial faction in the Commons against the Commons
opposition concerned patronage more than principle. As ideology
weakened, local-regional patronage had sewn up more constituencies.
Contested elections became fewer and turnout declined between 1715
and 1760; then they increased, for reasons I will explore (Holmes



114 The rise of classes and nation-states

1976; Speck 1977: 146-7, 163; Clark 1985: 15-26). Before the 1760s,
politics concerned segmental parties arguing over spoils, though with
potentially more principled, “excluded” classes and religions lurking
outside.

The largest Commons party comprised 200-250 “outs,” independent
country gentlemen, outside national spoils though holding local office
as justices of the peace, and land tax commissioners. They favored low
taxes and denounced ministerial corruption and “despotism.” Yet they
included an old Tory faction and favored church and king against
“radicals.” Then came the 100 or so members of the court and treasury
party — civil servants, courtiers, merchants, lawyers, and military
officers seeking preferment, sinecures, or honors. Most offered loyalty
to ministries and king. Finally came 100—-150 political activists — land-
owning faction leaders and their clients who provided ministers and
orators, the famous men of the period. Few were like Edmund Burke,
declaiming consistent principles. Most articulated principle as they
generalized the problems of office or of exclusion from office and of
revenue interests. They represented perhaps 200 ruling families. The
independents represented 5,000-7,000 gentry families and, together
with the treasury party, the 3,000-4,000 families of richer merchants,
tradesmen, and professionals. In total the parties directly represented
the material interests of perhaps 1 percent of British families (Smith
1972: 68-102).

These parties then competed, sometimes perfunctorily, for the sup-
port of the 15 percent of men who could vote. The remaining 85
percent were their segmental clients or powerless. This was not a
democracy, but it had stably institutionalized political contestation. As
Dahl (1971) observes, this was of supreme importance because it is the
usual first step toward the achievement of democracy in the world.
Britain had the rudiments of party democracy. But we must also
note the important fact that the excluded 85 percent were not simply
defined by class. Thus institutionalized contestation was not totally
closed to rising classes. But, as yet, parties and rising classes showed
little interest in each other.

Government depended on party contests over what I term in Chapter
3 “particularistic embedding.” The king’s ministers had to preserve
court and treasury spoils, bribe “in” factions yet satisfy “outs” with
low taxes, national success, and adherence to the Protestant constitu-
tion, and avoid too much overt discontent among the “excludeds.”
Most governments succeeded rather well and became admired through-
out Europe as stable, balanced, and modern. Yet these qualities arose
as factions institutionalized and embedded corruption. It was “old
corruption.”
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It came to be denounced as such only because two pressures con-
joined — the fiscal pressures of militarism and the emergence of ideo-
logies linking these to political exclusion. Between 1760 and 1832, they
fused in economic and political reform, intensifying political struggle
between parties that became less segmental, half like classes led by
ideologists espousing principles. The fiscal-military pressures came in
three waves: the aftermath of the Seven Years’ War, the American
Revolution, and the French Revolution and the Napoleonic Wars.
Through these wars many old regime members themselves came to
lobby for a more modern state. Under geopolitical pressures, their
modernizing principles became joined to those of the predominantly
excluded petite bourgeoisie, the “nation without doors.”

War and reform, 1760-1815

Abroad, the British state had crystallized as essentially militarist. Wars
made Britain “Great.” The Seven Years’ War ended in 1763 with
glorious success and a massive empire. The loss of the American
colonies during 1776-83 was recompensed by final triumph in the
French Revolution and Napoleonic Wars lasting from 1792 to 1815.
These massive wars had the normal historical effects on state finances
documented in Volume I, for Britain magnified out of all its historical
experience by becoming a great imperial Power. As the wars started,
expenditures more than doubled, at first entirely the result of military
expenses. Then debt repayments took over and lasted well into peace-
time. Wartime surges then settled back, but always at a higher level
than before the war. Over the period the state trebled in financial size,
more than double national economic growth. As Table 11.3 reveals,
in peacetime the British central state extracted about 11 percent of
national income, in wartime at least 22 percent, and in the Napoleonic
Wars well over 30 percent. Moreover, most exactions were regressive
and divisive, through indirect taxes and borrowing.

How could this militarist state now fail to be relevant to social life?
The sudden surges created political problems more acute than anything
that the slow Industrial Revolution could throw at the state. Yet the
state did raise money to win the wars, and defeat in North America did
not cause much trouble at home. The wars never caused actual regime
breakdown, as in the American colonies, France, and some Austrian
provinces. In comparative terms the fiscal-military crisis, as in Prussia,
was only moderate. That was principally because parties were already
institutionalized in the sovereign decision-making bodies of this state
and, under pressure, could bend and extend, without breaking the
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state apart. Militarism could be handled by a rudimentary but sovereign
party democracy.

Moderate pressures developed moderate reform politics in two
phases. The regime itself was most concerned at costs at their highest
point, during wars, and sought then to improve administrative and
fiscal efficiency. During successful wars taxpayers grumbled but paid
up extra taxes. It was in the second phase, with the war ended but
taxpayers subsidizing bondholders, that radical reformers arose. The
level of taxes as a proportion of gross national product did not signifi-
cantly rise through this period (overall revenue did), but because the
taxes were especially regressive in the aftermath of war, the proportion
then taken from middling and poorer classes’ incomes rose. Popular
discontent resulted.

Reformers from both old regime “ins” and ‘“outs” and from more
radical “excludeds,” passing messages and principles across cross-class
ideological power networks, produced a movement for economic reform
around the fringes of the regime. “Ins” sought administrative improve-
ments to cut costs; “outs” railed at corruption and particularism;
“excludeds,” encouraged by the factionalism above them, began to
demand popular fiscal control. As we see in Chapter 15, “excludeds”
became enraged as taxes got more regressive. The state and class had
mattered little to most people in the mid-eighteenth century; by 1815,
the state mattered considerably and was organizing class exploitation
on a national scale. Military-fiscal extraction drove forward a political
and national class struggle.

The wars varied in popularity and ideology. The Seven Years’ War
was a traditional war among Great Powers with dynastic rulers. It
was faintly religious, mostly ranging Protestant against Catholic. Yet,
unlike later wars, it involved no divisive political ideologies. The in-
strumental rationality of the participants made it a “limited war”
(Mann 1988b). In Britain the propertied “people” generally supported
the war; the “populace” still lacked more than local organization.
Politics concerned only strategy and whether peace was being too
hurriedly sought and the burdens were reluctantly accepted until
after war ended. But in the mid-1760s, the war over, “outs” and
“excludeds” wanted cheaper government. When it did not arrive, they
denounced corruption. Some also wanted franchise reform. Ministries
responded by escalating patronage and coercion. The cry of despotism
was added.

The county of Middlesex had a broad franchise and John Wilkes
as its MP. In 1763, he was arrested for publishing seditious libels.
Claiming parliamentary privilege, with support from “out” factions, he
successfully challenged his arrest, proceeding to legal victories against
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government press harassment and forcing publication of House of
Commons debates. Though centering on civil citizen rights, Wilkes
also activated a national organization with widespread urban support
for franchise reform, shorter parliaments, the exclusion of placeholders
from the Commons, and curbs on ministerial authority. In the early
1770s, it supported the rebellious Americans. The London leadership
was

exemplified by the newspaper proprietor, the printer of cartoons, the producer
of artefacts, the brewer, the tavern proprietor, and the city merchant, all of
whose conceptions of politics differed substantially from that of the political
elite. Thanks to Wilkes, these men, ... of little political significance before
1750, came into their own during the 1760s. [Brewer 1976: 268; cf. Christie
1962]

Alarmed government agents reported that ‘“‘sober discreet master
traders and artificers” supported Wilkes (Christie 1982: 75). Neither
Wilkes’s nor, later, Wyville’s organization contained many ordinary
artisans or laborers. Wilkes’s core was petit bourgeois, small and
middling merchants and tradesmen in London and other commercial
cities and lesser freeholders in urban and rural districts. Yet agitation
sometimes spread downward. Most arrested from London mobs were
artisans and laborers, often also protesting labor disputes (Rudé 1962:
172-90, 220-3). Both “people” and “populace” could be mobilized
but not yet together.

Wilkes’s organization centered on discursive literacy — on the dis-
tribution of printed handbills, pamphlets, and petitions. In 1769, 55,000
inhabitants of fifteen counties and twelve boroughs signed a petition to
free him from prison. Wilkes mobilized the towns; an “out” faction,
the Rockingham Whigs, mobilized counties. The regime was forced
to imitate, expanding its own publishing and petitioning enterprises.
Whig factions and ministries competed for popular support, Whigs
flirting with excluded radicals by proposing economical reform. By the
1790s, both sides were using mass mobilization tactics in Manchester
(Bohstedt 1983: 100-25). The first mass public of history, diffused
across an extensive society, was activated in Britain (and in America;
see Chapter 5).

Wilkes himself faded away in 1779, moving from “out” to “in” by
obtaining the profitable sinecure of chamberlain to the City of London.
His organization had been ambiguous, using both reform channels
identified earlier — popular press, petition, and mob, along with the
law and Parliament. Parliament might increase civil citizenship but
feared the mob and franchise extension. English lawyers were no
radicals, unlike some in France and America. They defended custom
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and precedent. They could secure rights within the ancient constitu-
tion, no more; and such has been the generally conservative role of
British law ever since. Wilkes’s movement was thus contradictory and
petit bourgeois radicals frightened off “out” sympathizers. Amid the
peaceful mid-1770s state expenditures declined, and with it, discontent.
The American war at first strengthened the government. But by
1779, British armies were foundering, France had declared war, and
the Irish Volunteer movement threatened rebellion. The war involved
high regressive taxation, disrupted trade, and seemed incompetently
run (although the logistics of a 3,000-mile supply line would have over-
strained any contemporary state). Taxes fueled demands for economic
reform. Discursive networks were again activated. A Birmingham
tavern and coffeehouse keeper announced a debate at his tavern in
verses evoking the conflict between taxpayers and bondholders. The
words he emphasized were those of an antiwar Commons motion:

...as a friend
To my country, the war I would wish at an end,
For taxes we find e’re the work is half finished,
Have increased, and increasing, and should be diminished.
But those who each year taste the sweets of the loan
Undoubtedly with the same work may go on.

[Money 1977: 104]

But this war, unlike the Seven Years’ War, also raised principles.
The American rebels mixed traditional defense against despotism with
claims for universal contractual rights. These resonated in the market
experience of property owners, in moral Protestantism, and in estab-
lished civil citizen rights. The colonists demanded “‘no taxation without
representation.” The regime countered by arguing that taxpayers
were ‘‘virtually represented”: MPs represented men of independence
and therefore indirectly represented the whole nation (Brewer 1976:
206-16). The Rockingham and Chatham Whigs had been out of office
long enough to have espoused principles. They proposed to reduce
crown influence by mixed economical and franchise reforms, barring
government contractors from sitting in the Commons and disenfran-
chising revenue officers.

The second radical movement, the Association movement led by the
Reverend Christopher Wyville, took off in 1779-80 (Christie 1962).
Committees of correspondence in nearly forty counties and boroughs
organized petitions for economical reform, mobilizing country “outs”
and “excluded” property owners. Wyville seems to have depended
more on religious radicals than Wilkes and he reckoned he received
disproportionate support from Dissenters. He linked up with radicals
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to press for annual elections and one hundred new county consti-
tuencies. But this worried his Rockingham Whig allies and some of his
own county associations. Even his astute leadership could not paper
over these cracks. The “outs” withdrew, leaving radical urban ‘“‘ex-
cludeds” in charge. They were finished off by the Gordon riots of June
1780 — pillaging and burning supposedly in defense of the Protestant
constitution against Catholics. The propertied drew together in fright,
compromised over minor economic reform, but backed off franchise
reform.

The French Revolution revived reform and radical discursive literacy,
typified by the mass organization the Society for Constitutional In-
formation. Tom Paine’s Rights of Man, published in 1791, sold a
phenomenal 200,000 copies by 1793. But the execution of Louis, the
Terror, and the successes of the revolutionary armies alienated “outs”
and propertied “excludeds.” Reform was forced back to artisan corre-
sponding societies. Wartime patriotism ground them into insignificance.
With the example of France before them, regime party disputes would
not at this point go principled. The very success of the French Revolu-
tion made a British bourgeois or petit bourgeois revolution (unlikely
anyway) impossible. Popular pamphlets congratulated Britain on
achieving prosperity and liberty without violence or leveling. As the
Anti-Gallican Songster of 1793 declaimed:

Long may Old England possess good cheer and jollity.
Liberty and property, and no equality.

[Dinwiddy 1988: 62]

The rise of Bonaparte lessened fear of revolution but worsened
geopolitical danger. The war, paid for by the masses, became almost
national, as it did in France. Some nationalism emerged, ill at ease
with corrupt and particularistic state administration. Ministries sought
economies. Pitt’s piecemeal reforms whittled away ‘““old corruption”
from the ministries prosecuting the war. Patronage remained in the
legal profession, church, India Company, and all those sinecures from
the Cinque Ports to the Band of State Pensioners, once the citadel of
the state, now its nooks and crannies. Corruption was difficult to defend
when citadel modernization was underway. The leading Conservative,
Lord Eldon, moaned, “Touch one atom and the whole is lost.” The
regime came to accept bureaucracy, accountability, and national uni-
formity (Rubinstein 1983). The nation-state was cultivated by economic
reform pressured by national war. (See Chapter 13 for administrative
details.)

Yet the link between economic reform and franchise reform had
been severed by the French bogey. The Foxite Whig party, out of
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power for two decades, developed principled opposition but would not
join with “excluded” radicals organized in corresponding societies and
Jacobin Clubs. Attempts at reform in Parliament brought only a hand-
ful of votes; class riots by urban poor and handloom weavers were
isolated and repressed.

Reform, not revolution, 1815-1832

War’s end again put reform on the agenda, ushering in the second
phase of the military-fiscal cycle. Direct military costs declined, but
peacetime debt repayments provoked. In 1816, the Commons abolished
income tax, a tax on the propertied, only increasing the regressive-
ness of the taxes paying off fundholders. Improvements in wartime
budgeting had exposed the costs of placeholding. Lord Liverpool’s
postwar government wished to cut costs, but its members benefited
from “old corruption.” Radical pamphlets claimed two hundred Tory
peers and bishops received upward of £2 million annually from sine-
cures, official salaries and offices, and church livings — more than from
their agricultural rent rolls — even without counting the pickings of the
India Company (Rubinstein 1983: 76—7). This was now widely defined
as corrupt, especially in the press. In 1820, Peel wrote:

Public opinion never had such influence on public measures, and yet never was
so dissatisfied with the share which it possessed. It is growing too large for the
channels that it had been accustomed to run through. .. the engineers that

made them never dreamt of various streams that are now struggling for a vent.
[Brock 1973: 16}

The Manchester Guardian, founded in 1821, and the Westminster
Review (1824), respectable reform journals circulating among edu-
cated people, confirmed Peel’s observation. Between 1819 and 1823,
Whig leaders committed themselves to franchise reform, though petit
bourgeois radicals still gave priority to economic reform. Cobbett’s
Political Register, “read in every ale-house,” hammered away: Parlia-
mentary reform was a means to an end — the elimination of corrupt
fundholders and “tax-eaters.” As the Extraordinary Black Book put
it in 1832: “Cheap government — cheap bread — cheap justice —
and industry unfettered and productive will reward our efforts in the
triumph of the Reform Bill” (Gash 1986: 45-6). Lord John Russell
wrote in 1823:

The few enthusiastic Jacobins of 1793 were converted, in 1817 and the fol-
lowing years, into hundreds and thousands of malcontents. The pressure of
sixty million taxes have indisposed more sound and loyal men to the constitu-
tion of their country, than the harangues of Citizen Brissot. .. could have
done in a hundred years. [Dinwiddy 1988: 70]
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But postwar discontent still met repression, supported by many re-
forming “outs.” To see how broader unity among reformers was built I
turn first to changes in popular movements.

As in most agrarian societies, normally the masses were incapable of
their own extensive or political organization. For an illiterate disen-
franchised populace, the best way to demonstrate grievance forcibly
was via the local mass procession leading to riot. Bohstedt (1983)
counted riots in England and Wales between 1790 and 1810. The most
common type, 39 percent, was over food, most protesting high prices.
Twenty-two percent had military targets — press gangs and quasi-
conscription methods. “Political and ideological” riots (Whig, Tory,
radical, and “king and country” mobs) comprised 10 percent, just
ahead of labor riots. The pattern in London differed. “Miscellaneous”
riots comprised 25 percent, directed at unpopular prominent persons,
helping prisoners escape from the authorities, or “occurring at
theaters.” Many of these should be added to the political and ideo-
logical category, bringing them from 14 percent to perhaps 25 percent
of London riots. Then came “brawls” (mostly Irish-English conflicts)
at 16 percent. There were far fewer food riots in London and slightly
more labor riots.

Food and military riots had the lowest social base, mobilizing the
ordinary populace. Women (who did the marketing) were also active
in food riots and participated in all but labor disputes (of employed
artisans and laborers). Political and ideological riots and “miscella-
neous” riots in London mixed petit bourgeois leaders and a rank
and file drawn from the populace. Riots intensively mobilized family,
street, and neighborhood. As we shall see in other countries and in
Chartism in Britain, this intensity could give an insurrectionary bite to
popular protest, more than in later periods.

But riots were rarely extensive. They were undercut by class differ-
ences. The “populace” rioted most over food and conscription, yet
these worried the “people” less. Farmers benefited from higher prices
and the petite bourgeoisic could afford them. Neither were likely
to be press-ganged. Labor disputes divided people from populace
because the former employed the latter. Such class divisions helped the
authorities activate segmental organizations and repress rioters. Only
some riots were even aimed at the state. Demonstrating workers often
petitioned the local regime to intervene against their employers. Most
food riots were apolitical. The bread riots of 1766 had been caused by
changes in customs regulations, which led grain middlemen to switch
to exporting. This raised bread prices in towns and among rural popu-
lations specializing in other produce. But the ensuing riots were aimed
not at the state but at visible market figures like millers and merchants,
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sometimes asking the local regime for help against them (Williams
1984; cf. Stevenson 1979: 91-112; Bohstedt 1983: 211-2, 296). The
authorities, not themselves attacked, were sometimes sympathetic.

These class and target differences among popular movements were
the decisive, organizational cause of the lack of political revolution in
Britain. Yet they have been neglected by historians committing their
characteristic vice: leaving implicit in their writings the theoretical
and political assumptions of the twentieth century. They assume class
struggle must have involved politics in the eighteenth and early nine-
teenth centuries, just as it does in the twentieth. On the one hand,
Marxian historians like E. P. Thompson (1963) and Foster (1974)
exaggerate political radicalism among the populace, or they explain its
failure by exaggerating consoling ideologies like Methodism. On the
other hand, conservatives like Clark (1985) and Christie (1984) assume
the absence of revolution must be due to the opposite: political con-
tentment, deference, and material well-being. Let us consider Christie’s
book, which explicitly addresses the question of why there was no
revolution in Britain.

Christie mobilizes various conservative arguments drawn from
twentieth-century experience. A revolution was averted, he argues,
because Britain was a society of plural, not qualitative, stratification
(the twentieth-century ‘“‘decline of class); of deference for squire,
church, and king (the “deferential Tory voter”); of rising prosperity
(““post—World War II affluence”); of a generous Poor Law (the “welfare
state”); and of legitimate workmen’s combinations (‘““institutionaliza-
tion of industrial conflict”). These are pertinent to the twentieth century
because all relate everyday life experience to the state. National strati-
fication structures, universal suffrage, national political parties, a
government-regulated economy, welfare state, and institutionalized
union-management relations all embed national politics in popular
practical experience.

Some of Christie’s arguments apply also to the eighteenth century,
but rarely to the British state. The Poor Law was important in popular
economic life, although it appeared local rather than national. Plural
distinctions in wealth, reproduced by the market, and the absence of
legal privilege meant that material issues did not necessarily involve
reform of the state — as they did in France, where legal privilege per-
meated the economy. Other Christie arguments barely apply to the
eighteenth century. He exaggerates prosperity, which scarcely touched
most of the populace. If the die was so cast for conservatism, why was
there such a Chartist insurrection from below in the 1830s and 1840s?
(See Chapter 15.) And if material prosperity prevented revolution,
why did one occur in the most prosperous country in the world
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(America), and in the second most prosperous country in Europe
(France)? Periods of slump, bad harvests, and severe price rises did
lead to popular discontent in all three countries. Only in the French
countryside in 1788~9 was this causally related to revolution — for a
political reason peculiar to France. To improve their lot, the French
peasantry attacked their lords’ legal privileges and this involved a
frontal assault on the state.

But the economic condition of the British populace had no great
relevance to political power, one way or the other. Usually they ap-
peared content and deferential, but this was not why the regime
survived. At other times they switched to insolence and riot; but as we
have seen, their collective riots and class grievances were only rarely
directed against the state, only rarely involved all their class, and only
rarely allied them with discontented, politically excluded elements of
the propertied “people.” Their level of contentment had little to do
with it. The “people” controlled segmentally most of the extensive and
political organizations of protest, centering on networks of discursive
literacy. Most “populace” discontent was channeled through them; it
was not yet extensively or politically organized. This was sufficient
cause of the absence of revolutionary movements in Britain before
Chartism.

Nevertheless, organizational changes were under way. Food riots
were declining, labor and political disputes increasing. Manufacturing
districts were taking the lead from London and the commercial towns.
New factory towns terrified old regime observers, especially religious
ones. Their descriptions invoked the worst analogies they could draw
upon. Factories were like the fires of hell, tended by the working
damned — men, women, and children, except that in their previous
images of hell, little children had never been among the damned.
The towns smoked and stank like battlefields, dotted with degraded,
drunken survivors. Rapid population growth had brought disorder,
irreligion, and the “dangerous classes.” They were ‘“‘dangerous” pre-
cisely because they were initially outside of the regime’s segmental
organizations. Even the army had only small numbers quartered in the
industrial areas, and they had to counter more organized protests and
demonstrations.

Mass processions turning to riot gave way to mass meetings addressed
by agitators presenting resolutions and petitions, coordinated region-
ally, even nationally. Journalists joined their platforms and publicized
grievances and regime atrocities. The word “Peterloo” was a jour-
nalist’s invention to convey how British troops had perverted their
victory at Waterloo by their ferocity four years later in dispersing a
demonstration is St. Peter’s Square, Manchester. Mass demonstrations
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and press campaigns expanded discursive infrastructures across and
down the nation. The American and French revolutions had expanded
the dual organization of printed word and oral assembly. (See the next
two chapters.) British radical leaders like Place, Hunt, Cobbett, and
O’Connor circulated reform proposals as radical as any French revolu-
tionary of the period 1789-90. But “‘confronting an undefeated and
potentially repressive government the only option to fruitless rebellion
was organisation,” says Stevenson (1979: 317) — plus appearing mod-
erate. They restrained alternative principles and demanded limited
economic and political reform backed by the “language of menace.”
Old regime modernizers and substantial petits bourgeois argued they
could not preserve local-regional order until property was fully repre-
sented. Respectable rational reform and popular agitation remained
separate but developed symbiosis through the 1820s, both with more
national and class, less segmental, and local-regional organization.
Then came a breakthrough in ideological power. In the American
and French wars the enemy had been secular. Religion was no longer
a geopolitical threat. Dissenters and Catholics had shown wartime
loyalty, and laws against them had not been enforced for decades.
Governing Ireland was widely acknowledged to be made more difficult
by discrimination against Catholics, and the moral decay of the hier-
archy of the established church was widely publicized. Bills for repeal
of Test and Corporation Acts against Dissenters and for Catholic
emancipation got nearer success. O’Connell’s landslide victory in the
County Clare election of 1828 made a mockery of the law: A Catholic
could be popularly elected but not take his seat. Catholics might sweep
the Irish seats at the next election. The Tory duke of Wellington
moved to forestall such a constitutional crisis. His emancipation bill
passed in 1829. The old regime abandoned its Protestant soul as well as
potent segmental controls over the souls of its subjects (Clark 1985).
Whig modernizers were emboldened. Once in government, they
presented a reform bill in the 1830-1 session. Grey and his cabinet
were determined and the popular movement had strengthened as artisan
discursive networks, friendly societies, and unions had expanded (see
Chapter 15). The Whigs used the mass demonstrations to pressure
both houses. For the first time, there was actual collusion between an
old regime faction and an “excluded” popular movement. But this
divided artisan radicals, many rightly fearing that the bill would
delay their own representation if middling property owners were en-
franchised. Yet they could hardly oppose the bill. Although Conser-
vatives realized that only alternative reform proposals would head off
the bill, they could not agree on their form. They defeated the first bill
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in 1831, but the government called a new election. The election was
fought amid demonstrations and riots, and the results decimated the
declared Conservatives. This persuaded many country members to
switch sides and support the second bill. With assistance from the
streets, the Parliament of “old corruption” reformed itself. It seemed,
as Carlyle put it, an “abdication on the part of the governors” (Perkin
1969: 183-95).

The regime was not converted to full democracy. Rather it was
impressed by two arguments, one progressive and usually implicit, the
other reactionary and explicit. It implicitly accepted the reform view of
modernization and progress, equating particularism with corruption.
Uneven population growth had made the existing franchise unrepre-
sentative of any general principle of political citizenship. It was either
irrational or corrupt. Having abandoned absolutism, then particularism
in major government departments, then a hieratic church, the regime
had no principles left. It also recognized the contributions of the petite
bourgeoisie to Britain’s rising prosperity. Britain could now dominate
the world through free trade backed by economic government. The
petite bourgeoisie had a property stake in the nation. It should no
longer be excluded — provided it broke with the “populace.” So,
second, explicitly, the rulers looked to detach the petite bourgeoisie
from the mob.

Property — whatever its source, lineage, or patronage — was to rule
the nation. Research revealed a £10 property franchise in the boroughs
would preserve voter “independence,” admitting most of the petite
bourgeoisie but only one in fifty to one hundred employed artisans
(mostly in London, where better education would also encourage ““in-
dependence’). The new property qualifications were higher than a few
existing ones, which actually disenfranchised several thousand electors;
but in all, 300,000 men were added to the electorate of 500,000. The
elimination of 140 rotten boroughs was the death knell for royal and
ministerial patronage over the Commons. In political (though not
symbolic) terms, Britain was no longer a monarchy; segmental dividing
and ruling, flourishing in central Europe, was finished there. The de-
feated House of Lords also declined before party democracy. But
the distribution of seats between counties and boroughs remained
unchanged, while county “virtual representation” and segmental
organization remained. Personnel and parties did not greatly change.
Landowning notables formed a Commons majority until the 1860s
(Thomas 1939: 4-5). Yet the state had changed from particularism and
segmentalism, centered on the king in Parliament, to universalism,
centered on a capitalist class-nation.
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The triumph of old regime liberalism, 1832-1880

The petite bourgeoisie seemed triumphant: Free trade in everything;
the abolition of patronage; reform of the civil service, of municipal
government, of the church, of Oxford, Cambridge, and the public
schools; the abolition of the landed property qualification for MPs, of
church rates, of enclosure of urban common land, and of the “taxes on
knowledge™ — all had seemed revolutionary in 1760 yet were being
achieved a century later. The state would not intervene particularis-
tically but “hold the ring” for diffused market forces.

Yet liberalism was legislated by a state dominated by old regime
notables. Their patronage networks still controlled most counties
and some towns, they had the leisure and wealth for politics, and
they dominated London. Thompson (1963: 298) asserts that the petit
bourgeois electorate ruled not through the “composition of the House
but in the course of legislation.” But this is not quite right, for the
regime itself had converted to the new principles. The regime was
secularizing across midcentury, not without retaining a certain moral
sense, but the church declined as Britain became probably the most
secular country in the world. Its regime also now acquiesced in the
originally bourgeois view that “one species of wealth, namely passive
property in land had no right to exact a toll from another, namely
active capital in industry and commerce” (Perkin 1969: 315-6). But
the old regime lost little from its conversion and gained by harnessing
the petit bourgeois Industrial Revolution to its distinctive commercial
form of capitalism (Ingham 1984; see also “The Decline of Great
Britain” in Mann 1988a).

During Victoria’s long reign (1837-1901), the British economy
boomed. Until the 1860s, the rich did best and inequalities widened,
as they did in most industrializing countries (Kuznets 1955, 1963;
Lindert and Williamson 1983). Landowners prospered best of all.
Rubinstein (1977a, 1977b) estimates that, in 1815, 88 percent of all
persons worth £100,000 or more drew most of their fortune from land.
Among millionaires dying in 1809-58, 95 percent had remained great
landowners. Even to the 1880s, most millionaires and half millionaires
were landowners. In 1832, land and farms contributed 63 percent
of total national capital (Deane and Cole 1967: 271). This had to
be tapped for industrial expansion. Eighteenth-century changes in
mortgage laws and interest rates, the advent of West End and country
banks, insurance companies, the provincial mortgage market, and pro-
fessional estate management enabled the old regime to handle agri-
cultural revenue with a more diversified capitalism (Mingay 1963:
32-37). Mines converted a few landowners into colliery owners, while
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urbanization raised land values and enabled landowners to buy into
urban transport industries.

Then canals and railways brought windfalls to adjacent landowners
and increased agricultural profits and rents by slashing distribution
costs to urban markets (F. M. L. Thompson 1963: 256-68). Land-
owners’ investments went more into commerce than industry, through
private banks and solicitors, through the City, into government stocks,
commerce, and foreign trade. Until 1905, the City’s “invisible earnings”
from banking, insurance, and shipping exceeded its income from foreign
investments, and both far exceeded income from domestic manu-
facturing industry. Thus the City, secure under British naval hegemony,
converted to free trade, hitherto alien to the older part of the regime.
The City and the treasury began to cement the alliance that has
dominated British political economy ever since. Investment went
through country and city banks, discount houses, bill brokers, and
solicitors to banks that lent to industry, usually over the short term, or
more commonly to manufacturers’ merchant suppliers and commercial
distributors. Because land was easily mortgaged, landowners’ debts
channeled reverse flows: petit bourgeois savings went through solicitors
and insurance companies into landowners’ consumption and invest-
ment (Crouzet 1972, 1982: 335—41; Cannadine 1977: 636-7).

Commercialization affected all property owners, embedded in dif-
fuse, decentralized circuits of capital. The particularistic, ascriptive
categories of genealogy and rank became less decisive in social differ-
entiation. Capital also diffused through the family. The patriarchal
head had been responsible for the landed estate, but capitalist share-
holding separates management and ownership. Any person can hold
shares, regardless of ascriptive position. All those ticklish problems
regarding property flow through life cycle and generations could be
handled more easily by the shareholding person. Younger sons, cadet
lines, the elderly, and ailing patriarchs could be given shares without
long-term implications for control of the estate. Even more momentous
was the impact on women in propertied families. Marriage portions,
unmarried daughters, maiden aunts, and widows could be provided
for. This required legal changes, legislated in midcentury, so that
individual women could become property owners. The regime was
composed more of individual entrepreneurs, less of corporate lineages.
It could rule less through segmental organization, more through class
and market.

Railways introduced economic concentration because all the track
and rolling stock had to be in place before revenue could flow. By
1847, gross expenditure on railway capital formation (even excluding
land purchase) was 7 percent of national income. After the British
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boom subsided, railways were exported abroad. New provincial stock
exchanges and joint-stock companies (first with unlimited liabilities)
moved into railways, as did the London Stock Exchange, hitherto
mostly dealing in government stocks. The most numerous group of
shareholders mixed gentry, professionals, businessmen, and merchants
from London and commercial rather than industrial areas. Then came
great local landowners, useful for influencing Parliament, as each
company had to be set up by private act of Parliament. A “new
corruption” appeared: By 1865, 157 MPs and 49 peers were directors
of railway companies. The third investing group was the propertied
petite bourgeoisie, those with sufficient savings to buy at least one
share (typically valued at £100), again from commercial more than
manufacturing areas (Pollins 1952; Barker and Savage 1974: 77-9;
Reed 1975; Crouzet 1982: 335-41). Rentier capital diffused through
civil society, moving wealth from land and commerce to the major
industrial venture of the age. The separate interests of the old regime
were fused by commercial capitalism.

“Old corruption” had not faded away but had slipped sideways into
the City, where it remains today. The placeholders, the younger sons
of landowners, loosened their particularistic connections with the state
and moved into City commerce. Throughout the nineteenth century
the wealthy outside of agriculture earned fortunes in commerce,
finance, and transport, as merchants, bankers, shipowners, merchant
bankers, and stock and insurance brokers, rather than as manufac-
turers. Manufacturing never led commerce as a source of wealth
(Rubinstein 1977b: 102-3). OId regime fortunes amassed in colonies
and overseas trade had bought landed estates, titles, and government
stocks, then made mortgage loans. Now their City successors could do
the same. They built “more Fonthills than factories,” says Crouzet
(1972: 176). They married more into land than industry (F. M. L.
Thompson 1963: 20—1). Aristocrats and landowners were far more
likely to join the boards of City than manufacturing enterprises. As the
radical MP for manufacturing Rochdale John Bright used to remark,
the City was a “system of outdoor relief for the aristocracy.”

This fusion of land, finance, and commerce eased the effects of the
decline of agricultural revenues and the capital value of land that
began in the late 1870s. Those who diversified relied less on land for
wealth and position; others sold urban land to invest in shares and
government bonds. Though the lesser gentry and squirearchy suffered
real decline, the great families slipped sideways. So did the Tory party.
By 1895, finance had replaced land as the main business interest of its
MPs (Thomas 1939: 15). Capitalists in land, commerce, and finance
fused as a single extensive political class, with national economic,
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familial, and educational (the “public” schools) organizations, com-
mitted to a bureaucratic state and to free trade under British near
hegemony. Old regime liberals were the new ruling class.

Manufacturers were in this class, but in its margins. Few were in
Parliament. Most MPs were in finance, commerce, and railways rather
than manufacturing ~ more so at first in the Tory than the Liberal
party (Thomas 1939: 13-20). The Liberals represented broader
property; the Tories, land, commerce, and finance. But the parties
were also divided by region and religion. Neither parties nor economic
sectors differed much on economic policy. Between the repeal of the
Corn Laws in 1846 and the Tariff Reform movement from the 1890s,
Parliament barely concerned itself with economics. The dominant
issues, remaining important until 1914, were religion, education, and
Ireland (the British version of the “national” state crystallization em-
phasized in Chapter 3) and working-class representation (part of
the capitalist state crystallization). Even after tariff reform surfaced,
industry did not seriously challenge the City’s gods of free trade and
the gold standard.

The government of the “first industrial nation” has never been as
thoroughly industrial as those of its main rivals. Britain has lagged in
devising policies of authoritative industrial organization: corporatism,
state education, and state funding for hi-tech industry (Longstreth
1983; Ingham 1984; Lee 1986; Mann 1988a). British capitalist organ-
ization has been unusually diffuse, pledged to preserve markets. The
strength of the market had been the main reason why the Industrial
Revolution had occurred first on that island. Britain took the customary
step of institutionalizing the structures that had made it ““Great” in the
first place. In a changed world they assisted decline.

Thus neither petite bourgeoisie nor manufacturing industry con-
stituted an organized class or class fraction in Victorian Britain. Since
Victoria’s maturity they have been “virtually represented” by an es-
sentially commercial old regime liberalism, relying less than earlier
regimes on segmental organization. Property owners had consolidated
into a single, national, capitalist class organized into mass political
parties controlled by liberal old regime notables.

Conclusion

Britain passed through the Industrial Revolution without a bourgeois
revolution; political reform permitted the old regime to survive in new
liberal colors. The first industrial country institutionalized national
capitalist liberalism with an old tinge without undue turbulence in this
period. Mild reform and old continuity have also characterized its
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more recent history. It may appear as an evolutionary process; yet the
seventeenth century had seen civil war, the execution and exile of
kings, and religious schisms. Jacobite uprisings in 1715 and 1745 were
reminders of that past. From the 1830s, Chartism also proved a revolu-
tionary movement, defeated by the very unity of old regime and petite
bourgeoisie here described. (See Chapter 15.) Thus the period from
the 1750s to the 1830s, establishing that unity, was decisive in modern
British history. Indeed it became a turning point in world history, as
liberalism became a viable global strategy of modernization.

My explanation has involved all four sources of social power. I have
not yet sought to rank their relative causal weights; that attempt is
begun in Chapter 7. First, economic power: Through the late seven-
teenth century and the eighteenth, British agriculture institutionalized
commercial market capitalism. This was the main medium-term cause
of the Industrial Revolution. It also ensured that economic organiza-
tion would be unusually diffuse rather than authoritative: The “invisible
hand” constrained all power actors. True, it also produced an emergent
class, the petit bourgeois class, but the market ensured that old regime
and petite bourgeoisie remained half latent, not engaging in head-on,
dialectical economic class struggle. The old regime did not exclude the
petite bourgeoisie from the main route to economic advantage, the
market; and the petite bourgeoisie prospered. In the early nineteenth
century their parallel preoccupation with market advantage developed
into mutuality. Land and industry alike became subordinated to finance
and commerce, and the merged British capitalist class developed
its distinctive obsession with free trade and the gold standard — the
political economy of British old regime liberalism.

Religion and then state expansion and especially market capitalism
generated the second principal power networks discussed here: the
mass ideological networks of discursive communication. On occasion,
these could transmit moralizing ideologies of class among the petite
bourgeoisie. In other countries, they helped destroy the moral cohesion
of old regimes and provided revolutionary leadership and principles of
social reorganization. But British networks were driven by consumer
markets in which old regime and petite bourgeoisie alike participated.
To a much greater degree than in France, bourgeois consciousness
and modernization of old regime values could coalesce to generate a
common ‘‘half-principled” movement of compromise reform spreading
through mixed class-segmental organization. Ideological power rela-
tions were perhaps the least autonomous of the four, as they were
largely generated by capitalist and state organizations.

Third, the particularities of states, as suggested by institutional statist
theory (discussed in Chapter 3), also helped produce “reform, not
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revolution.”” The British state had already institutionalized centralized,
competitive “party” relations between the state elite and (primarily)
dominant classes. I have not sought to explain this early, rudimentary
“party democracy,” for it occurred in an earlier historical period
(which my first volume did not much discuss). Perhaps a class reduc-
tionist theory of the rise of these institutions might have some force,
although I believe such causes had become entwined with both military-
fiscal pressures and ideological-religious disputes. But the political
result of this earlier process attained its own ““lagged” power autonomy.
Because this period so enhanced the relevance of the state for social
life, the particularities of its existing institutions came to play a con-
siderable determining role in Western society. This was a general
feature of this period; later chapters demonstrate the same process
occurring in other countries.

In Britain, the franchise and ‘“virtual representation” were messy,
not entirely closed to rising classes. After 1832, the mess was tidied up
with a property franchise and closure resulted (until the mid-Victorian
boom conferred property franchise on more workers). Before 1832
(and from the 1860s), ““parties” located at the heart of the state might
be bent and extended if pressured from below — proving less brittle
than French or Austrian or British colonial states. Moreover, reform
agitation centered less on the class franchise than on another particu-
larity of state institutions — common to all late eighteenth-century
states — the escalating significance of its political economy. “Economic
reform” movements demanded the elimination of state corruption,
with the intention of reducing taxes, and unintentionally furthering the
centralization and ‘“‘naturalization” of government. This was the core
petit bourgeois class grievance against the old regime and the key issue
over which modernizing regime parties abandoned ‘“‘old corruption”
for alliance with the petite bourgeoisie.

But this was driven by the logic of the fourth source of social power.
The militarist crystallization, created by the geopolitical rise of Great
Britain, created fiscal and political pressures. The state was primarily
modernized and reformed the better to win wars. Without the French
wars a more segmental, less “national” old regime might have sur-
vived, largely unreformed, into industrial society. A prosperous petite
bourgeoisie, enjoying individual civil and perhaps partial political
citizenship, could have continued, as small farmers had done before
them, as clients of a segmental, constitutional-monarchical but non-
democratic regime. Prussian-German development showed the viability
of a similar trajectory.

Extensive political class conflict between old regime and petite
bourgeoisie had been intensified, then compromised. But it was not
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“pure”: It had been also molded by ideological, military, and political
power networks. British modernization was not one-dimensional
evolution; industrial capitalism did not determine state structures.
Rather, the British state was polymorphous; it had crystallized as
enduringly capitalist and militarist. Their joint impact had furthered
the development of its representative crystallization toward party
democracy and of its “‘national” crystallization toward the more cen-
tralized nation-state.

In this period state and social modernization depended funda-
mentally on the conjunction of market capitalism and geopolitical
struggle. Each reinforced the other: the rise of Great Britain to geo-
political near hegemony was partly due to its pioneering market
capitalism and the Industrial Revolution, whereas capitalism and in-
dustrialism were greatly assisted by the Royal Navy, shrewd alliances
abroad, and sophisticated state finances. Yet, in the Iron Duke’s
words, Britain’s geopolitical success was a ‘“damn close-run thing.”
As Chapter 8 shows, it depended critically on Britain’s naval and
diplomatic skills in acquiring allies to force France into two-front wars.
Whenever France fought on two fronts, it lost. On the one occasion
Britain fought on two fronts, in the American Revolution, it lost. The
viability of old regime liberalism was not an evolutionary necessity, nor
the result merely of the agricultural and industrial revolutions and the
balance of class forces. It resulted in the last instance from a more
contingent conjunction of two fundamental power struggles — between
classes and between states — in which each helped reduce the other’s
segmental and local-regional rivals.
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5 The American Revolution and
the institutionalization of
confederal capitalist liberalism

On the British mainland, war and reform were separated — the one
abroad, the other at home. Yet in other countries, including British
Ireland, armed struggles fused the two. In France and America occurred
the two great revolutions of the period. The outcome in America was
that the United States became, probably, the most capitalist of coun-
tries, with one of the least national, most confederal of states. I
characterize the new American state as crystallizing as capitalist-liberal,
confederal, and party democratic, adding an uneven militarism, more
pronounced domestically than geopolitically. I seek to explain how it
acquired these characteristics.

The American colonies

In 1760, 2 million people were counted as living under the British
crown in the colonies of North America. Native Americans (“Indians”)
were not counted. (They numbered upward of 100,000 in the colonies,
more farther west.) Slaves of African descent comprised 20 percent of
those counted. Of whites, about 75 percent were of British or Irish
descent. So, except for native Americans and slaves, most inhabitants
were accustomed to British rule. America was British. Its ideological
and economic institutions were similar to those of the mother country
— this was the second home of that diffuse “civil society,” comprising
capitalism and the commercial capitalist route to mass discursive liter-
acy, introduced in Chapter 2. Its military and political institutions
were also modeled on Britain’s. We might expect an American vari-
ant of the moderately centralized old regime liberalism described in
Chapter 4. Yet fiscal-military pressures erupted into a “revolution”
that first amplified American distinctivenesses and then finally retracked
them into a capitalist and confederal liberalism. But even before the
crisis, five American power particularities had already arisen, mostly
underscoring the ways in which Britain differed from most European
countries:

1. The colonies were three thousand miles from the mother country,
with considerable logistic autonomy and therefore de facto civil and
political freedoms. Under eighteenth-century communications con-
ditions, America could not be run from London. Local conditions were
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so different that to make major decisions in London required constant
consultation. Yet sailing ships took at least four months to complete
the round trip, virtually an entire campaigning or agricultural season.
London was, anyway, interested more in commercial profit than in
imperial organization, adopting the policy it described as “salutary
neglect,” allowing autonomy to people who, after all, were colonial
cousins, not foreigners or ‘“‘natives.” Despotic rule would not have
been legitimate for a British crown, whereas the election of colonial
MPs to sit at Westminster was considered impracticable (though the
French revolutionaries later adopted that centralized solution). The
American colonies were substantially free.

Autonomy meant plural, decentralized autonomies, for there was
never a capital colony — indeed, no clear separation between these
colonies, Canada, and the British Caribbean. The seaboard was also
twelve hundred miles long. As Table 4.1 indicates, America had a
decentralized, constitutional state. Each colony ran its own affairs,
with its own elected assemblies and police and tax authorities. The
routine of these ministates — their fiscal sinews, their judicial process,
and their passing of bills — was American. Only 5 percent of assembly
laws were disallowed by the British Parliament (Palmer 1959: 190).
Most colonial assemblies were formally subordinated to a governor
representing the crown, though a few were still under proprietary
or charter government. The governor had great formal powers: He
could veto bills, dissolve the assembly, and appoint an upper house
or legislative council as the executive authority. But he could not
implement his will except by agreement with the notables of the colony.
The British Parliament had refused to add the salaries of governors,
their staffs, and judges to the civil list. The local legislatures voted
their salaries. Thus the governor became a “rather strong negotiator in
a foreign country” (Pole 1966: 503), ruled in practice by local parlia-
ments. The nominally sovereign state at Westminster was not much
institutionalized in local life. Amid such autonomy, local-regional vari-
ations could bloom.

2. The colonial economy was unique — fundamentally agrarian,
even primitive, yet highly capitalistic. More than 90 percent of white
Americans were farmers, extracting from an environment that was less
domesticated than any in Europe. Manufacturing remained insignifi-
cant. Yet natural abundance and labor skills made white Americans
more prosperous than Europeans. American army recruits were on
average more than two inches taller than their British counterparts,
indicating substantial dietary superiority (Sokoloff and Villaflor 1982).
Farming generated larger surpluses for the market. Its two dominant
forms, small farming and southern plantations of cotton and tobacco
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producing for world markets, generated three classes with no exact
European counterpart: planters, plantation slaves, and highly auton-
omous peasant farmers. Britain was the most capitalist country in
Europe; once peasant farmers began producing for world markets,
America was even more so.

3. The colonies had institutionalized racism. Europeans all over the
globe theorized their evident power superiority over the peoples of
other continents into ideological racism. But the American experi-
ence involved mass European settlement amid two very different
races: fierce competition for land with often warlike “red Indians”
and exploitation of the labor of black African slaves. Their triangular
relationship was longer-lived than in Central or South America. The
climate was more benign for Europeans; Indians remained more resili-
ent a military threat, and slave labor remained useful to grow cotton
and tobacco. The dual horror of Indian genocide and African enslave-
ment remained central to North American society right through the
period covered by this volume. The effect on the Europeans was
profound, fostering a pervasive violence in power relations — blatant in
coping with Indians, barely concealed in the institutions of slavery, and
routinized in the bearing of arms by whites. It enhanced domestic
militarism and a racial definition of solidarity and normative com-
munity. Despite their diversity of background, whites comprised a
more homogeneous community amid “‘alien races” than existed in any
eighteenth-century European country.

4. The white community was strengthened by common religiosity
and relative economic equality. Almost all were Protestant. Most
denominations settled together, solidifying communities around insti-
tutions of worship and encouraging mass literacy. The first of the three
great ideological infrastructures of the eighteenth century, religious-
sponsored literacy, here expanded to its greatest extent. By the late
eighteenth century, white Americans were as literate as the English,
despite living in a far more agrarian society. About two-thirds of all
men, not much fewer women, and virtually all men in Puritan New
England were literate (Lockridge 1974: 72-101). Expanding ideologi-
cal power networks (discussed in Chapter 2) could diffuse discursive
ideologies through the white community, as in the mid-eighteenth-
century Great Awakening, a religious revival movement. Sermons
and pamphlets expanded the free market in salvation. Although the
Anglican church was established there too, it was dominant in only
a few areas, its hierarchy undermined by a religious ferment cutting
across church divisions. Nondenominational Protestantism could po-
tentially divide colonists’ souls from the rulers’.

Relative economic equality also integrated whites. True, the settlers
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included most of the British classes distinguished in Table 4.2. The
old regime was represented by aristocrats and gentry, especially in
Virginia and the Carolinas (many had retained wealth and position
over several generations), by coastal merchant oligarchies dominating
overseas trade, and by the clerics, lawyers, and army officers who
sought official patronage and staffed administrations. But among
the ordinary propertied “people” were far more small independent
farmers than in Europe, comprising about 40 percent of whites and
a third of the whole counted population and fewer petit bourgeois
traders, shopkeepers, artisans, and town laborers. Thus among the
poorer “populace” America differed, having Indians and slaves but
few white casual laborers or paupers. Although inequality worsened
through the eighteenth century (Henretta 1973: 102—12, Nash 1975-6),
the abundance and beneficence of land plus labor shortages ensured
subsistence for almost all whites. No large excluded white populace
existed, and so neither did as clear a conception of an opposed class,
the propertied “people” to set against it, as in Britain. Whites were
inside civil society and could participate in its routine activities, more
so than even in Britain. Blacks and Indians could not.

5. Migration had freed more whites from dependence on segmental
power organizations. The local regime was not “old,” rooted in cus-
tom and deference — although it was striving hard to cultivate these,
especially in long-settled areas of the South and in the patriarchal
townships of Puritan New England. It lacked the church-state and
county gentry networks of “old corruption.” The Anglican church,
backed by the British, was established only in the South. Individual
civil citizenship was wholly achieved by the early eighteenth century
in America (Bailyn 1962: 348), as it was in Britain, whereas politi-
cal citizenship was more developed because more could vote. Office
patronage was also limited. Yet there was, instead, market-oriented
corruption. Colonial administrations were the major source of land
grants and trading and slaving privileges. The regime embodied ‘“‘new
capitalist corruption” as against the old Engligh variety.

Farmers had been especially liberated by migration. Up to 20 per-
cent of migrants had been poor tenant farmers squeezed off their
land in England, Scotland, and Ulster by landlords. Now most were
genuinely free, and a little richer, on their small farms in the backwoods
and frontiers. A larger group — Bailyn (1986) estimates them as about
half of British migrants —~ had been impoverished artisans and trades-
men from urban areas. In return for their passage they hired them-
selves out as indentured servants. They were sold off the decks like
slaves and then endured personal subjection to their employer, usually
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for four years. On serving their time, most abandoned their trade and
bought small farms in the interior. By the 1770s, indenturing was
declining before free wage labor (as it was in English farming).

All these variations were movements away from segmental power
organization, a mobility far more significant than the mere occu-
pational shifts that the term “mobility” signifies in modern sociology
(although Main 1965 argues that there was also considerable occu-
pational mobility). As in other colonies in their formative years, vari-
ous opportunities arose for personal advancement. Hard work, talent,
luck, and minimal resources could more easily transform artisan into
master, small dealer into shopkeeper, and anyone into an indepen-
dent farmer than in more institutionalized Europe. Among the upper
classes, the same combination enabled talented young men of respect-
able but not wealthy families to use extended family connections
to achieve wealth and position, as several of the Founding Fathers
had (Mann and Stephens 1991). America, though rural, lacked the
relatively closed aristocracy of Europe. For whites in America the
countryside represented mobility and independence rather than sta-
bility and deference. European eighteenth-century small farmers —
that is, peasants — were often independent economically but rarely
politically from their betters. America reversed the politics of town
and country. “Petite bourgeoisie” is too urban a term to delineate the
vanguard of American capitalism — small, independent farmers, free
from segmental power organization.

These five variations ensured that, although the white American
colonists were recognizably British, they constituted a civil society
more cohesive, less segmentally organized, more regionalized, and
more fluid than that in the mother country, let alone in most of
continental Europe. Small capitalists were more numerous and
locally independent, especially in the middle states and in interior
farming. Their independence had been hard-won, in life histories of
struggle against poverty and subjection. Yet larger property con-
centrations, political patronage, and legal subjection also played a
role in defining what counted as a commodity in towns and ports and
in southern agriculture. Thus American capitalism contained four
distinct elements:

1. A predominantly agrarian petty commodity capitalism, whose spirit
has been made famous by Weber’s use of Benjamin Franklin’s
writings in his The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism

2. Larger concentrations of private property, employing free labor, its
owners usually combining at least two among farming, merchant,
financial, and manufacturing interests
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3. A repressive slave capitalism in the South producing staples for the
world market

4. State and ‘‘quasi old regime” patronage of capitalistic activity,
initially containing much indentured labor

That these varied by locality and region, over thirteen colonies and
over such a large land area, ensured that America was more economi-
cally varied, less politically centralized, and less “national” in certain
respects than Britain. Through revolution the colonists began to cut
down on this variety. Roughly put, the American Revolution saw the
victory of the first and third forms of capitalism over the fourth. The
second form of capitalism split down the middle, but its revolutionary
faction succeeded in hanging onto power in the new state. Thus the
state remained confederal and decentralized. Later, the Civil War
destroyed the third, slave, form of capitalism.The United States even-
tually emerged with a capitalism combining decentralization and large
property concentrations paradoxically infused with the spirit of petit
bourgeois capitalism: It became distinctively capitalist-liberal and re-
mained confederal.

Before the Revolution politics tended to pit those engaged in the
first form of capitalism (petty production) against the other three.
Colonial assemblies were elected on British property qualifications.
Because there were many more small propertied farmers, 40 percent
to 80 percent of white adult males (varying between colonies and
averaging perhaps around 50 percent) were enfranchised. This was far
broader than anywhere else in the world. (The British enfranchised
around 15 percent of adult males.) In town meetings (an American
invention) all property owners could normally participate and small
farmers and the urban petite bourgeoisie formed the majority. Yet
notable families whose members normally combined the roles of mer-
chants, landowners, officials, and lawyers (and who were usually slave
owners in the South) had sewn up the governors’ legislative councils
and administrations; and they were the majority elected to serve in the
assemblies and on the committees of town meetings. Government was
effectively ruled, just like an English county, by a small network of
intermarrying extended families.

Large seaports saw the most conflict. Parties of conservatives and
reformers appealed to class-defined followings amid sporadic violence.
Yet the same confused dynamics were in evidence as in English rad-
icalism: The mob could protest but not organize for alternatives; and
the main reform leadership, drawn from notable “outs,” would only
rarely cooperate with petit bourgeois and artisan activists whose class
consciousness was in any case ambiguous and varied among towns (as
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it did in England). Of the three major seaports, Philadelphia was
moving Leftward in the early 1770s, Boston was moving Rightward,
and New York’s direction was unclear (Nash 1986: 200-47).

In most other areas, the mass electorate accepted its political power-
lessness, failed to turn out to vote, and accepted the patronage and
deference networks of the colonial notable regime (Dinkin 1977). In
the words of a contemporary, it was “a speaking Aristocracy in the
face of a silent Democracy” (Fischer 1965: 4). Most colonists were
getting on with the business of conquering nature, cooperating with
their white neighbors, and exploiting or exterminating the others. As I
have emphasized, politics and the state were not vital matters for
most people in any early eighteenth-century Western country. For
Americans living in the most prosperous, least taxed, most logistically
isolated, and most dispersed outpost of Western civilization, both the
British state and the government of the individual colony seemed
insignificant. So, by default, government was not illegitimate.

Amid mass political indifference segmental old regimes were emerg-
ing. The colonies could have continued thus for many years, deferring
to the light, corrupt rule of Great Britain. True, there were early
American peculiarities, as listed earlier, but there was no steady evo-
lution from them to the flowering of nineteenth-century American
capitalist liberalism, as Hartz (1955) has argued. Local-regional
colonial regimes had begun to institutionalize themselves atop a
prosperous, settled agrarian society. Regimes need time and stability
to become old, but this was happening among southern gentry and
New England Puritan patriarchs. A rather decentralized old regime
liberalism, modeled on Britain’s, could have flourished, with varied
local-regional colorations.

We can extend the counterfactual argument to geopolitical power.
Without the Revolution, at some point in the mid-nineteenth century
the growth of the colonies would have outstripped the grasp of the
queen in Parliament. By then British governments would have been
probably ready for looser forms of political association, like those then
granted to their remaining white dominions. Modern political and
geopolitical power might have turned out very differently: dominated
continuously by a vast English-speaking confederal commonwealth, its
center shifting across the Atlantic — perhaps avoiding the destabilizing
period of Great Power conflict occurring between British decline and
American hegemony that terrorized and changed the world.

Rebellion

Even more than in Great Britain, though, the military-fiscal extraction
cycle, driven by geopolitics, intervened to steer power relations down
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different tracks. It pressured the British government into policies
that pointed up the American peculiarities. In turn, this forced many
Americans into regarding the colonial state first as significant and then
as illegitimate. They then overthrew it and institutionalized a different
regime.

During the Seven Years’ War of 1756-63 (called in America the
French and Indian Wars), the colonists paid emergency taxes in return
for an increase in the power of their local assemblies — increasing their
decentralized political autonomy. The British victory ended French
and Spanish subsidies to hostile Indians and settled colonial boundaries.
The military threat to the colonies was virtually over. From the British
point of view in America, victory was a disaster. The colonists now
barely needed British protection or rule; in fact, many saw the British
government as interfering unnecessarily with the displacement of the
Indians and with westward expansion. Yet the war enabled the British
government to acquire a global empire and free trade area, plus a
resident army in America. It sought to organize this empire as a
coherent whole. It wished colonials to contribute their fair share to its
upkeep, and it believed it possessed a new means of enforcing its
wishes, a standing army.

The British government never asked Americans to pay anywhere
near as high taxes as its subjects did in Britain. In comparative terms,
the direct fiscal pain was less than in my other cases, even than in
Prussia (where much revenue came from royal domains). But, as
we will see also in the case of France, fiscal pain results from the
combination of rising exactions and the degree to which states can
institutionalize their extraction. The colonies lacked the latter. There
was no institutionalized national debt, so colonials were asked to
pay increased taxes. Yet most were now oblivious to geopolitics and
empire, had a local conception of interest, and had long practiced local
fiscal control and evaded customs duties. American logistic autonomy
was attacked by a regime driven, as it saw the situation, by geopolitical
necessity. Fiscal-military pressure yet again escalated political struggle
and centralization of discontent.

Through the late 1760s and the 1770s, this direct conflict of fis-
cal interest became more principled and extensive. It mobilized an
alternative ideological power network, just as in Britain (discussed
in Chapter 4) and in France (Chapter 6). American writers and speech-
makers generalized interests into principles. They could draw on the
five American peculiarities discussed earlier. Interests and principles
could be debated amid the democratic spirit and de facto logistic sov-
ereignty of their assemblies. The half-buried tradition of seventeenth-
century Puritan radicalism combined with the more respectable tradition
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of Locke and the Scottish Enlightenment to resonate amid practical
economic independence and the contractual spirit of petty capitalism
and moral Protestantism. Under fiscal pressure, American traditions
amplified British traditions to proclaim the principle of “no taxa-
tion without representation,” a principle that also won much sup-
port in Britain. The homogeneity of a religious, literate, and fairly
egalitarian white community then diffused principled moral protest
throughout two levels of American ideological and political power
networks.

The more popular level of protest centered on small farmers, lesser
petits bourgeois, and artisans. They were mobilized primarily through
oral assemblies — mobs, demonstrations, tar and featherings, and other
intimidations of royal officials and their local clients — bridging the
gap between “people” and “populace,” as in the French revolution-
ary crowd or the British demonstrations of the Peterloo period.
In America, as to an extent in Britain, clubs and taverns, plus the
American institution of town meetings, were the crucial petit bourgeois—
small farmer contact points with the second level, networks of notable
families. These centered at first on the colonial assemblies, but as these
began to stalemate, the notables expanded their network across the
colonies through extended family connections, infrastructures of dis-
cursive literacy, and the profession of law.

Discursive ideologies boomed. Between 1763 and 1775, the num-
ber of newspapers doubled (Davidson 1941: 225). In 1776, about
four hundred pamphlets were published, most ten to fifty pages long,
predominantly of the discursive, explanatory type that investigated
premises, explored the logic of arguments, and considered conclusions.
Their style presupposed a literate, propertied, sophisticated audience
(Bailyn 1967: 1-21). Tom Paine’s Common Sense, published in that
year, sold a massive 120,000 copies {a number equaling about 3 percent
of the entire colonial population, the same proportion as his Rights of
Man was later to sell in Britain). Pamphleteers and journalists were
rarely professionals. Pamphlets were written by notables who still had
leisure time even after filling their varied roles as lawyer, minister-
teacher, merchant, and planter; the newspapers were filled by their
letters and extracts from their speeches, sermons and official reports.
They were not really radicals but, rather, a progressive “party’” among
the colonial ruling regime. As among their modernizing, “enlightened”
counterparts in the French old regime, they were being pushed into
“national” opposition, toward alternative principled ideologies, by
government pressure.

Lawyers became critical. Through the eighteenth century, they had
become a useful adjunct to the colonial regime, just as the British legal
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profession serviced Britain’s old regime. Training in law became a
stepping-stone to royal patronage, political preferment, and status.
At first most lawyers were loyal Tories. Yet British taxes caused
lawyers ideological difficulties. The taxes were compatible with British
parliamentary sovereignty but were contrary to local political and
legal practice. Custom was being violated, and custom was essential to
English conceptions of legal rights. As in the mother country, radicals
used the English legal framework to defend existing liberties against
“despotism.” But when the legitimate political authority, the king in
Parliament, would not concede those liberties, some lawyers were
forced beyond custom to devise new principles of liberty. They actu-
ally had ready-made theories available from Locke and the Scottish
Enlightenment, but the lawyers made these resonate by grounding
them in essentially commercial notions of contracts made between free
individuals.

Lawyers became the main practical theorists, the “organic intellec-
tuals” (to use Gramsci’s term), of a more bourgeois conception of
liberty. Most prominent lawyers were substantial and active property
owners, not specialized professionals. The interests of older lawyers
were entangled with the colonial regime and most became Loyalists.
But younger men, trained in the 1770s and not yet as entangled,
became leaders of dissent and eventually rebel patriots (McKirdy 1972;
Murrin 1983). As in France, there is no evidence that these men
were suffering from “blocked mobility”; most appear to have been
highly successful. They were, rather, genuine practical ideologists. As
the British General Gage complained to his superiors after the Stamp
Act: “The lawyers are the source from whence the clamours have
flowed in every province.” They were to be well represented among
revolutionary leaders.

Stable British rule depended on an alliance between the crown and
local-regional notables. But these now disintegrated into Loyalist and
Patriot parties. Patriots mobilized discursive literacy networks and the
law and liaised with, and sometimes controlled, the more popular oral
assembly networks. Because there were fewer impoverished ‘““danger-
ous classes” among whites, notable Patriots were less disciplined by
the fear of revolution from the “populace” below than were their
counterparts in most of Europe.

The first major organized resistance was to the Stamp Act, in early
1766. The Sons of Liberty established links across the colonies through
newspapers, pamphlets, and correspondence networks among men of
property — gentlemen, freeholders, master artisans, and independent
tradesmen. Yet against the British army they needed the support of
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those below, the mob. Their combined protest worked. The act was
repealed in 1776, and the Sons were disbanded. They were revived
when the government switched to the Townshend Acts, taxing con-
sumption, the following year. As the taxes fell on all consumers, it was
easy to enlist mass support. Tactics now switched to a boycott of
British goods and to discipline those who broke the boycott. Tribunals
gave this a judicial air, elected by those eligible to vote for assembly-
men and staffed by notables usually also practicing law (Davidson
1941: 63-82; Maier 1973: 77-112, 280-7). A rebellion was under way,
but it was conducted by members of the colonial regime and organized
across the colonies, with mass support and novel methods of ideo-
logical mobilization.

The British government, however, would not yield to their principles.
Birch (1976) and Pocock (1980) argue that British politicians had
principles of their own. Representation and sovereignty were indivis-
ible in the formula the “king in Parliament.” If colonial assemblies
were allowed to ratify and veto taxes, this would divide parliamentary
sovereignty, on which the centralized British conceptions of liberty
depended. I am skeptical, however, of the view that the Revolution
was caused by a clash of principles. That is too static a view of
powerful ideologies, normally created out of power struggles them-
selves. As we saw in Chapter 4, the British old regime was largely
unprincipled. It had been its opponents — exactly as in America — who
had gradually articulated their resentments at exclusion from power
into principle. The British government had two more cynical views of
events. First, it believed American principles were a smoke screen for
unwillingness to pay their fair share for imperial defense and it was
reluctant to increase the burden of taxation in Britain. Second, it
sought pragmatically the least painful form of fiscal extraction, but in
the last resort it now had a resident army to enforce it. It went through
its repertoire of taxes, from land, customs, and excise taxes to stamp
duties.

Either the British government miscalculated, failing to perceive
American peculiarities, or it ultimately had no alternative. Unlike
in Britain, in the colonies such fiscal schemes were not already in-
stitutionalized into infrastructures of tax collection supervised by the
segmental organizations of local notables. Thus armed coercion was
not merely a threat held in reserve (as in Britain); it had to be used to
actually collect the taxes. Each expedient, each marshaling of the
troops, hurt and offended, contradicting the sense of local autonomy
and freedom and provoking more resistance, more British coercion,
and then more principled opposition. Americans now realized two
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things: (1) that a small regular army was ill-equipped to collect taxes
in such a large country amid widespread resistance and (2) that the
taxes were demanded not just by ill-intentioned ministers but by the
king in Parliament. Resistance was forced toward principled rebellion
against the sovereignty of Parliament.

In the summer of 1775, the British resorted to full-scale military
repression. Yet they did not possess enormous military superiority.
Americans were quite well equipped, mostly bearing sidearms, many
with militia experience, a few with the militia authority to appropriate
hastily cannon, ammunition, carts, horses, and maps (uniforms and
drill manuals could come later). Eighteenth-century armies had no
other resources. Enough resisted with enough military resources to foil
the first British thrusts and give time to create a more organized
rebellion.

The resort to arms divided the colonists. At least 20 percent of
whites became Loyalists. It was not a division based simply on class
or region or sector. Various writers have suggested that Patriots and
Loyalists were divided by economic sector, with Patriots materially
involved in westward expansion — being frustrated by British policy
(e.g., Egnal 1988). Yet their evidence is thin and conflicts with what
Stephens and I (1991) found to be the essentially diverse economic
interests of the Patriot leaders. Perhaps the clearest, though stiil
rough, divide separated two capitalist modes of production from the
third. The ““ins,” who ran and profited from state political economy —
colonial administration and commerce — were more likely to be Loyalists
(Brown 1965). Most independent farmers, urban petit bourgeois, and
slave owners, who were little involved in administration and com-
merce, were Patriots. (Slavery was so institutionalized in the South
that it no longer needed crown military support.) The clearest distinc-
tion was probably segmental — an “in” party versus an “out” party. As
elsewhere, “outs” proclaimed universal principles, “ins” particularistic
tradition. But such distinctions were sometimes fuzzy: A cohesive
group of local notables could organize its community round to its
position, silencing majority opponents.

As Brown notes, judgments were influenced by who they thought
would win, and this varied according to the visible balance of local
terror. The Patriots centered on a curious alliance of Virginia gentle-
men and New England democrats, whereas the Loyalists carried New
York and many middle colony communities. On both sides almost
all prominent leaders were drawn from the very wealthiest, most
prominent notable families. The rebellion was not yet a revolution. So
far, the military and fiscal pressures had amplified, not retracked,
American peculiarities into war.
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War and ‘‘revolution”’

Armed conflict escalated into civil war. At each stage both sides
believed the other would back down. Both then risked full-scale war,
believing they could win it — and that warfare was closely contested.
Historical tradition stresses British mistakes and the superior will
and staying power of the rebels. Recent revisionism has emphasized
broader geopolitics. The British government feared that rebellion
might spread to Ireland, from which French intrigue could threaten
Britain itself. Thus more troops were stationed to cope with the Irish
threat than were made available to British generals in America. The
balance tipped when France and Spain entered the war. The French
fleet, carrying a French army, broke through to secure the decisive
surrender of General Cornwallis at Yorktown in 1781. Without the
French the war would have dragged on, perhaps to eventual com-
promise. The war had important consequences for America. Its process
and outcome were determined predominantly by military and geo-
political power relations — in the last instance by the fortunes of war.
This was the essential discontinuity of early American history.

The war also moved the rebels closer to revolution. Whether the
War of Independence was “‘revolutionary” has always, rightly, been
controversial. A revolution can be defined sociologically as a violent
transformation of dominant power relations; bur real-world revolutions
are a matter of degree. American events were decidedly ambiguous.
Reluctance to term them revolutionary derives from four sources:

1. The War of Independence contained three distinct struggles: over-
throwing the British old regime, establishing a new political consti-
tution, and establishing new social relations among classes. Had the
three fused into a single, violent cataclysm, as they did in the events
we know as the French and Russian revolutions, we would unhesi-
tatingly call this a “revolution.” But they never quite did.

2. Although the struggle with the British was settled violently, the
other two struggles were compromised and then further institutionalized
through the conflict of subsequent generations. This ‘“‘revolution”
started violently, then stuttered semiturbulently over several decades,
at the end of which political and ideological power had been sub-
stantially transformed but class relations far less so.

3. Although such changes were substantial, it might be argued that
they were occurring anyway, the result of deep evolutionary processes,
given perhaps a jab of assistance by violent conflict.

4. The leaders of the Revolution, the Founding Fathers, remained
white men of substantial property from beginning to end. The research
of Stephens and myself (1991) shows that the Founding Fathers were
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even more upper class and more organized as an upper class than
the earlier researches of Beard (1913), Solberg (1958: 387ff.) and
McDonald (1958) had indicated.

One hundred and twenty-nine Founding Fathers signed the Declar-
ation of Independence in 1776 or the Articles of Confederation in 1783
or were delegates to the Constitutional Convention in 1787. Almost all
were drawn from the wealthiest, most prominent colonial families.
None was poor or did manual work (apart from doctors and a handful
of active, middling farmers). Only about twenty even had an occupation
or occupational career in the modern sense. The rest combined the
diverse economic activities of the gentleman — on average, three of
the roles of planter, lawyer, merchant, financier, manufacturer, high
official, and other professional position. They also belonged to wealthy
extended families almost always prominent in the local community,
and they received patronage, made marriages, and received inheri-
tances through such connections. Only two Founding Fathers appeared
to have been genuinely self-made; the remaining upwardly mobile men
of talent were relatively “poor relations” benefiting from extended
family connections. Their education was almost always to the highest
level, available to well under 1 percent of colonists, and their cultural
networks were elevated, extended, and dense. Although it is impossible
to draw up a comparable leadership group of Loyalists, they could not
possibly have come from more propertied families, although Loyalist
leaders, too, seem mostly wealthy (Brown 1965). Was this not mere
factionalism among an emerging old regime? After all, Burch (1981:
vol. I) has shown that the same upper class continued to dominate
American cabinets well after the Revolution.

But four countervailing, potentially ‘“revolutionary,” forces also
impacted:

1. During the war, the participants used extreme socially, and politi-
cally, directed violence. The war was not just between Britain and
Anmerica, it was also a civil war among communities, neighbors, and
friends, and it was fought to the death. Even excluding the battles, in
comparative terms the violence was as great as in events generally
accepted as revolutionary — for example, the French and Russian
revolutions. Loyalists were as likely to have their property expropriated
and were almost five times as likely to flee into exile as were Royalists
in the French Revolution (Palmer 1959: I, 188, 202). Land redis-
tribution, generally from wealthy Loyalists to farmers and petite bour-
geoisie, also constituted at least as substantial and as violent an
expropriation of economic power as did similar events in France
(though not Russia).

2. Such actions were legitimated by reference to revolutionary politi-
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cal ideology. Patriots referred to the moral authority of the “people”
against ‘“‘despotism,” “slavery” (though not of blacks), “privilege,”
“corruption,” and ‘“‘conspiracy” — all much as in France. Loyalist and
British principles were merely to defend duly constituted authority,
and they were little interested in grand ideological battles. Such ideo-
logical asymmetry also resembles revolutions elsewhere.

3. Events amounted to a sudden transformation in political legitima-
tion. Throwing out the British and the Loyalists involved having to
found the state anew, to ““constitute” it in a written document. Power
was vested in “We, the people” and in its popularly elected assemblies,
whose vote was proclaimed sovereign, capable of creating a state. In
1780, the Massachusetts rebels, driven by British intransigence beyond
ad hoc political reorganization, introduced their “constitution” with
the statement “We the people ordain and establish.” It was a departure
from the conservatism of the Western rebel tradition. Europeans had
long defended rebellion in terms of customary rights legitimated by
long traditions. Indeed, the Americans had begun thus.

As Bailyn puts it (though justifying a conservative, nonrevolutionary
account of events), they claimed to seek not “the overthrow or even
the alteration of the existing social order but the preservation of
political liberty threatened by the apparent corruption of the con-
stitution and the establishment in principle of the existing conditions
of liberty” (1967: 19). Indeed, had the crown stopped taxing them
in novel ways, all could have been restored. But as the crown did
not desist, political order could not be restored. Despite their best
intentions rebels became political revolutionaries. They were forced
in creating their state to introduce the “people’ as an active political
force, not the mere passive embodiment of customary liberties. From
now on rebels in other countries also became revolutionaries when
they consciously imitated this American invention and set up ‘“‘con-
stituent assemblies,” as did the French and the Russian revolutionaries.

4. Letting the “people” onstage proved more than mere symbolic
legitimation. It led toward political democracy and more democratic
political economy. The wealthy notables who proclaimed rebellion in
the name of the “people” were not democrats. By “people,” they
meant what the English meant — white male property owners, “men of
education and fortune.” But they were in combat against the greatest
power in the world, even if most of its troops were three thousand
miles away. They needed more people than this. In fact they needed
the “people” plus the “populace.” In America these were a violent lot,
used to bearing arms, useful to rebellion. On the rebel side there was
now something of a class struggle between upper-class leaders and
rank-and-file militants (Countryman 1981, 1985; Nash 1986; Rosswurm
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1987), explicit and recognized but contained (just) by the discipline
required by military cooperation against a more dangerous enemy.

The organization of military power relations now entwined with all
these anti- and prorevolutionary forces as the war developed ambigu-
ously “revolutionary” outcomes. This became the first mass mobili-
zation war of modern times, though of a distinctively decentralized,
often guerrilla kind. During the main crises the rebels proclaimed
universal militia service in the areas they controlled, and they gradually
made this stick. The militia’s main role was not to win battles (although
some detachments provided a valuable screen for the regular Con-
tinental Army) but to mobilize coercively the indifferent majority to
minimal military action. Once they had been persuaded or trapped
into local marauding against British detachments or Loyalist neigh-
bors, there could be no turning back: They were rebels at war against
the crown (Shy 1973).

Mass-mobilization warfare has had variable effects on domestic
power structure. It need not have radicalizing consequences if the
hierarchical command structure of the regime can prosecute the war
successfully. We see in Chapter 12 that the Austrians and Prussians
kept control of their mass armies in 1812-13 and were able both to
defeat the French and resist reform. But the American war produced
more varied military organizations. It was far more decentralized,
fought amid thirteen autonomous colonies, involving numerous loosely
defined fronts and skirmishes, with important guerrilla elements on
both sides. Even the rebel Continental Army was somewhat decen-
tralized, riven by regional factions and forced by inadequate supplies
toward local self-sufficiency. It was also led by Washington, a com-
manding general whose genius lay in military politicking rather than in
any integrated campaign strategy. Thus when the “people” fought,
they did so in fairly autonomous local groups, as free men (and some-
times women), hounding and even killing local notables to whom they
had previously deferred.

Thus, as Palmer (1959) emphasized, the war quickly destabilized
local colonial patronage networks and enormously amplified the popu-
lar, democratic strand of local colonial power relations. “When the
pot boils, the scum will arise,” as one disgruntled Massachusetts
rebel notable complained (Handlin and Handlin 1969: 11). The young
men enlisting in the army and conscripted in the militia were those
least likely to be property owners and enfranchised voters. Their
demands for political citizenship were clear — and for a time hard
to resist.

The campaign also depended logistically and strategically on ports
and other towns on communications routes, and on farmers in the
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interior for supplies and outflanking movements. In most areas
this elevated numerical organizational strength at the expense of
notables.

Two groups marginal to the colonial regime became key to rebel
success. First, urban artisans, mechanics, and small shopkeepers — the
lower petite bourgeoisie — were able to pressure town meetings and
organize violence against Loyalists as each locality declared for king or
for rebellion. Second, small farmers in newly settled western areas, as
yet with no or restricted voting franchise, had autonomous community
and trade organizations. They could prevent Loyalists from operating
in their areas, and they enlisted in and supplied rebel forces. They
were sympathetic to the cause, especially the abolition of government-
conferred economic privileges and monopolies — what I call “new
capitalist corruption.” What was revolutionary about the wartime situ-
ation was that petit bourgeois and farmer demands could be imple-
mented by their local political and military organizations. Popular
town meetings and rural community organizations became local organs
of the emergent rebel state and militia. In town and countryside re-
stricted networks of the printed word — of newspapers, pamphlets,
and correspondence committees — became overtaken by popular oral
assemblies. (See Henretta 1973: 162-5; essays in Young 1976; and
Steffen 1984.)

Thus, when Patriot notables appealed to the people to fight, gradually
— without full consciousness of its significance — they began to justify
rebellion in terms of popular principles of government. Their rhetoric
became by degrees more populist in tone, more democratic in sub-
stance. Ideological principles became generalized and transcendent
in an appeal for help. Some formal political ratification followed.
Property requirements were lowered slightly in a majority of states,
increasing the proportion of enfranchised white adult males from
the range of 50 percent to 80 percent to 60 percent to 90 percent,
abolishing local religious disbarments, and even enfranchising a few
blacks and women (Williamson 1960; Dinkin 1982: 27-43). Local
segmental notable control through patronage and deference networks
was undermined by a more than doubling of electoral turnout through
the 1780s, by the spread of the practice of mandating representatives
(begun in the town meetings of the 1760s and 1770s), and by mass
electioneering on issues.

Dahl’s “contestation,” my ‘‘party democracy,” was institutionalized.
True, the leadership descended only slightly down the class structure,
being still dominated by the “better sort,” but their organized relation-
ship to the electors had changed, as Cook explains for New England:
“When the Revolution destroyed the foundations of the hierarchical
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notions of social arrangements, deferential politics began to disappear.
Political leaders ceased being regarded as social superiors and became
explicitly servants of the people” (1976: 192).

Small proprietors increased their numbers in the legislatures. In
1765, more than 50 percent of Massachusetts assemblymen owned
wealth in excess of $2,000; by 1784, the proportion was only 22 percent.
Fewer than 20 percent of the delegates to colonial assemblies during
1750—75 had been artisans and small farmers. By 1784, they were 40
percent of all legislators, but a majority from the North (Main 1966:
406-7; Henretta 1973: 168). Political power was still local, but it was
shifting toward the petite bourgeoisie and small farmers. In a rural
country whose institutions were basically British, this was partly an
evolutionary process. But it was speeded beyond a British-style com-
promise between old regime and emerging petite bourgeoisic as a
consequence of an avoidable war with a conjunctural, contested mili-
tary outcome.

This was reinforced by economic reforms. Struggling against des-
potism, the rebels favored economic freedom. They reduced state
mercantilism, abolished quitrents and primogeniture, increased the
proportion of elected officials, and attempted to free land grants from
patronage. The effects were greatest in the middle states, where more
notables had been Loyalist. Their lands and offices were expropriated
and local power shifted to the small farmers and petite bourgeoisie.
Outside the South, there was no longer a qualitative difference in
power between big and small capital. Weber’s “spirit of (petty com-
modity) capitalism” predominated in the North and West; and it shared
the South with slave capitalism. This shift was reinforced by a European
trend unrelated to the war. European population growth now out-
stripped the capacities of its agriculture. American grain producers,
mostly small farmers, could export profitably. By the 1790s, the north-
ern had overtaken the southern states in per capita wealth and exports
(Appleby 1984). The growth was again greatest in the middle states,
especially in Pennsylvania. Their economies became dominated by
small agrarian capital. The new electoral system could translate this
into political power.

Leftward shifts, however, were reversed by the centralization of
military power relations during the latter stages of the war, as cam-
paigning became more integrated and as its strategic center moved
into the more conservative South. Upper-class Founding Fathers, in
command of the military and political headquarters, now found greater
local support for their social conservatism among the segmental organ-
izations of southern planters. The increasing military discipline of
the Continental Army also bolstered their power. Radical proprietors
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might dominate local assemblies elsewhere, but not the centralized
heights of the later Patriot war effort.

Constitutional settlement

The war ended in 1783. The British and Loyalists were expelled,
and the popular militias were dispersed. Although radicals remained
influential in individual states, they lost influence on the leadership.
Some state assemblies now edged toward radical political economy,
cancellation of debts (mostly owed by poor farmers) and progressive
taxation and land grants. The interim constitution represented by
the 1783 Articles of Confederation contained only a feeble central
state. Threatened by local class radicalism, the notables organized to
strengthen the state.

The making of the Constitution at the Philadelphia Convention in
1787 was their main response. There was broad consensus that the
state should be a representative one (for white males), that ideo-
logically it should not entrench any one religion, and that it should
enjoy little military power over its white citizens (and enough to
coerce its nonwhites). Of course, its patriarchal nature remained
unquestioned. Debate centered on the remaining two of what Chapter
3 identifies as the ‘‘higher-level crystallizations” of modern states — as
capitalist and as nation-states.

The first turned not on capitalism versus some other mode of pro-
duction but on alternative capitalist political economies: whose model
of economic development the state should assist, that of small or
substantial proprietors (with slave owners complicating the issue). This
did involve the question of who should be represented in this state,
and also what the state’s economic powers should be. This was closely
linked to the other problematic crystallization, how centralized and
“national” this state should be. Because all parties had just fought a
war against despotism, they would avoid a state as centralized as
French revolutionaries later introduced, or even as centralized as
the British state. Most notables favored a more centralized state
than radicals wanted, as the notables controlled the continental level.
But slave owners and some notables from small states differed. Be-
cause both crystallizations were entwined, there was no head-on class
confrontation.

The Constitutional Convention was the only major decision-making
process of the period taken behind closed doors, without direct popu-
lar pressure or consultation (for a graphic account, see Collier and
Collier 1986). After two weeks of intensive debate, fifty-five par-
ticipating delegates produced a new constitution for ratification by
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the states. The delegates were all substantial property owners, the
wealthiest, most notable of the three Founding Father groups. They all
wanted powers to restrain the ‘““anarchist” tendencies revealed by local
legislatures. Dangerous scenarios had just been presented, as exempli-
fied by Shays’ Rebellion, largely a class insurrection against taxes and
debts in Massachusetts. But their debates did not center on class
issues, on which delegates shared common unspoken assumptions. Nor
did they dwell much on religion. Though from a diversity of churches,
they were nonsectarian, members of multichurch state delegations.
They quickly agreed the state should be secular.

Instead, delegates debated the “‘national” centralization issue that
divided them. A relatively centralized state was feared by delegates
from small states, wary of the “tyranny” of the electorate from big
ones, and especially by southern delegates, who believed a strong
central state might legislate against slavery. To emerge with an agreed-on
constitution, and so head off radicals, they had to compromise on
states’ rights. They did so pragmatically, leaving loopholes (especially
over the constitutions of future states) and thus ensuring that the
states’ rights issue — and its connection to slavery in the South and
in new western states — would remain troublesome. But they did
emerge almost united behind a Constitution that could avoid class
confrontation — part by design, part unintentionally.

Fully intended was the separation of powers, producing a divided
central state designed to appeal to radical decentralizers as well as to
conservatives by preventing equally despotism and sudden expressions
of popular will. Public powers were divided among no fewer than
five representative institutions — the presidency, the two houses of
Congress, the thirteen states, and the local governments. The division
was not by consistent principles that might allow hierarchies to develop
among them. Economic powers at present with state legislatures were
divided among various institutions. The Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives had differing suffrages ad staggered elections; the House
originated budgets; the Senate had more powers over presidential
appointees and foreign treaties, yet a more restricted franchise; the
president was elected indirectly by an electoral college, which it was
assumed would better represent property; the president could not
initiate legislation but could veto congressional legislation (unless both
houses passed it by two-thirds majorities). No franchises were signifi-
cantly extended (except for removing religious disabilities). Electoral
constituencies were deliberately enlarged so that they would be cross-
class, supposedly invulnerable to mob control.

The final separation of powers created the Supreme Court. This
proved a stroke of genius, but it was less conscious strategy than a
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consensus about the nature of rights that proved to have enor-
mous unintended consequences. It stemmed from the predominance of
notable lawyers-cum-property owners in the Revolution and in the
drafting of the Constitution itself — at least 33 of the 55 delegates had
practiced law, but only 4 of them had been only lawyers (Mann and
Stephens 1991). Rebellion had been against the sovereign despotism of
king in Parliament; it had been followed by a period in which local
legislatures had acted against property law. Thus the delegates thought
it prudent to “‘entrench” their Constitution as the rule of law, super-
vised by a Supreme Court — if necessary (though the implications of
this appear not to have been recognized by the opposition) against
executive and legislatures alike.

The Constitution would change as social power changed, but modifi-
cations had to be broadly consistent with the principles laid down by
these propertied Founding Fathers. The Constitution demanded such
substantial majorities for constitutional change that this needed con-
siderable consensus across class (and across state) lines. The pres-
ident appointed the justices of the Supreme Court, but for life, so
they usually outlasted their benefactor. They could veto legislation or
government action or decide that actions undertaken by government or
a private body were in accord with the spirit of the Constitution.
Lesser courts exercised similar regulatory judgments over lesser bodies.

Thus the law profession, up to the Supreme Court, became active
regulators of private, corporate, and government agencies — a sur-
rogate for a more centralized state administration (as Skowronek 1982:
24-30 observes). It took some decades for legal institutions to attain
their full preeminence. But by the mid-nineteenth century, law was
above politics and therefore in certain senses ultimately above party
democracy. It might seem (T. H. Marshall believed so) that America
had early institutionalized both civil and political citizenship. But its
civil citizenship remained highly individualistic and capitalistic and it
was entrenched even against sovereign political citizenship. “Popular
majorities . . . would be for ever constrained” concludes Appleby (1987:
804).

In his observations of American democracy, Tocqueville emphasized
lawyers’ power, famously declaring the “bench and the bar” were the
“American aristocracy.” But this was not quite accurate, for American
law was then, as it is now, inseparable from capitalist property. These
propertied lawyer notables had a distinctive conception of rights. They
had been reared on that equation of personal human freedom and
individual property rights labeled by MacPherson (1962) as “possessive
individualism.” Although MacPherson located this ideology too early,
distorting the views of Hobbes and Locke to place it in the seventeenth
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century, it did dominate the thinking of the Founding Fathers. Private
property became truly sacred, inviolate from state and anarchism alike.
Entrenching the rule of law in this context protected the liberty of the
person and of his or her property. The main radical opposition rested
among petite bourgeoisie and small farmers. They were also individual
property owners, so they did not oppose this principle. On this vital
issue there was no head-on, dialectical class conflict of the Marxian
variety. The solution, which gradually proved to favor big property (as
financial and industrial property became more concentrated, and as
small farmers became once again indebted), slid largely unnoticed
through the postrevolutionary conflicts.

Once exploited social groups — lower classes, women, blacks, perhaps
even eventually the few surviving native Americans — were admitted to
the status of individual civil and political citizenship, no regime would
be more active in advancing their individual property rights and free-
doms than the American. But collective rights would always be sub-
ordinate to individual rights, as labor unions (see Chapter 18), radical
farmers (Chapter 19), and twentieth-century advocates of a more social
citizenship discovered to their cost. They would experience not collec-
tive rights but fierce military-judicial repression. Contrary to Marshall’s
evolutionary theory of the spread of citizenship, America never devel-
oped much social citizenship, while the collective powers of its labor
and farm movements remained hamstrung by entrenched individual
civil citizenship longer than in any of my other countries. State legis-
latures could not constitutionally cancel debts, nor could they (until
well into the twentieth century) pass laws legalizing picketing or other
“conspiracies” against the property freedoms of employers. Big capi-
talist property became entrenched against the main nineteenth-century
grievances of labor and small farmer alike, as Chapters 18 and 19
reveal. As interpreted by lawyers, the entrenched Constitution became
the best possible guarantee of the power of capitalist property in
America (as Hartz 1955: 103 also observes). Lawyers became in this
period, and have remained ever since, the “organic intellectuals” of
capitalism. Within forty years, this switched them from the revolution-
ary to the conservative camp — and this was achieved largely without
opposition from petit bourgeois radicals.

Though the Constitution was written in a Philadelphia vacuum,
popular pressures could not be ignored. Delegates narrowly secured
ratification of the new Constitution by the individual states, some-
times against considerable opposition. They were also forced to make
concessions to protect individual rights against the new government
secured in the first constitutional amendments, known collectively as
the Bill of Rights. But because no part of the Constitution appeared
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to proscribe directly the political economy goals of the radicals, they
did not oppose it as energetically as they might have done.

Through the 1780s, two broadly equal “parties” emerged, comprising
about three-quarters of representatives in the legislatures. Main (1973:
chapter 2) terms them ‘“‘commercial-cosmopolitans” and ‘“‘agrarian-
localists.” The cosmopolitans were predominantly urban merchants
and professional men, with support from planters and landowners near
cities — in effect, an old regime similar to local colonial regimes before
1776. The localists were new politicians, predominantly representing
small capitalist farmers in inland counties. Artisans, small manufac-
turers, and lesser tradesmen (the lower petite bourgeoisie) were torn
between the two factions, their class drawing them to localists, their
urban interests to cosmopolitans. Through the 1790s, the two turned
into loose political parties, many cosmopolitans becoming Federalists,
many localists (joining with southern planters) becoming first Anti-
Federalists, then Jeffersonian Republicans and Democrats. American
politics crystallized, thirdly, earlier than anywhere else, as a fairly full
party democracy.

The problematic crystallizations — What was the form of capital-
ism and how ‘“national” should government be? — still divided the
parties. Federalists favored a strong central government and restricted
franchise, to secure economic development and property rights; their
opponents favored the reverse. Their conflict proved paradoxical. The
Federalists got most of their desired ends, yet with neither chosen
means.

Fear of resurrecting centralized despotism was widely shared by
all classes and regions. Therefore, the state remained largely decen-
tralized. Most government infrastructures and functions (education,
health, family, law, most public works, police, care of the poor) were
devolved by the Constitution to individual state administrations (see
Lowi’s 1984 summary of the power of all three government levels).
Indeed, the Constitution devolves ‘“residual” powers — powers not
elsewhere specified — in these matters to the individual states. By
European, even British, standards, the American national state was
born puny. Chapter 11 shows that it remained less powerful than its
European counterparts throughout the period under discussion.

Nevertheless, Federalists triumphed over two narrower fronts, which
proved decisive for attaining their goals. First, law embodying secure
individual property rights was entrenched, as described earlier. It did
not seem like centralization and the potential class opposition did
not resist. Second, the Federalists (especially Hamilton) originated
“late development” theories. Believing that Britain provided the
model of the future economy, they wished government to encourage
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financial concentration and manufacturing industry. They concentrated
their centralizing offensive quite narrowly, on securing federal govern-
ment infrastructures for large-scale economic activity, especially on
obtaining a national banking, currency, and credit structure, but also
seeking protective tariffs for manufactures (Ferguson 1964; McGuire
and Ohsfeldt 1984). Less controversially, they also favored an enlarged
postal service, customs, and land offices, plus a small navy to protect
shipping and a small standing army to kill Indians and undertake civil
engineering works. This narrower ‘“modernizing” centralism won many
converts. Tom Paine, supposedly their political enemy, came to see his
rural democratic allies as parochial, indifferent to the economic needs
of the emerging nation (Foner 1976). Individual states in the first half
of the nineteenth century also became active subsidizers of roads and
canals and charterers of corporations, though less so in the South than
elsewhere (Pisani 1987; their expenditure figures are provided in Holt
1977). Federalists got property rights and infrastructural development,
but through a predominantly confederal state — through the courts and
a division of labor between federal and state governments — not in the
anticipated form of a centralized nation-state.

With regard to the franchise, the Federalists overestimated their
segmental powers over elections. Their patronage networks struggled
to control the emerging mass clectorate. Ideological power networks
expanded, partly because of Federalist policies: Post offices increased
twelvefold over the 1790s, newspapers two-and-a-half-fold. Republican
and Democratic correspondence societies and campaign meetings
spread. Farmers, petits bourgeois, and mechanics had alternative
organizations. Notables were also split by region. Southern planters
favored the Federalists on class grounds, but the overriding threat
that centralization posed to slavery brought them into the Democrats’
camp. An electoral alliance of the propertied classes and their cli-
ents (such as dominated nineteenth-century Britain) never materi-
alized. This lessened head-on, political class struggle. It also placed
the Federalists in electoral trouble. Geopolitics worsened this. The
Federalists took Britain as their model of a modern capitalist society,
capable of legitimate taxation and strong state action, constitutional
yet without democracy. But Britain had just been the main enemy;
Britain was still the enemy of France, the revolutionary heir of America;
and Britain was now the main trade rival. Federalist foreign policy
could be smeared as un-American.

Jeffersonian Democrats achieved a sweeping victory in the election
of 1800. “Never again would any group of Americans seriously seeking
power in a national election champion hierarchical values or deferen-
tial political practice,” concludes Appleby (1984: 3). Intense party
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competition resulted in consistent voting turnouts of more than half
the adult white males by 1810, a far higher proportion than in the
colonial period (Fischer 1965: 182-92). Jacksonian Democrats, leading
small farmers and the urban petite bourgeoisie and artisans, strove to
further suffrage reform in the 1830s. Jeffersonians and Jacksonians
could sometimes express a populist anticapitalist ideology contrasting
the “industrious” and ‘“‘agrarians” with parasitic “capitalists” (Hartz
1955: 120-5). American parties could sometimes sound quite like
British radicals and French sans-culottes. But their franchise goal
could be achieved with less violence, broadly within the institutions of
colonial America as amplified by the war and institutionalized by the
Constitution. As the Constitution entrenched property law and rigor-
ously divided powers, Federalists and notables had less to fear from
franchise reform. By 1840, all adult white males possessed the vote
and the first modern two-party democracy existed. The “‘spoils” seg-
mental system distributed offices between them. (See Chapter 13.)
Class struggle, crosscut by party democracy and segmental clientelism,
did not threaten the rule of property.

By 1840, this was adding up to a fairly coherent regime strategy. The
American regime could not be “old,” save in the South. Rule by birth,
religion, customary patronage, and deference was destroyed by a col-
onial war, followed by a petty capitalist electoral onslaught. The petite
bourgeoisie, led uniquely by small farmers, achieved mass democracy
in advance of anywhere else in the world. This had further potentially
radical implications. Yet radicalism was not anticapitalist. The state,
being a real separation of powers, became conservative. Its divided
infrastructures were quietly turned toward the projects of large-scale
capitalism. And the rule of law entrenched conceptions of capitalistic
private property. The combination amounted to the hegemony of
capitalist liberalism everywhere outside the South. The Constitution as
rule of law — and not as elsewhere the state or sovereign parliament —
became by the late nineteenth century the symbolic, venerated heart of
the nation.

Neither Constitution nor state proved of much help on the national
issue of states’ rights. Slavery became increasingly at odds with north-
ern capitalism, yet this weak federal state had no resources to solve
the conflict or even to authoritatively allocate constitutions (con-
taining slavery or not?) to new western states. The Union became
engulfed in a civil war that only temporarily increased state cen-
tralization. American geopolitics did not involve challenges to other
Great Powers and required little national mobilization and little high-
tech militarism until the twentieth century. Thus the nation-state
lagged. As state and local government infrastructures strengthened
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throughout the late nineteenth century, American government moved
from the confederal to a more federal form, in the senses I specify in
Table 3.3. Its federal institutions met the Second Industrial Revolution
— and the challenges of discontented farmers, workers, and others —
with a coherent capitalist-liberal and party-democratic regime strategy
buttressed by pronounced domestic militarism. These challenges and
responses are discussed in Chapters 18 and 19.

American conclusion

1 have addressed three main problems in the founding of the American
Republic: how to characterize its emerging regime, how to explain its
rise, and whether it was truly revolutionary.

In terming the new American regime confederal, party democratic,
and capitalist-liberal, I have done little more than accept conventional
wisdom. As subsequent chapters show, the capitalist-liberal strategy
has successfully absorbed all that industrial society (and massive ethnic
immigration) threw at it. Since the United States eventually became
the hegemonic Western Power, its capitalist liberalism has influenced
much of the globe. Its parties, the capitalist liberalism enshrined in its
law courts, and its confederalism also survived most of the Second
Industrial Revolution, although confederalism was finally modified by
the New Deal and the acquisition of superpower status (which also
ended the unevenness of its militarism).

In explaining its rise I took sides in a debate among historians, with
Bailyn (1967) and Appleby (1984) against the evolutionism of Boorstin
(1959), Degler (1959), Hartz (1955), and Lipset (1964), who traced
capitalist liberalism back through the Founding Fathers to early col-
onial settlement and to the supposed absence of “feudalism” in the
New World. Instead I argued that the War of Independence and sub-
sequent political struggles intervened to destroy viable local-regional
regimes that were becoming recognizably “‘old.” Without this inter-
vention, these regimes might have developed quite similarly to their
counterpart in Britain, whether or not under British control. True, the
colonies also contained alternative power organizations that, when
amplified, led into more purely capitalist tracks, but this amplification
occurred through three additional, contingent processes:

1. The geopolitical and fiscal-military pressures operating on the
British Empire factionalized its American clients and, reinforced by
French military power in war, rendered the British (narrowly) unable
to defend their colonies.

2. The military pressures of semiguerrilla warfare increased moderate
reform toward democracy. The old regime could not simply be trans-
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ferred to local American control once rebellious notables were forced
to seek the help of the “people” (in the early twentieth-century sense
of the masses) in an armed struggle against the British and Loyalists.
Outside of the South, the locality was more captured by class than by
segmental organization. Yet to win the war, the popular and notable
power actors had to compromise.

3. At the end of the war the roughly equal yet confused balance of
political power between entwined class and national forces ensured
that the victors did not fall out among themselves. Instead, their power
relations and conflicts became institutionalized into a capitalist-liberal
regime strategy through postwar compromises combining capitalism
with democracy. The notables had the initial constitution-making
field to themselves. Through a mixture of intent, miscalculation, and
unintended consequences, they devised a constitution whose separ-
ation of powers carried conservative consequences. They compromised
on the states’ rights issue, institutionalizing North-South (and other
regional) political crystallizations that crosscut and weakened class
struggle. Federalists and notables also reduced their proproperty, pro-
centralization offensive to two areas, entrenching property law in the
Constitution and providing central state infrastructures for the devel-
opment of big capitalism (then unexpectedly reinforced by the indi-
vidual states). But they miscalculated their capacity to segmentally
control elections, and the (white male) masses secured a two-party
democracy. The confused result was to consolidate a capitalist-liberal,
party-democratic, and confederal regime hegemonic outside of the
South. Because power struggles entwined disparate elements, class
conflict had never been “pure” or transparent. Notables and masses
never faced one another head-on, dialectically as class enemies. They
first allied in war, then slid past one another, concentrating their
energies on different, though entwined, political crystallizations and
networks of political power.

More generally, I have traced a transition in the relations of primacy
among the four sources of social power. Ideological power relations
had a declining role in structuring overall power relations. Early out-
comes — the downward spiral to rebellion, the changing balance of
wartime power between notable and popular rebels, and the mili-
tary result of the war itself — were predominantly determined by the
entwining of economic and military power relations. In a very confused
way — and always remembering that economic relations had strong
segmental, regional and national components as well as class ones —
they jointly shaped the institutions of the new Republic. Yet there-
after (as institutional statism might suggest), its political institutions
had their own power autonomy, significantly constraining American
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development. In a country unthreatened by other Great Powers, geo-
political militarism, though not domestic militarism, proved to have
less general power significance through the nineteenth century. Now
American development was predominantly capitalist development,
yet constrained by institutionalized confederal, party-democratic, and
domestic military state organization. This was the American version of
the general transition noted over this period in Chapter 1 in a very
rough ‘“ultimate” dual determination — from economic—military to
economic—political power relations.

Finally, was this a revolution? The completeness of American trans-
formation to capitalist liberalism - its “revolutionary” aspect in the
everyday sense of that word — was due to the absence of revolution in
the sociological sense of a violent transformation of power relations.
Opposed class forces had not squarely faced and fought, as they were
to in France. Moreover, capitalist liberalism soon became conservative.
After forty or so years it was more thoroughly institutionalized, more
resistant to change, than any other regime. It discovered how to avoid
class struggle — not altogether, of course, but how best to avoid a
single, extensive, head-on political conflict. The commercialization of
agriculture proved as disruptive, small farmers as discontented, the
Industrial Revolution as brutal, the proletariat as discontented, as
elsewhere. But their aspirations were more tracked by political and
military institutions into nonclass organizations than in any other coun-
try. The early institutionalization of a colonial revolution decisively
structured later American power structure.
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6 The French Revolution and
the bourgeois nation

The central issue in analyzing the French Revolution traditionally has
been whether it was a class revolution. Historians from Jaurés to
Lefebvre said yes, analyzing the Revolution as a class struggle between
a feudal old regime and a capitalist bourgeoisie. But three revisions
have disputed this. Since Cobban (1964), empirical studies showed
that the Revolution began as old regime factional fighting and con-
tinued under nonbourgeois leadership. The second revision, centered
on Behrens (1967) and Skocpol (1979), sees the Revolution triggered
by a fiscal crisis caused by Great Power rivalry. Only through this
fiscal crisis did class struggle emerge. The third revision, offered by
Ozouf (1976), Furet (1978), Agulhon (1981), Hunt (1984), and Sewell
(1985), sees the Revolution as essentially ideological, driven by ideas,
emotions, and cultural forms, classes being mobilized more symboli-
cally than materially. This has become the new conventional wisdom:
codes have replaced classes among historians of France. The intelli-
gentsia has turned inward.

I accept some of all these arguments. As usual, my explanation
entwines ideological, economic, military, and political power net-
works. The Revolution did not begin as a class struggle, except for the
peasantry, but it became a class struggle, just as it became a national
struggle. Classes were not “pure” but also were defined by ideological,
military, and political forces. The Revolution became bourgeois and
national, less from the logic of development from feudal to capitalist
modes of production than from state militarism (generating fiscal dif-
ficulties), from its failure to institutionalize relations between warring
elites and parties, and from the expansion of discursive ideological
infrastructures carrying principled alternatives. I also provide evidence
to support a general argument about class conflict made in this volume:
Where class conflict is relatively “pure” — where classes emerge more
directly out of modes of production to confront one another head-
on — they more accurately perceive one another. The organizational
advantages of the dominant class, in control of the state, permit it to
repress or incorporate, thus evading revolution. Where class conflict is
entwined confusingly with other conflicts, dominant classes lose con-
centration on their class interests. Then popular discontent may push
them off balance, induce mistakes, and fuel a revolutionary situation
as in France. I return to mistakes shortly.

167
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I accept much of the fiscal-military revisionism of Behrens and
Skocpol; indeed, this volume generalizes it to all countries of the
period. Yet I also build on Goldstone’s (1991: 172-4) criticisms of
Skocpol. Because she then had a true elitist theory of the state,
Skocpol viewed the fiscal crisis as an “objective” one confronting a
singular state elite. She neglects intraelite and party struggles. French
finances were in a mess, but they collapsed — bringing down the en-
tire old regime — only because of deteriorating factional relations
between and among the two main elements of the French state, the
monarchical state elite and a party of privilege deeply entrenched in
French society. Because the French state had not institutionalized
sovereign representative mechanisms for settling factional disputes,
fiscal disputes that other states could resolve brought it crashing down.
Skocpol’s true elitism explains less of the Revolution than her institu-
tional statism.

With class revisionism I have three disagreements. I disagree with
Cobban’s vision of revolutionary leadership as a declining old regime
fraction and with Goldstone’s view of the revolutionaries suffering
“blocked mobility.” I also disagree with Skocpol’s and Goldstone’s
curious “‘one-class” model: they rightly stress the peasantry but largely
ignore the bourgeoisie and petite bourgeoisie. In the towns and in
Paris, where the Revolution acquired its basic direction, theirs is a top-
down theory of revolution, not a bottom-up theory (like class theories).
Yet the failure to institutionalize elite-party struggles let in the ex-
cluded classes, the peasants and petite bourgeoisie. The Revolution
in both towns and countryside moved from top-down to bottom-up.
Third, the rise of bourgeois and petit bourgeois parties was con-
tinuous, not a “skidding off course” beginning after 1791, unconnected
to the events of 1789, as Furet and Richet (1970; cf. Furet 1981) argue,
wishing to support the goals of the Revolution before but not after
1791.

I accept some of the empirical arguments of the now-dominant
ideological school. Because ideological power did play a substantial
role in the Revolution (more than in events in Britain and America),
I wish now to briefly consider the arguments of the cultural school.
The problem is that it has been idealist. Now idealists could make
useful, testable causal arguments, emphasizing the role of ideological
institutions, of symbolic and ritual practices, and of the content of
ideologies. Yet they have rarely done this, for their causal argu-
ments usually have been subsumed under a more totalizing idealism,
eschewing causal analysis and, instead, redescribing entire social pro-
cesses in cultural terms. This is the legacy of Hegel and of German
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idealism, carried into contemporary social science by discourse analysis
and by writers like Foucault and Geertz.

Thus Lynn Hunt analyzes the Revolution as “text”: “in terms of
its internal patterns and its connections to other aspects of political
culture.” The importance of her work is to demonstrate that the
revolutionaries showed great interest in symbolic culture and morality.
We must take these seriously. But she rejects “looking underneath or
outside the words” for causes. Thus her conclusion that the origins
of revolution “must be sought in political culture” is not a causal
argument but a tautology. She has established no causal relations
between culture and anything else (1984: 24-5, 234). To establish
the importance of culture, we must look outside revolutionary words
and texts, to see where they came from. Did they merely articulate
economic, military, and political power relations? Or did they express
the needs of specifically ideological institutions? Such causal issues are
evaded by Hunt.

Furet also tends to redescribe the Revolution as cultural-symbolic
process, but he adds causal arguments. For example, he suggests that
when royal power collapsed at the onset of the Revolution, it was
replaced by la parole, the spoken word. Whoever could claim to speak
successfully in the name of the nation spoke for the general will and
could assume power. Thereafter the Revolution became, literally, a
battle of words, he says (1978: 83).

This usefully focuses our attention not on a totality made up of
texts and symbolic discourses but on specific media and messages
of communication, interacting with other sources of social power. If
people are to be moved by cultural messages, they need to be reached.
We cannot assume they share the same culture. We know from count-
less sociological, historical, and anthropological studies (and despite
normative functionalist theory) that extensive societies almost never
do. Communications infrastructures should be the object of our analy-
sis of ideological power (or culture, if that is the preferred term). Thus
(building on the work of Eisenstein 1986) my analysis begins with the
eighteenth-century expansion of infrastructures, the creation of “public
opinion,” and its escape from absolutist control.

Both Furet and Hunt correctly emphasize that the Revolution
escalated politics of principle rather than pragmatic compromise. As
crisis deepened, and as practical politics could not cope, power actors
turned to principled solutions. “Principle’ carries its double meaning
of a general and a moral rule, for the revolutionaries became obsessed
with “virtue” and “purity” as well as with schemes of rational recon-
struction, with the “politics of authentic emotions” (Hunt’s phrase)
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as well as of ideologies. When principles are evoked, we may indeed
suspect that ideological institutions and elites are exercising some
power. Unlike practical economic, military, and political actors, they
pursue general, transitive, principled knowledge.

To test this suspicion, we must answer two questions: First, is the
content of principles merely the experience of practical power actors,
as generalized by ideologists? Or are they created by ideologists out of
their own distinct experience? Second, do ideologists possess collective
or distributive power techniques over practical actors such that they
influence which principles are to be evoked and implemented? By
exploring ideological infrastructures, and by answering these two ques-
tions, I will assess the causal significance of ideological power. I begin
this task in this chapter and complete it in Chapter 7.

Finally, I return to mistakes. The French Revolution was a unique
world-historical event. It was the first, and virtually the only, suc-
cessful bourgeois revolution. Its power actors were “unconscious,”
unlike subsequent power actors in any country. They did not know at
the beginning that they were in a revolution. Therefore, they made
what hindsight may portray as ghastly miscalculations — the king and
privileged orders especially. Their miscalculations contributed to the
exhaustion of practical politics and the recourse to ideological principles
of revolution. Had the king and the privileged orders known what
lurked in the wings, they would have acted differently, as their counter-
parts in other countries did later (with the example of the French
Revolution before them). There were deep-rooted power processes —
of class, of geopolitics, and of ideology — and I attempt to explain
them. But they could have been stopped or redirected by power actors
making different decisions. I enunciate this not as a universal principle
of sociology but as applying to a specific type of structural situation
in which power actors are unconscious of the emergence of novel
interstitial power networks and so are prone to miscalculate power
possibilities. As revolutions occur when regimes lose their powers of
concentration on their interests, mistakes are essential to revolutions.

Economic and political power under the old regime

The Revolution did not happen in a backward or in a late or uneven
developing country (as Skocpol asserts). By 1789, France had been the
greatest Power and one of the most prosperous countries in the world
for a century. Yet France seemed to have one “backwardness”: It was
lagging behind its Great Power rival, Britain. In the 1780s, the chemist
Lavoisier estimated the productivity of English land at 2.7 times that
of French. Indeed, some historians rate the whole British economy
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as more advanced (Crouzet 1966, 1970; Kindleberger 1984). Others
disagree, seeing the two as near equals (O’Brien and Keyder 1978).

Goldstone’s economic calculations seem the most persuasive (1991:
176-92; but see Vovelle and Roche 1965; Crouzet 1970; Léon 1970;
Chaussinand-Nogaret 1985: 90-106; Dewald 1987). Goldstone esti-
mates that the French economy grew in real terms by 36 percent
between 1700 and 1789 but was unevenly distributed by sector — trade
doubled; industry rose by 80 percent; agriculture, by only 25 percent.
Each sectoral growth rate was similar to that in Britain, so no sector
was particularly backward (though earlier data would have found more
agricultural growth in Britain). But only a third of the British popula-
tion was in agriculture, the low-growth sector, compared to four-fifths
of the French. The French economy lagged because of the size of its
agriculture. Hence a modest population growth of 30 percent, less than
Britain’s, bore down hard on this agrarian population, causing agricul-
tural output per capita to fall by 4.3 percent between 1700 and 1789.
The economic problem was not low or lagging gross national product
but burdensome sectoral inequalities. Yet this “problem” was more
severe in almost every other European country — and did not result in
revolution. We cannot attribute the French Revolution to the general
state of the economy. What mattered more, and what directly underlay
all the causes of the Revolution, was state finances.

French geopolitical militarism brought fiscal difficulties. Throughout
the eighteenth century Britain and France struggled for global supre-
macy. Britain was victorious in three of the four wars, losing only
when confronted also by rebellious American colonists. Even in that
war, France made no gains to pay for its high cost. Britain acquired a
global empire; France acquired debts. Though both luck and geopolitics
contributed to the outcome (discussed in Chapter 8), the British state
possessed greater infrastructural power centered on its fiscal efficiency.
The French state could only extract in taxes a far smaller fraction of
national wealth (Mathias and O’Brien 1976; Morineau 1980). France
levied as much but obtained less, spending far more on paying its tax
gatherers and creditors.

As Anglo-French rivalry intensified, British state finances improved
and those of the French visibly worsened (Behrens 1967: 138-62;
Riley 1987). Most commentators deduced that the British were helped
by their parliamentary regime. British property owners consented to
indirect customs and excise duties and loans organized by the Bank
of England. Geopolitical success then made military-fiscal extraction
even less painful. But, as Table 4.1 suggests, other forms of sovereign
“representation” might have been just as effective. In Prussia there
was no parliament, but the dominant classes were effectively “repre-
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sented” within central royal administration. Monarchism and party
democracy offered alternative forms of “representative” crystallization.
Both could stably institutionalize elite-party relations, as Prussia and
Britain showed. But this was not true of France.

Because finances were the sinews of the French state, their crisis
involved all of its institutions. France had developed as a bigger,
looser kingdom. As the monarchy had expanded outward from the Ile
de France, it struck particularistic deals with local-regional power
networks, creating a rather decentralized absolutism of “corporations”
and ‘“‘orders.” The consent of regions, the three estates (clergy, no-
bility, and commoners), and urban and professional communities
(especially the assemblies of lawyers known as parlements) was bought
with “privileges,” rights over peasants and exemptions from civic
duties, especially taxation. Unlike in Britain and Prussia, consent
was based on exclusion from, not participation in, the central state.
Despite absolutism and the intendants (royal officials supervising the
provinces), I reject Tocqueville’s famous argument that the French
state was already highly centralized before the Revolution (1955).
It was institutionally dual: a centralized monarchical state elite and
privileged, decentralized notable parties. Both became less coherent
through the eighteenth century.

Most taxes were direct land taxes, generating less and less revenue
as landowners secured exemptions and powers to assess themselves.
As Goldstone (1991: 196-218) observes, France’s fiscal problem was
not a lack of wealth but a tax system bearing down hardest on those
who were becoming the least able to pay: the peasants. Salvation could
have come, as partially in England, from indirect taxes on trade,
but merchant and urban corporations also possessed privileges. The
crown’s response reinforced the particularistic, corporate embedded-
ness of the state. It sold its own offices for cash, granted annuities to
those who would lend it funds, and granted rights of tax collection to
anyone who would advance their receipts to the crown. The closest
counterpart of the Bank of England was an autonomous corporation of
wealthy men, the Company of General Farmers (i.e., tax farmers),
who negotiated with foreign bankers to raise loans for the state.

The sale of offices and tax farming had paid for the wars of Louis
XIV and his successors (Chaussinand-Nogaret 1970; Bien 1987),
but they had consequences for class structure. I estimate there to
have been more than 200,000 venal public offices. (See Chapter 11.)
Office owning and tax farming involved virtually all wealthy families,
cementing them into a massive “party of privilege” blocking state
modernization (Matthews 1958: 249; Durand 1971: 282-362; Doyle
1980: 120). The bureaux de finances were transformed from judicial
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and administrative offices into lending institutions from the propertied
to the crown (Bossenga 1986). This absolutism differed from Prussian
or even Austrian absolutism. Its treasury had only 264 employees;
Austrian equivalents in ministries and the state bank numbered in the
thousands (Dickson 1987: I, 306—10). The French state elite was a
monarch, a court, a few clerics, and a small administration at the
center of sprawling party networks of privileged notables (the best
account is of its Languedoc branch, in Beik 1985). Nobility and bour-
geoisie merged into a “proprietory class,” mostly noncapitalist, deriving
most of its income from feudal dues, rents, offices, and annuities.
Venality even fostered the “modern” cash economy, as offices were
marketable commodities (Taylor 1967; Beik 1985: 13).

Because they shared privileges, merchants and manufacturers voiced
little opposition to the nobility or commitment to alternative “capitalist”
values. They wanted ennoblement, and the dowry system favored
mésalliance between wealthy bourgeois and poor nobility (Barber
1955; Lucas 1973: 91). There was little sign of feudal old regime
versus the bourgeoisie before the Revolution, no obvious bourgeois
class identity or opposition, no “sharp clashes” between privileged
and upwardly mobile families (as Goldstone 1991: 237 suggests) ex-
cept for the army (whose more complex factionalisms are discussed
later). Darnton claims a contemporary account of Montpellier reveals
class tension. Its bourgeois author says wealth should be more signifi-
cant than honor and mildly criticizes noble privileges. Yet he shows
greater fear of the common people, “naturally bad, licentious, and
inclined toward rioting and pillage” (1984: 128-30). The bourgeoisie
was worming its way into segmental regime organizations, exhibiting
“manipulative deference,” seeking material advantage through ac-
quiring privileges. “The quest for nobility was part of a bourgeois
investment perspective,” concludes Favier of a Gap merchant family
(1987: 51; cf. Bonnin 1987). The quest for privilege stifled universal
identities like class and nation.

For their part, nobles urbanized, distancing them from peasants.
Some became rentier industrialists. More than half the forges and
mines were owned (rarely managed) by aristocrats. This was now
as much an aristocracy of wealth as of birth. Chaussinand-Nogaret
(1985: 23-34) calculates that a quarter of noble families in 1789 had
been ennobled since 1700, and probably two-thirds since 1600; adding
that “a noble was now nothing but a commoner who had made it.”
Darnton (1984: 136-40) suggests they were becoming a little bour-
geois, as fashion and cuisine became plainer. But the term “bourgeois”
referred as much to people “living nobly” off rents, annuities, and
offices as to merchants, tradesmen, and manufacturers. Taylor (1967)
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calculates that, even in commercial Bordeaux, the third estate con-
tained eleven hundred nonnoble proprietors and professional men
against seven hundred merchants and traders, many of them ennobled.
Urban propertied classes were merging, not conflicting.

Rural life was more discordant. Old regime France had three kinds
of exploitation. The oldest derived from the feudal mode of produc-
tion: Landowners exploited peasants through rents and dues amid a
hierarchy of birth and privilege. The second, politically determined,
derived from the fiscal needs of late absolutism and was organized by
privilege and corporations. Much of what we consider feudal was
produced and sustained by the state (Bien 1987: 111). The word
“feudalism” now came into use (spreading to other countries) as a
term of abuse for this fusion of feudal and absolutist exploitation. The
third was capitalist petty commodity production, often dominating
production and markets but politically and socially subordinate to the
first two (Dewald 1987). There was little large-scale capitalist produc-
tion, so few farmers controlled the labor power of others (Cominel
1987). Land and produce, rarely labor, were commodities. Peasants
and lords, and even many merchants, manufacturers, artisans, and
workers, were bound into customary regulation of labor.

Rural capitalism now began to conflict with the other two kinds of
exploitation. Pressured by expanding population and rising prices,
peasants chafed at feudal-absolutist exploitation. They paid ancient
feudal dues, now mainly in cash or crops rather than labor, and
complied with the hated seigneurial monopolies, the banalités — obliga-
tions to use the seigneur’s mill, oven, or press. The burden was not
crushing unless poor harvests pushed them close to subsistence, as
they did in 1787 and 1788. But France was not Eastern Europe.
Serfdom, manorial estates, and corvée labor had almost disappeared.
Almost all peasants were personally free and farmed and sold produce
autonomously from their lord. These free petty commodity producers
were then subjected to seigneurial privileges that were rooted in
neither production nor local community relations. Except for the
church — the greatest landholder in the country and entrenched in
every village — there was little direct segmental power exercised over
them, restraining class action. Privilege seemed to come from outside,
from Paris and the court. As Barrington Moore (1973: 73) observed,
discontent came from “their half-way position: they possessed the land
without really owning it.”

Rural class conflict was thus boiling up from its customary latent
level. Maintaining the old regime’s class crystallization of proprietorial
privilege depended increasingly on external reinforcement, on three
further crystallizations as politically absolutist, as militarist, and as
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ideologically Catholic. As long as the old regime held its own body
politic, its right arm and its soul together, peasants, with only local
class organization, could do little. Yet it would be a dangerous time for
monarchical elite, proprietary class, officers, and clerics to squabble.

Ideological and military power in the old regime

Ideological power contributed to revolution in four stages. First, the
regime lost authoritative control over most of its own networks of
discursive literacy through the second half of the eighteenth century.
Second, in the 1780s, the legal profession and the Enlightenment
joined to espouse alternative ideological and political principles to
those of the state elite. Third, suddenly from 1789, more popular
ideological networks pushed this union Leftward, developing the dual
organization of printed word and oral assembly that we saw emerge in
the American Revolution. Fourth, the fusion of all these networks
amid a crisis that practical politicians could not resolve produced a
recourse to transcendent ideologies by which state and society could be
reorganized. The role of ideologists escalated through all four stages.

As in other advanced eighteenth-century countries, basic signing
literacy surged, reaching 70 percent to 80 percent among urban males
by 1750. Discursive literacy grew even faster. The church sponsored
most growth, employing schoolmasters and increasing church attend-
ance among the masses. European churches began a local-regional
revival, even while losing influence over states. But it was not one-
way indoctrination. Priests and schoolmasters “gradually tended to
secularize the morality they were teaching children and families”” (Furet
and Ozouf 1982: 80). Popular literacy was not directly subversive,
because its messages were mainly religious and practical. But it was
under less secure authoritative control.

Chapter 2 identifies two predominant later routes in the expansion
of discursive literacy. Because France had a commercial economy and
a large state and army, it combined both the commercial capitalist and
the military statist route. The growth of trade and state — of the officer
corps, civil officeholders, and semiofficial legal institutions — rapidly
expanded secondary schooling, book and periodical publishing, sub-
scription libraries, and academies (literary clubs). Media and messages
under absolutism differed from constitutional regimes. Commerce and
law were more integrated into the proprietary old regime; schooling
was monopolized by the Catholic church, also entwined with the
regime. This might seem effective authoritative control, but it also
brought ideological problems into the regime itself.
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The Enlightenment was long blamed by conservatives for fathering
the Revolution. In Les Misérables Victor Hugo parodies them:

I fell on the ground,

It was Voltaire’s fault,
My nose in the water,
It was Rousseau’s fauit.

But if the philosophes pushed, the regime pulled. The Enlighten-
ment was half inside the regime. Almost all philosophes were born
noble or bought themselves titles (Rousseau was exceptional). Many of
their ideas — condemnation of feudalism, superstition, metaphysics,
and Scholasticism, and the praise of reason — were current among
educated people. Seven of the last eighteen finance ministers claimed
to be partisans of the Enlightenment (Behrens 1967: 136). Though
philosophes were persecuted and censored, they were capable of
reversing this. They had Malesherbes in charge of censorship during
1750-63 and they captured the French Academy during 1760-72 (Gay
1967: 1, 22-3, 76). Malesherbes claimed (as did other men of letters):
“What the orators of Rome and Athens were, in the midst of a people
assembled, men of letters are in the midst of a dispersed people”
(Eisenstein 1986: 200; cf. Starobinski 1987). Philosophes strutted
through aristocratic salons, including that of the duke of Orléans, the
king’s cousin. Madame de la Tour du Pin, lady-in-waiting to Queen
Marie Antoinette, records princesses and duchesses styling them-
selves philosophes, which she explains meant “freethinkers” (1985:
81). Versailles lost cultural preeminence to Parisian salons (Lough
1960: chapter 8). Tension rose between the principles of the salons and
the particularism, “luxury,” and supposed “moral laxity” of the court.
While the court and the king’s council ruled regime politics, the salons
and academies ruled its theory and morality. The Enlightenment was
becoming the conscience of the regime, if not its heart. Modernization
could be thought and valued; it was less easily done.

The Encyclopédie was the Enlightenment’s manifesto. Its articles
covered every branch of knowledge, arguing that everywhere human
reason, “the organized habit of criticism,” could defeat superstition,
particularism, and privilege. Reason cultivated by education could
establish a society governed by rational, universal principles, adminis-
tered by merit. As Darnton’s research (1979: esp. 273-99) reveals,
such subversive ideas penetrated through the old regime. By 1789,
fifteen thousand copies had been sold, with much better sales in older
administrative towns with parlements than in ports or industrial towns,
and among nobles and clergy than among tradesmen or manufacturers.
Copies then spread downward - through bookclubs, accounting for
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half the sales — to lower lawyers, clerics, officials, and local notables
servicing the regime rather than in trade or manufacturing.

Roche’s study of provincial literary academies reveals a similar pat-
tern. Twenty percent of academicians were from the first (clerical)
estate, 37 percent from the second (noble) estate, and 43 percent were
commoners of the third estate. Less than 4 percent of the commoners
were in commerce or manufacturing, 29 percent lawyers and officials
(35 percent of the nobles were officials), 23 percent lower clergy,
26 percent doctors and surgeons, and 18 percent simply men of in-
dependent means. Though women were active in salons, the clubs,
academies, and Masonic Lodges were masculine. Thus the intelligentsia
were “a service bourgeoisie everywhere assimilated into the con-
secrated social hierarchy” (Roche 1978: I, chapter 4, quote from 245).
Expanding Masonic Lodges, predominantly discussion centers, had
a similar composition except for fewer clergy because of mild anti-
clericalism (Le Bihan 1973: 473-80). The number of journals steadily
increased (Censer and Popkin 1987: 18), but until the late 1780s, they
portrayed an urban noble world, unlike their larger, more petit bour-
geois English and American counterparts (Botein et al. 1981). Second-
ary education differed. According to Palmer (1985: 23): “The sons of
noblemen and of tradesmen met in the same classroom.” Thereafter
they entered different cultural networks. But they would converse
again in the Revolution.

These media espoused both modernization routes mentioned in
Chapter 2: one state-led, the other embedded in civil society. Some
philosophes praised monarchs embodying “benevolent absolutism.”
D’Alembert said that Voltaire’s adulatory Peter the Great made him
want to vomit, although d’Alembert himself received a French royal
pension. The legislator should promulgate civil rights, patronize educa-
tion and social welfare, and sweep away particularistic corporations
and privileges. ‘“Absolute government” was good, if it respected the
law. Thus Voltaire supported monarchy against privilege and criticized
the parlements (assemblies of lawyers) as archaic, selfish checks on
efficient administration (Gay 1967: 11, 67, 474). Yet the philosophes
found it easier to apply this program to states of which they knew little
(like Russia or Austria) than to their own venal court and adminis-
tration. The French state required major overhaul in order to become
benevolent absolutism.

The second Enlightenment program saw reason as decentralized
in civil society. Education could enlighten men (and even women)
by cultivating their inherent reason. Personal autonomy should be
encouraged, merit rewarded, and economic, political, religious, and
sexual freedoms cautiously increased. Most philosophes were paternal-
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istic, wishing to lead the people gradually toward enlightenment.
None believed in democracy. Most advocated Anglo-American con-
stitutionalism. As all aduits possessed a common humanity, all should
have equal civil or “passive” citizenship. Literate, property-holding
household heads possessing “‘independence” should have political
or “‘active” citizenship now. To base rights on ‘“rational” principles
contradicted the actual society of orders and privilege: All should
be equal before the law; all were eventually capable, through self-
improvement, of political participation. The success of the American
Revolution thus encouraged this civil society path to reform.

The monarchical elite was not blind to the ideological ferment within
the regime. It censored. It incarcerated more than eight hundred
authors, printers, and book and print sellers in the Bastille between
1600 and 1756 (Eisenstein 1986: 201). Most tacitly agreed to keep
alternative ideologies from the masses. As Becker (1932: 31) remarked:
“They courageously discussed atheism, but not before the servants.”
Absolutism had always considered secret decision making an essential
prerogative. But the appearance of the term “public opinion” now
presaged the possibility of government restrained by what Baker (1987:
246) optimistically terms ‘“the politics of national consensus” (cf.
Ozouf 1987). But there was no consensus. The regime no longer knew
what to believe.

This was especially true in the church. The hierarchy opposed the
Enlightenment’s attack on its own wealth, corruption, and mani-
pulation of superstition. Most philosophes endorsed Hume’s descrip-
tion of religion as “the sick man’s dream,” which healthy, enlightened
men could throw aside. Much of the church also chafed at court
secularization, halfhearted censorship, and toleration of Protestants.
It tacitly withdrew sacralization of royal authority (Julia 1987). Yet
reason had also