Europe from Settlement of the New World to Today
A Thematic History
Caveat emptor: These lectures have sometimes been written and typed in haste so I hope they aren’t too poorly written and too confusing. Additionally, since I grew up, in part, in Canada, Australia, and parts of Europe (where English is often translated into English not American English) they contain spellings more consistent with English, Canadian English, and Australian English rather than American English. Finally, I consider myself just as much a European as American historian so I have tried to link developments in the US to developments in Europe and other Settler Societies (like Canada, Australia, and New Zealand) if far too briefly. Enjoy.
Forward
History is not, in my perhaps not so humble opinion, hard or positivistic sciences (though we can get them closer to or further away from “hard science”). That doesn’t mean that there aren’t facts, however. John F. Kennedy was assassinated in Dallas, Texas on 22 November 1963. Not every analyst agrees on why Kennedy was assassinated—did a lone gunman do it? Were there several shooters? Was Lee Harvey Oswald a patsy? Nor do all analysts agree on the reasons for the assassination of Kennedy—was Castro paying back Kennedy for the CIA attempts to assassinate him? Was it the mafia who assassinated JFK? Was the CIA behind the assassination attempt? Is there any unquestionably right answer here?

History then is an interpretive discipline, perhaps even an art form. Historians have long disagreed with each other about the stuff of history. And historians have long been impacted by their own social and cultural contexts both of which influence how they read or interpret history. I tend to read history through the prism of my cynicism and anti-utopianism. If you are looking for the Pollyanna, everything is going to be alright, we are heading toward a bright future, I am not your man. I am not a neo-liberal or neo-capitalist or a Leninist utopian. I tend to see history in negative hues emphasizing human depravity, to use a religiously tinged term that is somewhat out of fashion these days. If I wanted to phrase this in more secular terms I would say, I see humans as fallible. When I look at history I see wars, abuse, patriarchalisms, misogynies, rapes, brutalities, destructions, inhumanities, and, well you get the point. One of my critics at RateMyProfessors recognized this and was apparently appalled by it. To each his or her own. I do see some of the good things humans have done as well. A human gave us one of the great artistic achievements in media history, Buffy the Vampire Slayer. Humans are, after all, angels and demons to use that religiously tinged terminology again.

You don’t have to agree with my perspective. Feel free to believe that capitalism is slowly but surely bringing about heaven on earth. If you are going to argue against my perspectives, however, I expect you to ground your criticisms on the best available evidence and to debate with me not ignore what I said or wrote. 

One more thing about doing history, history always involves selectivity. Neither I nor anyone else can tell you everything—and history is about everything from sports to fashion to the everyday lives of human beings to the TV programmes we watch—about everything. Neither I nor anyone else can tell you everything that happened during every single minute of every single day during every single year. 

Finally, there are two issues that my “reviewers” on RateMyProfessors bring up that I want to address because I find them, to put it bluntly, rather “bizarre”. Let me explain why.

One of my “reviewers” claims that I will insult you if I don’t agree with you. Not true. One of these individual who I “insulted” had the audacity to claim that he hated Buffy the Vampire Slayer though he had never seen it (this reminds me of a young woman who I once met and had a discussion with who claimed to hate Coen Brothers films but had never seen one). Another “reviewer” claimed I wasn’t sensitive to his/her views. There might be some truth to this latter since I do not take fully seriously feelings that aren’t backed up with empirical data. I suspect that this student is upset about my reaction to his/her take on college towns, specifically that they are any town (Albany, New York City, LA, Boston, Louisville, Iowa City, Bloomington, Indiana, Ithaca) that has a college in it. Such a position is, of course, meaningless. (and meaningless categorizations are not what the humanities and social sciences are all about). Anyone who has ever been in Ithaca knows that there is a difference between Ithaca and Albany. Ithaca is a college town. Cornell University dominates the city economically (Cornell employes one out of every three persons in Tompkins County), culturally (Cornell’s concerts, talks, exhibits dominate the city’s cultural life), demographically (those who go to Cornell and work there comprise a significant segment of the population of Ithaca and Tompkins County), geographically (Cornell constitutes a significant proportion of the geography of Ithaca), and politically (Cornell plays an important role in Ithaca politics). Albany, of course, is not a college town. Albany is not dominated geographically, demographically, politically, economically, or culturally by the University at Albany, Saint Rose, or the professional schools near Albany Med. It is a political town (the state is the city’s largest employer), a regional medical centre (Albany Med is the hospital for this region of upstate New York), and a regional shopping centre (people come from all around to shop at Crossgates Mall and Colonie Center). This is a class in which history is important. History is grounded in an empirical analysis of the empirical evidence. History (and Anthropology, Sociology, and the Humanities) focuses on factors intellectuals and academics have long regarded as of causal importance in human life—geography, demography, economics, politics, and culture—the very factors I utilized to explore whether Ithaca or Albany are college towns or not. Fundamental to all university subjects is the fact that if you haven’t seen something you simply cannot validly analyse it. If you haven’t seen and closely analysed all of Buffy or all of any TV show (or works by a particular director or author) you cannot truly analyse them. 

Now despite the total lack of validity in what this young man said about Buffy what he said is historically and culturally important though not in the way he thought when he said it. Humanities scholars and social scientists not only need to explore how and in what contexts TV (film, literature, and so on) are produced but also how they are consumed. The fact that this individual hates Buffy without ever having seen it tells us something about him (and about humans in general). The young woman who hated Coen Brothers films who hated the Coen Brothers actually hated Coen Brothers films because they did not fit into her definition of “independent film”. This is, of course, ideological rather empirical analysis. It is “analysis” guided by normative prejudices rather than by descriptive analysis. In the final analysis these reactions tell us more about the consumer (the person making the statement) than the product (the object the consumer is making the statement about). 

While I find it important to analyse how humans consume products in this class I want us to closely analyse products before we make normative (whether ideological, theological, metaphysical, or aesthetic) claims about them. In order to analyse Buffy as a product of specific historical, social, cultural, and economic moments and longer historical, social, cultural, and economic factors we have to explore the institutional and economic contexts in which Buffy was made, what those people who made Buffy thought they were doing, whether there were conflicts or consensus or both between these two groups, and whether there was conflicts or consensus within these two groups. Saying “I don’t like it because” simply will not do in an academic class. Personally I don’t think such statements should play in intellectual culture in general.
Let me repeat something, I am not one of those people who thinks that anything any student says is worthy of compliment. I expect every student in this class to be analytical and systematic in their comments and writings. I expect you, in other words, to be academics and intellectuals. I expect you to look at all of human history through those prisms through which all social scientists and teachers of the humanities use to explore human life—economics, politics, culture, demographics, and geography. An expression of feelings or thoughts without empirical backup is not acceptable in this class.
Now for the second matter. Another of my “reviewers” claims that a Canadian (I am a Canadian though I have lived in the US for most of my life) should not be teaching American history. The assumption here, I guess, is that only Americans can and should teach American history because only they can fully comprehend it. Let’s take this statement at face value for the moment. If it is correct this means that only Europeans can write European history, that only Spanish can write Spanish history and that only Catalonians can write Catalonian history. But let’s push this further. If my “reviewer” is accurate can we say that only women can write women’s history? That only Spanish women can write Spanish women’s history? That only Spanish bourgeois women can write Spanish bourgeois women’s history. That only bourgeois Catalonian women can write bourgeois Catalonian women’s history. Well, you get my drift. Pushed to its furthest extent I suppose this means that only a single individual can write a single individuals history. But let’s pull back from this nihilistic edge for a moment and pose some questions to my (not so) anonymous “reviewer”. Would my “reviewer” assert that only Europeans can study and teach European history? Would he urge any American engaged in the study of Europe in colleges all across the nation to find something else to do, something that is consistent with their “nationality”? 

We can critique such a “position” from a number of perspectives—my “reviewer” fetishises nationality (a phenomenon that is a social and cultural construct and which has only “existed” for a relatively short period of time in human history) and my “reviewer” assumes that all Americans think the same way (patently false). But let’s get real here. My “reviewer” is not upset because I am a Canadian. He is upset because my empirically grounded approach to US history is not congruent with his ideologically determined myth of US history. Such a reaction is common among those whose notion of history is guided by ideology rather than empiricism. Nationalism, and my “reviewer” is grounding his idea of how history should be done in nationalism, is, like religion (another ideologically grounded phenomenon), a meaning system. Meaning systems are fundamentally ideological (metaphysical, aesthetic, ethical). The question you have to ask and answer is whether you prefer a meaning system grounded in empirical evidence or whether you prefer one grounded in ideological myth, whether you prefer a nationalist myth or an analysis grounded in the facts. Take your pick. By the way, for those of you with a healthy sense of irony you might recognize that it is here in this assertion of the need for indigenous analysis of indigenous history that the “left” and the “right” meet in their own version of (a postmodernist) heaven.
So off we go…

Viewings and Listenings: Thinking about History

History as Detection

History Detectives, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/opb/historydetectives/
Michael Penn, “Try”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oivI6HCEPt0
1997, Directed by Paul Thomas Anderson

Talking History: Who Owns History, 1 July

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004july-december.html
Talking History: Historical Lies and Distortions, 27 June

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2007jan-june.html
Talking History: Teaching History in Schools, 22 September

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2005july-december.html
Parodying and Satirising History

The Unauthorised History of New Zealand, TV 2 (2005-)

“Visitors”
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xY2_I1Wu3OU
“Birds and the Bees”
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YDeKQdWc73k
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=s0RqkrenDpQ
Introduction

The World in 1400

Human history is not linear. Humans haven’t evolved in exactly the same ways.

 In 1400—as there are today—there were hunter-gatherers in Northern Europe, the Americas, Africa and Oceania. There were fishing cultures in every continent. There were nomads in the Middle East, Central Asia, and North America. There were pastoralists in Europe, the Middle East, Asia, Africa, and the Americas. There were agriculturalists at all levels on every continent. There were traders in Asia, Africa, Europe, and the Near East. There were cities in the Middle East, Africa, Europe, Asia, and South America. There were centralized states with military and administrative components in the Middle East, Europe, Africa, Asia, and North America.

In all of these societal forms there were inequalities. In hunter-gatherer or foraging societies male hunters had higher status than non-hunters. Hunter-gatherer societies despite this were quite egalitarian. First off, variations in status were much less than one finds in agricultural, hydraulic, trading, and industrial dominated societies. Hunters distributed their kills to all members of the group. Ironically, it was women who actually gathered most of the energy or food essential to hunter-gatherer survival. Agricultural, hydraulic, and trading societies and city-states all reveal variations in wealth and in the larger of these forms—defined geographically and demographically—there were often a ruling and priestly castes who, through appropriation and the creation of monuments and a military, were able to acquire greater status and power. Some of these, such as Rome, Han China, Persia, Venice, Genoa, Russia, the Aztec’s, the Inca’s (both in South America), the Byzantine’s or Eastern Romans, the Ottoman’s, Ethiopia, the Mali Empire, Songhay all in north West Africa, the Kingdom of Kongo, Mwene Mutapa or Monomotapa , Kilwa (all in  East Africa), 15th century China became empires whose reach and power—political, economic, military, cultural—spread further and further from the site of their geographical origins. 

In the early 1400s trade by land—the famous silk route, increases in sub-Saharan trade routes—and by sea—over both the Mediterranean Sea and the Indian Oceans—was quite extensive. Trade on the Indian Ocean was the more significant in the early fifteenth century. Monsoon winds were very well understood by travelers and traders and facilitated both. Indian Ocean and Asian was dominated by Muslim middlemen and their European trading partners—Venice, for instance. 

Trade wasn’t the only thing that flourished on the Indian Ocean trade lanes. Philosophical and religious ideas, religions—particularly Islam which at this time stretched across Spain, North Africa, West Africa across to East Africa, India and Southeast Asia—Christianity, and Buddhism also moved along these trade lines both on land and at sea. So did institutions, flora, fauna, diseases, textiles, cottons, rice, and sugar cane. Sugar cane would be transported and transplanted from India to Palestine and Europe—Cyprus, Crete, Sicily, Spain, the Canary Islands. Highly priced spices were transported from South Asia into other parts of the trading world, particularly into Europe. Silk, porcelain, wood carvings, lacquer ware, and gold came from China into Europe. Gold, salt, sorghum, rice, shear butter, olive oil, fish, ivory, ostrich feathers, civet for perfumes, copper, iron ore, cotton, gum, and slaves were transported from Africa into Europe and the Middle East. Important trade cities included Cairo, Sidjimasa, Awdaguust (both in north West Africa), Mogadishu, Malindi, Mombasa, Kilwa, and Sofala—all along the coast in East Africa, Canton—a trading post acquired by Portugal from China in 1514—and Macao—founded in 1557 by the Portuguese in China.

Europe, a subcontinent of landlocked lands at this time, had little to offer in this global trade other than what little bullion it had. Moreover, the “Continent” was still recovering from the Black Plague that ravaged it in the 14th century. Russia did have furs, leather goods, textiles, cattle, and horses to trade and were beginning to exchange these for foreign goods at three trading posts along their borders.

Links: The Rise of the West

On the rise of Europe to power see http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/aia/part1/narrative.html 

Viewings and Listenings: Themes in Western History

Big Ideas that Changed the World, “Democracy”, 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=poO5BgU2PZo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0gyeWdWmfh8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=COz0y4tIoog
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ebvRsN-WaAg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=caQDPjGhdDg
Channel 5, June 2005

Big Ideas that Changed the World, “Consumerism”, 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PZ29DQvopZo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tJWYWKNdq4Y
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OFTjqzqZ3zU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MyMvJ2giDmQ
Channel 5, May 2006

The Ascent of Money, 2009, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wnet/ascentofmoney/featured/watch-full-program-the-ascent-of-money/24/
Koyannisqatsi, Godfrey Reggio and Philip Glass,1982
http://www.hulu.com/koyaanisqatsi
Starship Troopers

http://www.hulu.com/starship-troopers
Paul Verhoeven, 1997

Talking History: History and War, 28 November

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2002july-december.html
Chapter One

The Rise of Western Capitalism

Here’s how the academic tale is usually told. In the beginning there was feudalism. Soon, however, economic changes particularly in the cities of Western Europe were driving political, social, and cultural changes. One of the key transformations wrought by these economic changes was the emergence of a new class, the class of merchants, the middle class, the burghers, the bourgeoisie. As their economic power grew so did their political power. At first they aligned with monarchs helping them to accrue more power vis-à-vis the lords and princes. This gave us mercantilism. 

Both the monarchs and the bourgeoisie profited from this relationship. The monarchs got money and from money they got more power as they used it to build up their militaries, their palaces, and their relationships with critical others. The merchants got wealthier and so did the cities.

Merchant political power was not necessarily congruent with merchant political power. For years the monarchs and, to a lesser extent, the lords and princes, had a monopoly on political power. Eventually, the merchants revolted against this and attempted to obtain a political position more in league with their economic position. When reform proved unsuccessful, revolutions, bourgeois revolutions, occurred. These sometimes failed. Though sometimes they succeeded. In the traditional story, the English Revolution or Civil War, the American Revolution, and the French Revolution were triumphs of bourgeois landowners and merchants with their representative democracies over the feudal past of kings, queens, lords, and ladies and their royal prerogatives. With bourgeois triumph citizenship replaced subjecthood and nation-states replaced monarchical domains.

But is the story that simple and is it that linear? Did all the countries of Europe and the “democracies” of the New World follow the same historical trajectory? Are the political and economic histories of England and the United States the archetypal models for European and world history? What about the darker model of France, with its mass revolt running alongside the more “civilized” bourgeois revolt, and its monarchical restoration and royal, aristocrat, bourgeois, proletarian conflicts that lasted for hundreds of years? What about the Russian authoritarian model which lasted until well into the twentieth century? What about those countries on the face of the globe which haven’t fitted into that model until perhaps recently?

Chapter Two
The Rise of the Atlantic World

So much of comparative history has been and probably always will be focused on the question of why the West became so powerful and dominant after the sixteenth century. Analysts, of course, have answered the question of why the West was so powerful in a variety of different ways. For many in both the past and the present Western dominance was set in the stars, set in motion by the hand of god. 
Others were less sure about the divine origins of Western power, however. Karl Marx attributed Western dominance to the development of capitalism. German Comparative Historian and sociologist Max Weber attributed it to a host of factors including capitalism, the development of “modern” accounting procedures, increased urbanization, increased bureaucratization with its professionalisation, meritocracy, and rationalization, and the Protestant ethic of asceticism and hard work. 
Recently some have seen Western dominance as a product of the West’s increasing control over its environment, the awakening of the Western masses through rituals, symbols, propaganda, patriotism, nationalism, a belief in their own civilisational superiority and technological developments—development of ships that could carry more cargo, which used wind power instead of human muscle, which were more maneuverable, which used the compass—a Chinese invention that they didn’t use for navigation—developments in astrolabes and maps, development of cannon which were used to bombard enemy ships instead of ramming and boarding them—institutional developments such as double entry accounting, the use of money for commerce, the rise of banks, financial institutions and joint stock companies all of which allowed for investment with limited liability and the mobilization of vast amounts of capital, the collapse of the church’s ban against usury or loans, a renewed interest in the Western past especially Ancient Greece and Rome which came to be seen as the hearth of Western Civilisation (a tendency seen as early as the Renaissance), a belief in progress through science and technology, its lack of centralization, competition between the Western powers, the hemming of Europe by the Islamic Empires of the West which forced them to innovate particularly in terms of ocean exploration, increases in European agriculture, increases in Europe’s population, the development of overland and overseas trade between various parts of Europe, and European Christianity’s missionising impulse. All of these, claim these scholars, led to Western political, economic, cultural, social, military, scientific, and technological might. 
Not everyone has bought into this kitchen sink explanation for Western dominance. Geographer Jared Diamond summarises Western power and dominance in three words—guns, germs, and steel—the title of his prize winning book. Diamond’s Guns, Germs, and Steel explores geographical, social, and cultural explorations rather than genetic ones to try to understand Europe’s political, social, economic, technological, military, and cultural power in the fifteenth century and afterwards. He rejects notions of unilinear evolution, the notion that everyone evolves along the same lines, arguing instead, like most contemporary anthropologists, that humans have evolved to where they are today along a variety of paths, multilinear evolution. Diamond argues that it was food production and herding which has ultimately led to Western and European dominance.
Diamond points out that food production has developed at different rates in different parts of the world. Some people developed it independently others acquired it through cultural diffusion, others through culture contact. Diffusion of food production, claims Diamond, followed east-west axes in Europe and north-south ones in the Americas and Africa. In Europe food production was aided by the fact that over much of the peninsula irrigation is unnecessary for cultivation. Moreover, most of the cultivable land in Europe lies at low altitudes. Geography, in other words, does matter. The domestication of livestock in Europe provided, over time, Europeans with immunity to several diseases—measles from cattle, Tuberculosis from cattle, smallpox from cattle and other livestock, flu from pigs and ducks, whooping cough from pigs and dogs, and a type of malaria from chickens and perhaps ducks. It was, for Diamond as for others before him, food production that also played the formative role in the rise of writing, by the way. For example, parts of the Tanakh/OT could not have been written down before the development of priestly and kingly hierarchies and cities.

The West becomes a World Power

It was in the mid-15th century that the World began to change. Europe was becoming slowly but surely the dominant global power. Exploration would be an important factor in Europe’s rise to power. Europeans were not, however, alone in exploring the world. China undertook seafaring expeditions between 1405 and 1433 and quickly became one of the dominant players in global exploration, before they drew back on the emperor’s orders in 1433—financial considerations apparently were paramount though the whys of this pullback are intensely debated by specialist in Chinese and Global History. 

It was during the mid-15th century that Portuguese ships began to traverse the Indian Ocean. Soon they took over the profitable Southeast Asian trade—which included the very valuable spice trade—from the Muslims. This economic triumph over the Muslims also had a religious and crusading aspect to it. Muslims or Moors, of course, had been in Spain for centuries. Between the 1200s and 1400s they were slowly but surely driven out by Christian crusaders. When Granada finally fell to the Christians in 1492 Spain as we know it today came into existence. The crusade against the Muslims didn’t end there, however. Both Portugal and Spain would make some of their first overseas incursions into Muslim North Africa—Portugal at Ceuta, Spain at Mellita—during their crusade against the “Muslim infidel”. This war not only had religious and political consequences it had economic consequences as well. During the fifteenth century holy war the Pope had given Portugal a monopoly on trade southward and eastward giving them ample reason to undertake incursions via the seas into the Far East.

Things weren’t only happening in the Indian Ocean area. In the Atlantic Portuguese ships plied the same waters Genoese ships had before in 1277. They sailed up the coast of what is today Portugal, Spain, and France to Flanders—Flanders is today in Belgium—“discovering”, in the process, an alternative to the land route to England, France, and Flanders across the European continent. Next, they began to create a zone of navigation between the Mediterranean—particularly Iberia and, the Canary Islands in the south, Madeira, the Azores in the north, Cape Verde off the West Coast of Africa, and along the coast of West Africa where Portugal established several trading colonies including Elmina in present day Ghana—becoming, in the process, a major player in the European and African gold and copper trades. 

All of this, of course, stimulated further expeditions and explorations. In 1487 Portuguese explorer Bartolomeu Dias sailed around the Cape of Good Hope at the tip of Africa “discovering” an alternative trade route to India and Asia. In the Atlantic the winds of ocean were slowly but surely being deciphered and European ships began to explore the Atlantic in a search of another alternative route to Asia and India. In 1492, the same year the Muslims and the Jews were expelled from the newly created Spain the Genoese born Cristoforo Colombo, who we know better as Christopher Columbus, began the search for this alternative route to Asia while in the employ of Ferdinand of Aragon and Isabella of Castile—now king and queen of Spain. He set out on this task with three ships and 88 men. What he found, of course, was not a route to the Indies—though he believed he had found just this until the end of his life—but a New Continent. Columbus landed in what is today the Bahamas in the Caribbean. He named the Bahamian island he landed on San Salvador. The continent itself would eventually come to be called America after the famous Florentine explorer, merchant, and cartographer Amerigo Vespucci. 

Columbus was not alone in trying to find a new route to the Indies. Soon others were trying to find an alternative sea route to the East in order, of course, to get in on the rich trade of that region. In 1500 a Portuguese ship bound for India sailed so far west that it touched the shores of Brasil. In 1513 Balboa and his crew reached the Indian Ocean. Between 1519 and 1522 Magellan and his crew sailed around the world. 

This exploration was not without its controversies. Because of conflict between Portugal and Spain the Pope divided these newly discovered worlds between these two Catholic countries. At first a line dividing the new world between these two was placed 100 leagues west of Cape Verde. Later it was moved another 270 leagues west. In this division the Spaniards acquired right to all lands lying to the west of the line while the Portuguese got those to the east. Portugal got most of Brasil, Spain everything else.

Given what was at stake economically and politically other nations soon were getting into the exploration act. By the 16th century Portugal controlled European trade with the Orient though Muslims and their Venetian middlemen were not entirely excluded from this trade. Spain tried to gain a foothold in this trade but failed. The United Provinces—contemporary Netherlands—who revolted against Spain in 1570—used the wealth their economy was generating from its strategic spot on trade routes between the west—Germany, the Baltics, Russia, and England—to harass and raid Spanish ships around the globe. They also began to make incursions into the Far East, Africa, the Middle East, and the New World. They established colonies in Southeast Asia—Java, Sumatra, the Spice Islands, Africa—at the Cape of Good Hope in today’s South Africa—East Asia, Persia (now Iran), Bengal—now Bangladesh and part of southern India—Malacca—in present day Malaysia—Siam—now Thailand—mainland China—specifically Canton, Formosa—now Taiwan, North America (New Amsterdam), and even into parts of Brasil which they took, for a time, from Portugal. Goods or booty were a major reason for Dutch expansion. The Dutch East India Company (Verenigde Oostindische Compagnie) was created by Holland’s royals and given the role of colonizer by Holland’s powers that be. This joint stock company would be granted the right to raise an army, the power to wage war, and the power make peace by Holland’s rulers. This is, of course, mercantilism.

The Dutch weren’t the only ones getting into the act. Like the Dutch before them English privateers, particularly those of Sir Francis Drake, shadowed and raided Spanish fleets across the globe. The English weren’t simply engaging in piracy. They were also beginning to explore North America. Giovanni de Verrazano, who was born near Florence and whose name graces a bridge in NYC, explored Newfoundland, the Hudson, and Florida while in the employ of the English. Soon the English began to establish settlements in the Caribbean, New England, and the Chesapeake. In England, in the early years of colonization, the Crown publicly promoted private colonization. One of the private colonization enterprises the Crown chartered was the British East India Company. The British East India Company was originally a privateering operation. Eventually it was chartered in 1600 as a Crown corporation and given a 21-year monopoly on colonization and enterprise in the East Indies. The British East India Company like the Dutch was a military and economic power that had interests in South Africa, India, Hong Kong, and Singapore. Another English Crown corporation, the Hudson Bay Company, controlled the fur trade in North America. Its holdings became in time the core of the Dominion of Canada. 

It’s important to remember that exploration and conquest wasn’t only something that was happening in the West. In the east the Russians, especially Russian Cossacks, moved into their frontier wilderness of Siberia where their militarily and technologically superiority over indigenous groups resulted in their conquest of Siberia by the 17th century. This, in turn, gave the Cossacks control of rich fur trade of Siberia. When these Russians reached the Pacific they turned southward and came into brief conflict with the powerful Chinese in the Amur Valley—the Russians were looking for fertile land on which to engage in agriculture since Siberia itself was impossible to farm and the centre was so far and hence unable to supply the conquerors with foodstuffs and goods. The Russians were forced to withdraw from the Amur valley after a battle with superior Chinese forces. The Treaty of Nerchinsk limited them to commercial activities in Chinese territory. By 1622 there were 23,000 Russians and foreigners in Siberia. By 1763 the number was 420,000. Compare that to the 1.5 to 2 million colonists in North America around the same time. 

So why was Europe able within a few hundred years to explore and in some cases “conquer” other parts of the world? The role of technology in European exploration and conquest should not be underestimated. Exploration and conquest in general and exploration and conquest of the Atlantic and of parts of Asia in particular were aided by technological developments in shipbuilding and technologies associated with seafaring—specifically the development of the astrolabe by a Portuguese Jew and later the quadrant both of which allowed one to find their location through observation of the night sky, and the development of the Caravel, a relatively small, sturdy, and maneuverable three-masted ship. It was the Caravel and the development of cannon which stood on the decks of these ships that allowed the Portuguese to take over trade in Southeast Asia from the Muslims and to establish colonies in Southeast Asia and on the coast of West Africa. 

The guns and steel of Diamond’s title were also important. In the struggles between Spain and the Aztecs and Inca Empires, for instance, the Spanish had steel swords, steel pikes, steel lances, steel armour, firearms, cannons, and horses while the Aztecs and Inca had wooden spears, clubs, axes, bows and arrows. Despite western myths to the contrary, however, Cortes’s victory over the Aztecs was not an easy one. Cortes lost half of his 600 men and all of his supplies in an initial battle with the Aztecs. Reinforcements from Cuba—800 men and horses, cannon, muskets—and 25,000 native allies would save the day and would eventually prove decisive in Cortes’s triumph over the Aztecs. In Peru Francisco Pizarro with 180 men, horses, cannon, muskets conquered the vast Inca Empire. Nor should we forget cultural factors: the Aztecs had mythologies that prophesied that white gods would appear on their shores. Finally, there is the luck factor. At the time of European expansion into India in the fifteenth century a number of powers in the subcontinent were contesting each other for power. This allowed Portugal and eventually Holland, England, and France to gain a foothold on the Indian coast line.

The meeting of old and new worlds would have an immense impact on the world. The environmental impacts of the meeting of old and new worlds alone, for instance, should not be underestimated. The exchange of foods from the new world to the old would transform the European diet. By 1900 beans, tomatoes, sweet potatoes, and maize or corn, would become staples of European foodways while more than 50 % of the farm products of the US today are derived from crops grown by the First Peoples including maize, potatoes, tomatoes, squashes, peanuts, tobacco, beans, and chocolate. Wheat, onions, oranges, and bananas would be introduced from old worlds to new. 

And then, of course, there are the diseases mentioned in Diamond’s books title. Indigenous peoples, particularly in the New World, had a lack of resistance to European diseases like smallpox. This lack or resistance led to widespread death among the New World’s First Peoples. Diseases, particularly smallpox and measles, even more than guns and steel, would decimate the native populations of the New World. Between 1519 and 1568 the native populations would fall from 5 to 10 million to 2.7 million. Most of that was due to these diseases. To take one example, it is estimated that one-third to one-half of the native population of Hispaniola—present day Haiti and the Dominican Republic—were killed by smallpox and measles. It is estimated that 90% of New England’s First Peoples died from diseases they had no immunity to between 1616 and 1620. The deaths of so many native men by guns and diseases would, in turn, transform indigenous social systems including their gender relations. The almost insatiable European exploitation of furs would, over time, lead to the decimation and destruction of several species of fur bearing animals in North America and in Siberia. The invasion of Central and South America by the Europeans would also have cultural consequences. It would lead to the collapse of native religions or mythologies. By the way, virtually the only disease that traveled the other way around was syphilis which first appeared in the Old World in 1493 a year after Columbus sailed for the New World.

It should be kept in mind that not every native group collapsed. The Caribs or Kalimagos resisted Europeans incursions well into the 17th century. The Aracanians of present day Ecuador held the Europeans at bay for years. Much of interior Africa was not brought under European colonization until well into the 19th century because of the climate and because of European nonresistance to malaria or yellow fever—European mortality rates along the coast of Africa were between 25% to 50%.

Colonisation and imperialism was often rationalized by those doing the colonizing and imperialising in ideological terms. But this ideological rationalization was some time in coming. In the beginning Europeans actually saw the stronger and technologically, architecturally, politically, and economically more advanced Chinese and to a lesser extent, the Byzantines, Seljuk and Ottoman Turks, as superior to them. As Europeans, particularly Western Europeans surpassed “near easterners” and Asians technologically and militarily, however, Europeans soon began to see themselves as superior to others on the fact of the globe. In the process they developed ethnocentric ideologies and world views to rationalize their conquests and later enslavement and forced labour of indigenous peoples on the basis of their global burden to bring civilization to primitive and heathen peoples all across the globe. Bartolomeu Diaz would claim that his voyages had several purposes: “[t]o serve God and the King, to give light to those who are in darkness, and to grow rich…”. 

This sense of superiority soon began to acquire racial dimensions. Disapproval and contempt soon became a normal part of European attitudes to those natives that they came into contact with. Aristotle perhaps the dominant philosopher of the time, thanks, in part to the Renaissance, was used to justify racism and the enslavement of indigenous peoples. Africans, in particular, were seen by Europeans as the antithesis of everything European and as hence inferior to the superior Europeans. Africans were “dark” while Europeans where “white”. Africans had a lack of civilization while European civilization was the greatest the world have ever seen. Africans were “sexually immoral” while the Europeans were “sexually upright”. Africans were “intellectually primitive” while European thought and science had reached incredible heights. Africans were “brutal” while the Europeans were “civilized”. Africans were “idle” while Europeans were “industrious”. African religion was “primitive” and polytheistic while European Christianity was “cultured” and “monotheistic”.

Soon these notions of superiority and inferiority would be conceptualized into a theory of human and societal evolution. By the late seventeenth century European elites would develop and maintain a theory of human evolution that described the stages from primitive to civilised and from pre-civilisation to civilization. All humans, claimed this theory, began as hunter-gatherers. Over time some became pastoralists (or farmers), and finally even fewer passed on to a commercial society or city. In the European worldview only Europeans, specifically Western Europeans, reached this last stage. In this scenario it was believed by many Europeans that only they had been able to harness nature to their own ends through science and technology. It was this harnessing of nature through science and technology, they believed, that allowed them to subdue the world. There were, however, countercultural perspectives. Immanuel Kant and David Hume, for instance, maintained, that all humans were citizens of the world  Though developed and propagated by elites these ideologies would prove popular with the masses—particularly the former. 

At first European intellectuals did not quite know quite how to conceptualise indigenous peoples since their very existence seemed to contradict Bible tales. So in the beginning Europeans framed the existence of New World peoples within already existing European ideological frames. Given that most European intellectuals accepted the reality of the biblical myths regarding human origins, namely, the notion that all humans derived from Adam and Eve, New World first peoples were seen as descendents of the lost tribes of Israel—those tribes, who according to the Tanakh/Old Testament were scattered by the Assyrians in 721 BCE. Others saw them as descendents of the lost cities of Mu in the Pacific or Atlantis in the Atlantic. Others as descendents of the Egyptians--the similarities between Mesoamerican and Egyptian pyramids seemed to prove this hypothesis for some. Still others saw them as descendents of the ancient Phoenicians, Etruscans, Scythians, Romans, or as descendants of the Mongols, Chinese, Mandingos, Africans, early Irish, Welsh, Portuguese, or Spanish.

Curiosity about the “savages” as well as a lack of knowledge about them is reflected in the European collection of marvels and wonders from exotic lands and in myths about the “mysterious races” of the world. Some Europeans assembled items from exotic worlds displayed them at public gatherings or gathered them in “wonder cabinets”. At the public theatre at the University of Leiden in Holland, for instance, shoes and sandals from Siam and Russia, mummies from Egypt, and hammers from North America were displayed for the curious. As with the displays of so-called “primitive peoples” and their crafts at the World’s Fairs in Europe and America in the 19th and early 20th centuries, these displays usually provided Europeans with a sense of their own superiority vis-à-vis the primitive. As for the “mysterious races” of the world (most of the European myths of mysterious races were derived from classical myth). European art was filled with depictions of Amazons, warlike women whose culture was without men, anthropophagi, man-eaters, Antipodes, peoples on the other side of the globe whose feet were facing backwards, scipods, one legged humans, Blemmyae, men with faces on their chests, and cynocephali, dog-headed humans, and Cyclops, one eyed men. Unicorns also appeared in these works on the mysterious.

As I noted earlier, these ethnocentric and racist perceptions allowed European settlers to, in some cases, justify the enslavement of indigenous populations. In Spanish America slavery would be abandoned and replaced with slave labour—the Catholic hierarchy, by the way, had opposed slavery along with conquest. Natives were allotted to mine operators and large landowners for weeks, months, and even years. After completion of their tasks natives were paid and allowed to return home. It is worth noting that this was not the only approach Europeans followed. The French took another tack. French fur traders in North America often lived among the First Peoples, taking wives from among them, going somewhat native in the process. Intermarriage in Central and South America would create a large class of mestizoes, men and women of mixed race. They would be looked down upon for centuries by supposedly racially pure elites.

Not all Europeans accepted these caricatures and stereotypes of non-Europeans. Some, particularly those influenced by romanticism like Jean Jacques Rousseau (more about him later), came to see the savage as noble and the state that he lived in as a golden age. The past, in this perspective, became a utopia while those who lived in this utopia became freedom loving individualists who were not bound by the ties that society invariably creates which stifle individual “freedom”. Some, as I mentioned earlier, saw the “savages” as remnants of the lost tribes of Israel and as a result viewed them somewhat positively. Such notions would remain popular well into the nineteenth century. Going beyond both the unilinear and noble savage positions another Enlightenment figure Michel de Montaigne saw human differences as products of different cultures and culture histories.

Links: The Rise of the Atlantic World

On the “age of discovery” and mercantilism see http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook03.html 

On the “discovery” and Europeanisation of the New World see http://www.loc.gov/exhibits/1492/ 
Viewings and Listenings: The Rise of the Atlantic World
Guns, Germs, and Steel: “Conquest”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tvZQ-gWiro8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hltSZml-HF0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=08y_Cfr3Ffk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Himc4Ay8vjE
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nAyg_aTRS5c
PBS

Europe meets Japan

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fKQNJG3s710
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SRBP4KhWasU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_I70ghHOvh8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-BhtE-RyZ58
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yEJzmpAaLLY
History Channel

Chapter Three
Settling New Worlds: Making the West
Spain and Portugal began to build colonial empires in the New World in the Fifteenth, Sixteenth, Seventeenth, and Eighteenth centuries. France, England, Holland, and even Sweden would follow suit though largely in North America where Spanish and Portuguese was limited and weak. 

Portugal, Spain, France, and England encouraged private individuals to settle in the New World. In what became the United States large numbers of colonists settled in Pennsylvania, New Jersey—44.500 settlers during the 17th century—and the Chesapeake—120,000 settled there—while New England was the backwater—21,000 settled there. Fewer till settled in Maryland, the Carolinas, New France—the Maritimes and Quebec of contemporary Canada—and Louisiana. The centre of settlement in the New World was the Caribbean. 200,000 immigrants settled there, almost one half of the total number of immigrants to the New World during the early years of tEuropean immigration to the New World.

Migrants to the New World, as I noted, came from England, Holland, Germany, Scandinavia, Spain, and Portugal. They migrated to the New World for a variety of reasons. Some, like the Catholic Society of Jesus (the Jesuits), came to convert the heathen. Some came to escape religious persecution and religious intolerance. Quakers and Mennonites came to the Middle Colonies to escape the persecution of both Protestants and Catholics alike. Huguenots emigrated to Rio de Janeiro, Florida, and English North America to escape persecution and genocide in France. Jews came to the New World to escape persecution and expulsion from many parts of Europe. They immigrated to North America, the English Caribbean, and to South America. The first Jewish immigrants into what would become the United States came from Brasil after the Dutch lost that colony to Portugal in 1645. Others came for economic and political reasons. Many came to start anew on land they themselves owned. Some came to work. Craftsmen came. Rural labourers came.  Younger nobles came hoping for a better future than the uncertain one they faced at home. “Convicts” were forced to come.

European settlers came to the New World as both free and unfree. Some paid there way to the new world. Some paid half and had to pay the other half within a month of arrival. Some came as unfree, as slaves, of course (more about this latter). Some came as indentured servants and had to work off their passage and their keep for several years afterward. 

Indentured servants were usually indentured for a period of around four and half years. “Convicts”, “vagrants”, and children were usually indentured for fourteen years. During the Colonial period somewhere between one-half on two thirds of all White immigrants coming to America—excepting immigrants to New England—were probably indentured servants. Some who indentured themselves did so because they expected their relatives in the New World to redeem them upon their arrival. Other indentured men and women  upon arrival in the Colonies were sold at markets to the highest bidder.

The vast majority of those sold into indentured servitude were sold to settlers in the Middle Colonies, particularly Pennsylvania. The work they did was difficult and tiring. The conditions they lived under were usually harsh. Their “freedoms” were limited. Indentured servants could not marry without their “master’s” consent. They did not loose their political and legal rights save those explicitly noted in their terms of indenture. They continued to have the right of recourse to courts for wrongs done them. Once their term of indenture was up they were free to chose any occupation and they were due “freedom dues”—clothing and usually tools, seeds, and other provisions. A few returned to Europe. By the way, around 1700 indentured servants would largely be replaced by slaves.

For an autobiography of an indentured servant see http://www.historicaldocuments.com/GottliebMittelberger.htm and http://www.swarthmore.edu/SocSci/bdorsey1/41docs/40-mit.html    

The trip to the New World was not easy for anyone. 80 of 350 migrants, for instance, died on one English ship before they stepped out onto the New World. Conditions weren’t any easier for those who did manage to survive the sea journey. In the French town of St. Christophe 350 of 500 settlers died from famine and disease. 

As colonies were established in the New World colonizers administered their “possessions” in different ways. Spain administered its empire from the centre. The Council of the Indies governed Spain’s New World Empire from Spain itself. Two viceroys were appointed to represent the Council in the New World, one in Mexico City, the other in Lima. The Empire was further subdivided into ten districts or audiencias. Conquistadors or encomenderos were granted the right by the Crown to draw tribute and labour from local native villages. The conqueror of Mexico, Hernan Cortes was one of these. He would become lord of Central Mexico with holdings of 115,000 natives (his count). In New Spain haciendas and plantations were established. The former grew foodstuffs for themselves and for nearby cities and mining settlements and employed native labour. The latter grew single crops—usually sugar—for the market and relied on slaves from Africa for their labour. In Spanish North America Spain initiated several types of settlements across New Spain including present-day California, New Mexico, and Texas. There were military settlements or presidios. There were religious settlements or missions. There were civil settlements or pueblos. England, on the other hand, appointed governors to its colonies but also allowed colonists to elect assemblies. These almost inevitably came into conflict with the governor and the powers that be back home. English and British immigrants to North America would give us the New England style grid villages and towns with single family homes separated from each other and set back off the street as well as village greens and villages and towns or row houses, set next to each other, and sitting quite close to narrow winding streets (examples: Boston’s Old Town, Albany’s Mansion Hill neighbourhood). French colonies, like the Spanish, were administered by central authorities back home and their representatives in the colonies. They built fur posts, forts, and villes. French North America was often divided into long thin lots paralleling those from where the immigrants came.

As colonies arose so did trade between the periphery colonies and the various European centres. Spain’s control of silver mines in Veracruz in contemporary Mexico and Potosi in contemporary Bolivia made Spain rich. It also increased the amount of silver in Europe. In the 16th century Europe’s silver stock tripled. Europe’s gold stock increased by 20% at a time when Europe was desperately in need of bullion which it used to trade for luxury goods from the Orient. 200 tons of registered gold entered Spain between 1503 and 1603. Estimates of unregistered gold entering Spain during the same period would likely add 10% to 50% to that total. Tobacco and sugar became important commodities grown in the New World. Tobacco was grown extensively in the Caribbean and would eventually be planted as well in the Chesapeake, England, Wales, France, Brandenburg, the Palatine, and the United Provinces. Sugar was grown in the Caribbean. Eventually, the sugar industry, which was labour intensive and done on a large scale, particularly in comparison with the tobacco industry, became the largest cash crop in the New World. By the mid-18th century sugar overtook grain as the most valuable commodity on the world market. The sugar trade also went hand in glove with slavery. Increasingly individuals from Africa were sent to the New World as slaves. Both the tobacco and sugar industries had impacts on the environment: forests on many Caribbean islands were leveled to make way for sugar cane operations transforming forever those environments.

Tobacco and sugar flowed from the New World into the Old World. From Europe textiles, hardwares, agricultural products, woolen cloth, linens, silks, and cottons flowed into the New World. Trade was carried on in a variety of ways. One of the most popular was the three way or triangular trades between different regions of the increasingly global market. In triangular trading manufactured goods from England, for instance, were traded for slaves in Africa who were in turn traded for sugar and rum in the Caribbean that were, in turn, taken back to the Mother country. Trade by shuttle was the most common type of trade during the early years of the settlement of the New World. Ships left for the New World filled with goods from the Old and returned with goods from the New. The intensity of trade varied: Between 1713 and 1743 around 12 French ships per year visited New France. Contrast that with the 101 in 1674 and the 352 in 1750 that came to trade with the French Caribbean. The Caribbean was quickly becoming the most important trading centre to the European colonisers.

The wealth accumulated from this trade was more and more having a significant impact on European society and culture. The use of money as a medium of exchange—silver was Europe’s medium of exchange beforehand—was becoming ever more common all across the continent. Monarchs sometimes aligned with the growing merchant class against the feudal princes and eliminated many of the barriers to trade that feudalism had established (the multiple tolls along rivers and roads, for instance). Guilds with their emphasis on a “just price” rather than profit declined as a merchant class which emphasized profit grew. Joint stock companies (which we talked about earlier) came into existence. Consumption for tobacco and sugar skyrocketed in Europe. The increase in monies in Europe led to increasing wealth. European monarchs like Ferdinand and Isabella of Spain, Henry VIII of England, and Francis I of France became wealthy. They then used that wealth to purchase the new weaponry that was being developed in Europe as a result of increasing monies coming into the Continent. This, in turn, fueled even more technological innovations. Spain, for instance, used the wealth that came from its gold and silver trade to expand its military power on land and sea. 

Spain’s increasing wealth had other impacts as well. It created a class of individuals who had been in the New World and made their fortunes there. It created a class of individuals which had substantial investments in New World sugar production, mining, and pearl fishing, and substantial real estate holdings in the New World. It also led to the growth and increasing wealth of certain Spanish cities. Seville would become the centre of Spanish trans-Atlantic trade, in part because it was the receiving port for Spanish bullion, until it was supplanted by Cadiz later on. This growth and increasing wealth of cities wasn’t something happening only in Europe. Lima and Mexico City, for instance, would also see the rise of merchant class which prospered from the silver and export markets in place across the Atlantic. 

In the early days of colonialisation most nations tried to outlaw trade between their colonies and the colonies and centres of its rivals. The English, Dutch, and French in particular, all of who emerged as colonizers rather late in the game, tried to undermine this ban. Dutch, English, and French traders, for instance, illegally provided Spanish colonies with contraband textiles, hardware, and spices in return for Spanish bullion, cacao (beans used to make cocoa), and cochineal (a dye). To stem this tide of illegal trade colonizers tried other strategies. The British Molasses Act of 1733, for instance, placed heavy taxes on products from the Caribbean colonies of Spain and France in order to try to keep them out. Sometimes the English, Dutch, and French used smugglers, to move their goods into Spanish and Portuguese colonies, striking, in the process, at the very heart of mercantilism. Needless to say, all of this illegal trade would have consequences for merchants in Spanish, Portuguese, English, Dutch, and French colonies. Trade would become so lucrative between them that they would all ignore the bans on trade between colonies of different centres. Treaties that resulted from European wars would also come to impact these limitations on trading between various states. The Treaty or Peace of Utrecht in 1713, which dealt with issues surrounding Spanish succession and confirmed the rise of England to power, resulted, in part, in English ships being allowed to enter Spanish ports legally. 

Links: The Settling of New Worlds

On the settlement of new worlds see http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook07.html
and

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook08.html 

On the “discovery” and Europeanisation of the New World see http://www.loc.gov/exhibits/1492/ 
Viewings and Listenings: Settling New Worlds

Talking History: The Indian as Ecologist, 16 April (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2001.html
Nova, “Making a Stone Age Weapon”, excerpts, PBS

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jRax_a8t4C4
Chapter Four
Slavery and the New World

As I noted, North America cannot be understood without placing it within its broader European or Atlantic contexts. But Europeans were not the only “immigrants” to come to the New World. Africans came generally against their will as slaves. This African context then is essential for an understanding of the New World as well.

Slavery, of course, didn’t begin suddenly in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. Slaves numbered around one-third of the population of the Roman Empire during its heyday. Slavery receded in Europe in the wake of the fall of the western part of the Roman Empire in 476. By the 10th century, however, Europeans were once again becoming involved in the slave trade as merchants from Genoa and Venice began trafficking in slaves from the Greek and Slavic worlds. In the Italian speaking colonies established in Palestine in the wake of the First Crusade slaves were used in agricultural and industrial pursuits and as domestic servants. It was during the Crusades and the Christian Muslim cold wars that followed that Christians and Muslims alike raided each other’s lands and enslaved those they captured either for their own use or as commodities on the slave market. Trade in slaves between Christians and Muslims was not only a product of wars, raids, and cold wars, Europeans and Muslims both traded in slaves from sub-Saharan Africa. By the mid-1600s, in fact, there were 10,000 African slaves in Lisbon alone. By 1565 there were 6000 in the Spanish city of Seville. It was from Seville that the first slaves to be taken to the New World would come.

In Africa the enslavement of Africans by other Africans and by Muslims had been going on for some time before the Europeans arrived. Africans had no sense of ethnic or even regional identity at the time. Slaves had been a commodity in the Islamic trade in North Africa for quite some time. Most of those enslaved came from the interior of the continent not the coasts having been captured during raids or wars, acquired as tribute, enslaved for criminal acts or for non-payment of goods, or, in some cases, born into slavery. Those enslaved were often used to carry trade goods from the interior to the coast. 

The role of Europeans in slave trade had its beginnings when Portugal reached what they called “the land of the Blacks”—contemporary Guinea—in the late 1440s. The quantity and quality of the European slave trade would be different from that which preceded it. At first the Portuguese involved themselves in the slave trade in order to satisfy African demand and in order to satisfy their demand for gold. Some Africans and some Europeans profited from the slave trade. The Portuguese traded human beings needed by Africans to cultivate land in Africa in return for gold. Quickly the slave trade became itself a big business for the Portuguese. The Portuguese would dominate it until the 17th century. By 1515 they established slave depots on islands off the African coast where they were held until they were transported elsewhere. Eventually they established slave markets at Madeira and on the Canary Islands where slaves were bought and sold. In the Canaries slaves would also be used to harvest the sugar cane that had been transplanted there from Asia and the Middle East. Slaves were also sent to Europe. 
After 1600 Brasil was the leading destination for slaves sent to the New World. After 1650 the Caribbean was the place in the New World where most slaves were sent. In the second half of the 17th century 45.3% of al1 slaves shipped to the New World were bound for the Caribbean islands. By the 18th century 54.5% of the enslaved were sent there. Slaves in the Caribbean worked on sugar, tobacco, coffee, and cotton plantations in the Caribbean. In the United States they would work on cotton, sugar, tobacco, and rice plantations. The numbers of slaves transported from Africa to the New World would increase from 1476 on. They would only begin to decline in the 19th century. As a postscript: Arabs would continue to be involved in the slave trade well into the early 20th century. The enslaved were shipped from the coasts of East Africa to Zanzibar, Madagascar, Arabia, Turkey, Persia, and India and the Indian Islands—home not surprisingly of significant numbers of sugar plantations.

Soon Holland, England, and France became involved in the slave trade. Holland would dominate the slave trade for most of the 17th century. England would dominate it for most of the 18th. The economies of the English cities of Liverpool and Blackpool would become tightly linked to the slave trade. 

So how were slaves brought from the old world to the new? Ships, which could hold around 180 slaves, generally sailed up and down the west coast of Africa until they filled every inch of their holds with slaves bound for the New World. When the holds of ships were filled they departed. The “middle passage” as it was called was often difficult and sometimes even deadly. The average voyage took around thirty days. The average number of slaves which perished during the voyage ranged between 20%—most died from disease or maltreatment in the 1600s—to around 50%. By the late 18th century around 10% perished during the middle passage. Estimates of the number of Africans enslaved and transported from the Old World to the new range from 12 to 20 million. Those that survived the journey to the New World were either sold or held in stockades until they could be sold. Those enslaved toiled on sugar, rice, cotton, tobacco—sometimes hemp was also cultivated and harvested along with tobacco—or molasses plantations in the New World. These plantations were usually monocultural, they grew a single crop. Conditions on these plantations were as harsh as conditions on the transport ships. Rice and sugar plantations were the worst plantations of all for slaves. 

New World slavery varied in its harshness. The “peculiar institutions” was less harsh in the American South than in the Caribbean. For instance, child mortality was lower in the South than it was in the Caribbean while life expectancy was higher in the South than in the Caribbean. The harshness of slavery varied even within regions. It was harsher on sugar plantations than on cotton plantations in the South, for instance. The number of slaves who died in forced servitude on sugar plantations far outstripped those of cotton and tobacco plantations.

The impact slavery had on the enslaved was, as you can guess, significant. African kinship and marriage patterns were rent asunder and the nuclear family of the West became prominent among slave populations. Some scholars argue that many slaves from Africa brought their games, songs, dances, foodways, and religious beliefs with them. Others argue that Slave cultural life was created anew in the New Worlds as a result of the horrors of slavery and slave life. What is clear is that in the New World slaves created new pan-ethnic identities for themselves or if they were Muslims came increasingly to rely on religion for their sense of self. In the New World slaves didn’t always remain passive. Resistance and rebellion occurred in slave communities throughout the New World. One was even successful. An 1803 rebellion in Haiti threw off French rule and slavery.

What kind of societies did slavery create in the New World? I want to look at one example, Barbados. Barbados was the harshest of New World slave societies while, at the same time, the archetype of West Indian or Caribbean planter society’s. In 1680 Barbados was the largest, wealthiest—its exports were far more valuable than those from the North America—and the poorest community in the New World all at the same time—the rich were very rich, the poor were very poor. It had a population of 30,000. 70% of these were Blacks. By 1750 the population of Barbados had risen to 70,000 with 80% of them African in origin. The population of Barbados per square mile in 1680s Barbados was 300. Compare that with a per capita population of 92 per square mile in Europe. 

Barbadian society was highly stratified. At the bottom were around 40,000 slaves. At the top were 175 big planters. In between the two extremes were 2300 servants, 1300 freemen, 1000 small planters, 400 Bridge Town householders—Bridge Town was the major settlement on the island—and 190 middling planters.

This stratification had varying impacts on Barbadians. Barbados was, as I mentioned, densely populated and hence quite crowded. Given the environmental and agricultural realities—little farming of anything other than sugar cane—on Barbados this meant that the food supply was generally overtaxed and that those at the bottom, particularly the slaves, were almost always fed a semi-starvation diet. Those at the other end of the stratification spectrum, however, lived quite well. The big planters, and the middling and low level planters who tried to mimic them, attempted to recreate England in the New World in built environments, clothesways, and foodways, all of which were inappropriate for a hot and humid environment that was quite different from the mother county. The Barbadian landscape was domesticated and turned into a simulation, as much as it could be, of the gardened landscape of the mother country. The wealthy lived in substantial houses next to makeshift storehouses, shed, and slave quarters. Windmills—a hangover, by the way, from the Dutch influence on the island—were used to grind the sugar cane. Climate, in fact, was one of the few equalizers on the island. All suffered alike from it, if not quite equally. Finally, the population dynamics of the island had impacts on life on Barbados. Whites feared Blacks and slaves, in part, because of their numbers, and, in part, because of fear that they might rebel and they (Whites) might be slaughtered.

The first slaves brought to North America arrived in 1619 in Virginia. Slavery existed everywhere in the Colonies, however. In the 1690s there were as proportionately as many slaves in New York City as in Virginia. By the 1700s while there were still slaves in every colony in Colonial America four-fifths of them were in the Southern Colonies.

In the early years of the Colonies the status of Blacks was somewhat ambiguous. It was only after 1660 that the status of Blacks began to be defined through legislation. Virginia and Maryland, for instance, made Blacks slaves for life during this time. This legislation also declared the offspring of mixed marriages slaves as well. Blacks were now no longer allowed to possess weapons or to engage in sexual activities with Whites. Despite these legal changes it should be remembered that some blacks remained free.

On the transformation from indentured servitude to slave see http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/aia/part1/1narr3.html 
Around 1700 the importation of slaves into Colonial America rose dramatically and slavery began to take root particularly in the tobacco growing Chesapeake region of Virginia. The reasons for this increase probably include soil exhaustion, increasing population, and dwindling profits for tobacco growers. As profits fell growers began to seek out cheaper forms of labour to exploit. As slave prices too began to fall in the late 1690s—this was largely the product of the demise of the Royal African Companies monopoly on the slave trade—the cheap form of labour tobacco planters were seeking turned out to be Black slaves. As a result the Black population of the Colonies grew from around 20,000 in 1700 to 350,000 in 1763. The growth in Black population, of course, impacted the Southern Colonies in particular. In 1756 Blacks made up 40% of a population of around 120,000 in Virginia. In 1751 South Carolina Blacks outnumbered Whites by two to one. By 1760 slaves constituted 23% of the population of all the Colonies.

Links: Slavery in the New World

On Africans in America see http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/aia/home.html 
Viewings and Listenings: Early Slavery

Trailer from Katrina Brown Brown’s documentary, Traces of the Trade, a personal documentary about the slave trade (Brown’s family were slave traders) on Bill Moyers Journal
http://www.pbs.org/moyers/journal/06202008/watch.html
PBS, 2008

Talking History: Jamestown, 16 August and 2 August

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2007july-december.html
Talking History: Slavery, 22 February (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch1999.html
Talking History: Clinton on Slavery and the Civil War, 14 April

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2005jan-june.html
Roots

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MRtuxjHBmi4
ABC, 1977

Discussion between Bill Moyers and Douglas Blackmon, Bill Moyers Journal http://www.pbs.org/moyers/journal/06202008/watch2.html
PBS, 2008

Chapter Five

The Seventeenth and Eighteenth Century:

Wars, Politics, Religion, and Science
Great Power Struggles
The seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries in Europe as usual saw the inevitable wars. In 1603 the Turks were repulsed by the Austrians at the gates of Vienna. From 1618 to 1648 many European powers fought each other in the Thirty Years War (1618-1648). The Thirty Years War had everything. It began as an attempt by the Emperor of Austria—Austria’s royal family the Hapsburgs had ties to the Spanish royal house also the Hapsburgs, through marriage—to impose his authority and his religion, Catholicism, on Protestant German speaking lands. Spain did manage to Catholicise Bohemia during the war. It was also, however, an extension of the international religious wars between Catholics and Protestants. It ended with the decline of Spanish hegemony and the rise of French or Bourbon hegemony that would, by and large, last from 1643-1715. And finally it was something more than a religious war. The Thirty Years War was also a struggle over who would dominate Europe. As I noted, France emerged from the war as the dominant power in Europe.

France’s dominance did not go unchallenged, however. Europe’s 18th century would be dominated by struggles for hegemony between an England that was a naval power and a France that was a land power. This struggle would result in a number of wars between the two. They would fight wars which would stretch from North America to Asia over conflicting dynastic ambitions, the balance of power in India (more on this later), and conflicting territorial claims in 1689-1697 (the War of the League of Augsburg or King William’s War), 1701-1713 (War of the Spanish Succession or Queen Anne’s War), 1740-1748 (War of the Austrian Succession or King George’s War), and 1756-1763 (the Seven Year’s War or the French and Indian War). The latter would see the English would wrest control of the Maritimes, Quebec, the Hudson Bay, and colonies in the Mississippi Valley from France. The end result of all these wars was that France was no longer a major power in the North American New World.

England and France were not the only powers to emerge during and after the Thirty Years War. During the Thirty Years War the Dutch would finally their independence from Spain in 1609 after a long struggle. The Dutch financed their war with Spain in part by harassing and raiding Spanish ships filled with gold coming from the New World. The Dutch would become one of the major European powers during this period and used their new independence and power to move into both the New World and the Asia, winning colonies, and becoming a major trading and banking power in the process. Dutch power began to decline after the Dutch defeat in their war with England between 1652 and 1674.

Sweden also became a great power during the era. It remained a power until its defeat at the hands of Russia in the Great Northern War of 1700-1721. The Russian victory saw the emergence of Russia on the great power stage. In Russia Petr the Great and Yekaterina the Great would westernize the empire and strengthen it militarily. Russia, as I noted earlier, would begin its expansion into its Siberian eastern frontier during the era.

The eighteenth century would see the expansion of France, Prussia, and Russia. It would see the last great surge of the Ottoman Empire into Europe. By 1774 the Ottomans were in decline. They lost Hungary and Transylvania to the Austrians. By the end of the century the former great powers Spain, Sweden, Poland-Lithuania, and the Holy Roman Empire (contemporary Germany, Austria, and Bohemia) were also in decline.

Conflicts Within

Conflict was not something that only occurred between the powers. The era also saw a civil war in England. The English Civil War had strong religious, national, and political components to it. There were struggles between Catholics and Protestants, Anglicans and Protestants, English and Irish, English and Scots, monarch and Parliament—the latter controlled the purse strings, they came into conflict over the attempt by the monarch to extend his power and during his attempt to raise fund for his war with Scotland—royalists and Parliamentarians, and moderate Protestants and. Protestant radicals. Between 1642 and 1680 England veered from near absolute monarchy under the Catholic Stuarts—they had succeeded the more popular Tudors—to a war between royalists, who were predominantly Catholic, and parliamentarians who were largely Protestant, to Protestant and Parliamentary triumph, to the dictatorship of Oliver Cromwell, to Parliamentary resurgence, back to a monarchy again, and finally to the assumption of the English throne by the Protestants William and Mary of Orange after the Glorious Revolution of 1688. The civil war was finally ended when William and Mary established a constitutional monarchy in 1688. Before assuming the throne William and Mary signed a bill of rights emphasising the principle of Parliamentary precedence, the principle that no king or queen could raise taxes or an army without Parliamentary consent, and the principle that no subject could be arrested without legal due process. Eventually the monarchs would sign an act providing for religious toleration—save for Catholics and Unitarians—in 1689. This did not mean, by the way, that the Church of England was no longer the state church of England. It was.

Many commentators have seen the English Civil War, some call it the English Revolution, as important for a number of reasons. The King, Charles I, was executed. Cromwell extended the franchise to male property holders. More radical groups like the Levellers and Diggers arose. Some have seen Levellers as proto-democrats and Diggers as proto-marxists. The Levellers preached the gospel of popular sovereignty, equality before the law, and religious toleration. Diggers believed in the equality of all and formed communes, some on confiscated aristocratic property, to put practise what they preached. Both wanted to extend the franchise beyond Cromwell’s extension of it to male property holders.

The French also suffered through civil wars between1648-1653. The Fronde, as it is called, consisted of a number of struggles between the monarch and those who wanted to limit monarchical power. France’s enemy number one Spain used the civil wars in France to invade and take territory from the French. The intervention of the English on the French monarch’s side would settle the civil war and lead to a treaty between France and Spain leaving the latter in a better territorial position than before the wars began.

Monarchical Absolutism

Civil wars or revolutions point up the fact that the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries in Europe are oftentimes seen by scholars an age during which monarchs and local authorities struggled for power. Many scholars argue that it was during this period that monarchical power became absolute. 

To call the period an age of total absolutism, however, is probably a misnomer for while it was the age of the absolutist ancien regime of France, the absolutist monarchies of Spain and Austria it was also the age of decentralized, constitutional, republican Switzerland, the republics of the United Provinces (Holland), Venice, Poland-Lithuania, Ragusa (Dubrovnik in present day Croatia), Genoa, and Genevé/Geneva, the constitutional monarchies of England, Scotland, and Sweden, the constitutional yet authoritarian traditions of Prussia, and the elected monarchs (all from the house of the Hapsburgs) of the Holy Roman Empire. In other words, it was an age of political diversity.

Absolutism was not a term used by contemporaries to describe a form of absolute rule by a strong individual, usually a man, in seventeenth and eighteenth century Europe. Europeans of the time referred to it as despotism. The roots of absolutism probably lie in the late feudal struggles between monarchs and princes and provinces. 

There are examples of almost absolute absolutism in Seventeenth and Eighteenth century Europe. For most of the seventeenth and eighteenth (and nineteenth and twentieth centuries for that matter) the Tsars of all the Russias were virtually absolute autocrats in their lands. Ironically, it was their almost absolute power that allowed them to institute top down “enlightened” reforms in Russia. Pietr the Great westernized his kingdom sometimes with brute force. Like Petr Yekaterina the Great (Catherine II, the self proclaimed “All-wise Mother of the Fatherland”), who corresponded with France’s philosophes, westernized Russia and advocated that Russia’s elites adopt Enlightenment mentalities sometimes by force.

Pietr and Yekaterina were not the only examples of enlightened despotism in Europe. Charles, King of Naples and Sicily, Charles II of Spain, Grand Duke Leopold of Tuscany, Leopold II, Joseph II of Belgium, Gustav II of Sweden, and Prussia’s Frederick II (Frederick the Great) all instituted what might be called liberal reforms. The reforms these enlightened monarchs initiated included such things as the secularization of ecclesiastical estates, the subordination of churches to the state (Pietr ending the spiritual autonomy of the Russian Orthodox Church, for instance), attempts to initiate religious toleration, milder penal policies (including a ban, at least officially, on torture), the patronage of the arts and sciences, attempts to increase industrialization and trade, attempts to stimulate more scientific agriculture, reform of the police apparatus, attempts to institute more humane public welfare programmes, and attempts to limit censorship. Like their enlightened philosophical counterparts enlightened monarchs shared a belief in progress, the importance of human agency, the importance of consultation (including sometimes with diets or parliaments), the need for humane rule, and a kind of enlightened paternalism.

Speaking of censorship, though many Enlightened absolutists wanted to limit censorship, censorship was still alive and well in eighteenth century Europe. Censorship, in fact, was a way of life in eighteenth century Europe. By 1700 civil authorities throughout most of Europe assumed a function they had previously shared with the church, the censorship of manuscripts. In France the system of state censorship was elaborated in the 1680s and lasted until 1789 when it was abolished by the French Revolution. French publishers were required to submit manuscripts to the office of the general director of the book trade. The general director, in turn, forwarded them to specialists for review. If these reviews were critical publishers could be forced to amend the offending manuscript or forbidden to publish it entirely. 

The effectiveness of censorship across Europe varied depending on the country and on the moment. In many countries officially prohibited works were sometimes allowed to appear. Moreover, authors whose works were not allowed to appear in one country could publish it in another just as Pasternak and Solzhenitsyn centuries later would publish books prohibited in the Soviet Union in the West. Finally, in France a literary underground—not unlike the literary underground for unpublished works in the USSR, samizdat—arose and circulated not only philosophical and political treatises but also what might be called pornography. This literary underground flourished in cities like Paris where the power of censorship was somewhat limited.

Elite Culture

Monarchs, absolute or enlightened, made the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries the age of court manners, of elegant clothes, elegant manners, elegant furnishings, vast geometric gardens, even vaster court palaces—think Versailles, Dresden, Munich, Vienna. All of these contributed toward further distinguishing elites from commoners, and the age of censorship.

Colonisation

The seventeenth and eighteenth centuries saw European colonization continue. England and France took the lead. Both gained commercial footholds in India at the end of the 17th century with the approval of the Mogul Empire that dominated India, England in Calcutta, Madras, and Bombay, France in Chandarnager (near Calcutta) and Pondicherry (near Madras). After the disintegration of the Mogul Empire in the 18th century both England and France began to colonise India. France and England would attempt to gain hegemony over India in the wake of Mogul decline. England would later use India as a jumping off point for colonial expansion in Asia.

Economics

The Seventeenth and Eighteenth centuries saw population increase in Europe. France’s population rose from 21.5 million in 1700 to 28 million on the eve of the French Revolution. England would grew from 5 to 8.6 million people between 1700 and 1800. It saw increased agricultural production and specialization. It saw the growth of industry, particularly metal and textile industries. It saw the expansion of the middle class. It saw the growth of financial institutions, banks in Holland and England in particular. It was an age of economic growth, and economic decline. It was an age of great wealth (think royals and aristocrats, Versailles and chateaux) and great poverty. It was an age of aristocratic gluttony and malnutrition among the poor. It was an age in which the consumer society grew and expanded. It was an age during which there was a relaxation in sexual mores.

On the trading front global trade continued apace. In the Mediterranean trade continued to be dominated by luxury items that flowed from the “Orient” into Europe. In Northern Europe, for instance, during this period an extensive trade network in, developed which tied all of Northern Europe specifically England, Holland, the German speaking lands, Scandinavia, the Baltic’s, and Russia, together. Grain, bread, cattle, flax, hides, lumber, fish, coarse cloth flowed from the east to the west, while textiles, arms, and metal products flowed from west to east in exchange. This trade created a regional division of labour in Europe. The Dutch became the dominant player in this trade replacing the Hanseatic League, a mercantile league of German speaking cities that formed in the thirteenth century, in its role middle man in the trade between the east and Britain.

The era would see the economic decline of Spain. Its economic decline was exacerbated by the fact that Spain’s elite aristocrats and clergy were little interested in commerce and commercial growth. While Spain’s elite looked down on commerce, the Dutch and English elites did not. Commerce in Holland and England would impact more than their elites. It was in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries that you begin to see the rise of a merchant oriented middle class in both Holland and England, a merchant middle class that often ploughed their profits back into commerce and industry. 

The era saw profits and wages rise in many parts of Europe. In England, for instance, prices rose by 256% while wages rose by 145% during the 16th and 17th centuries. Landlords, entrepreneurs, and even labourers reaped the rewards of this inflation. 

Religion

On the religious front the seventeenth century was a period of religious tension. It was also, however the period which saw the beginnings of religious toleration in Europe. It was a period in which Protestants made it difficult for Catholics in Protestant lands, Catholics made it difficult for Protestants in Catholic lands, Orthodox made it difficult for Protestants and Catholics in Orthodox lands, and all three made it difficult for Jews and Muslims. It was an era in which Socinians, a group which denied the divinity of Jesus, were barred from Poland-Lithuania (1658), an era in which the Protestant French Huguenots were driven into exile (1685), an era in which Jews were not allowed to live in all the Russias. It was an era in which witches, who usually turned out to be women, would be hunted down and sometimes executed on the Continent and in Colonial Massachusetts. 

Despite persecution religious dissidents began to gain a foothold in European and North America life.  In England Protestant dissidents such as the Puritans, Congregationalists, Quakers, and Baptists grew despite persecution by the powers that be and would emerge from the underground after the toleration act of 1689 and make their presence felt. In Holland the Protestant Moravian Church would remerge in that Calvinist dominated country. In England a pietist and arminian or free will movement arose to reform and purify the Church of England. After it failed to bring about the reforms it hoped it formed itself into what would become the Methodist Church. The pietist reform movement also impacted the German speaking lands and North American lands becoming something like a state religion in Prussia.

Vignette: The Salem Witch Trails

A belief in witchcraft, astrology, and magic was in common in the Colonies and in Europe during the seventeenth century. There were 234 accusations of witchcraft in Colonial America alone during these years. The most widely known accusations of witchcraft in Colonial America, of course, are those that took place in Salem Village, Massachusetts.

The Salem Witchcraft trails didn’t actually take place in Salem. They took place in Salem Village—today’s Danvers, Massachusetts (don’t let the tourist trappings of contemporary Salem fool you)—an outlying farming village near Salem town. Salem Village had for quite some time been a village beset with deep divisions and was so fraught with feuds and disputes that it had become known as the graveyard of preachers since community divisions tended to play themselves out in the village church.

Witchcraft accusations in Salem Village began in the household of the village’s beleaguered minister the Reverend Samuel Parris. Parris, newly arrived from England, would exacerbate tensions by proclaiming that witches might be in his very church. Actually they were in Parris’s own house. It was at the Parris house in 1692 that a group of young girls, the most active of whom was the twelve year old daughter of Parris’ chief supporter Ann Putnam, and Parris’ own daughter, met to gaze in a crystal ball in order to learn their futures. By February the girls began screaming and rolling as if in horrible pain and were unable to pray to God for relief when admonished to do so. Parris responded by consulting a doctor but even he was unable to bring relief to the girls. 

Within a month the girls were displaying further unusual symptoms. When asked “who torments you” the girls named three neighbourhood women as the culprits. One of the women named was the Parris’ West Indian Carib African slave and servant Tituba. Village authorities questioned the three women the girls named and jailed them. All denied the accusations save Tituba who confessed to being a witch and claimed that nine others in the community had “signed the witches book”. Despite the jailing of the “witches” the girls “afflictions” continued. During further questioning in the spring the girls named further men and women who were responsible for their “fits”. The prisons of Salem Village filling up rapidly. 

The fact that Massachusetts Charter had been revoked by the Stuarts who had, in turn, been overthrown leaving the colony, in the process, in a political and legal vacuum, exacerbated the problems in Salem Village. Rather than exerting his executive authority the newly appointed governor of Massachusetts, Sir William Phips, established a special Court of Oyer and Terminor to “hear and dispose” the witchcraft cases in May. Previously in the colony witchcraft accusations had been suppressed by authorities distrustful of “folk superstition”. Now they were seen as evidence that a satanic conspiracy afoot to undermine the commonwealth. 

In early June this court convicted its first defendant, Bridget Bishop, and condemned her to death. One of the judges resigned in protest over the use of uncorroborated spectral evidence from the girls which they claimed was injuring them. Among the accused was one of the Salem Village’s leading citizens, Rebecca Nurse. Another was a local beggar and malcontent, Sarah Good. Another was the village’s former minister George Burroughs. Burroughs was accused of sorcery. At Burrough’s trial the witnesses against him fell into fits before they could testify. When he recited the Lord’s Prayer perfectly while on the gallows—something the demonic were not supposed to be able to do—the execution proceeded only after the noted Reverend Cotton Mather rode his horse between the gallows and the assembled people maintaining Burroughs guilt. Between June and September nineteen of the accused were hanged. Giles Corey was pressed to death under the weight of stones. Some of the accused confessed in the hope of being released on grounds of repentance.

With the increasing number of executions conducted without confessions or corroborating evidence the voices of those who had opposed the trials in the first place, most of them clergy like the noted Puritan divine Increase Mather who had said that “[i]t were better that ten suspected witches should escape, than that one innocent person be condemned”, became even louder. In his sermons and pamphlets Mather argued that since witchcraft was a capital offence the evidence for it must be unimpeachable. Next, he contended that evidence coming from the mouths of the accused must be held as untrustworthy since the devil could make the innocent appear guilty and the guilty innocent. Next, Mather pointed out that spectral evidence was an occult means to gain evidence of the occult and hence seriously flawed. Finally Mather pointed out that there was almost no way of discerning from the effects of a diabolical agency the motives of the afflicted and thus asserted that only evidence from two or more witnesses should be used to convict a person of witchcraft. By October Phips halted the executions and by 1693 the remaining prisoners were set free. In 1697 the Massachusetts General Court declared an official day of atonement for the executions. In 1711 it granted financial compensation to the families of some of the victims.

After Salem no one else would be tried for witchcraft in the colony. When compared to the witchcraft craze in Europe the outbreak of witchcraft accusations in Salem Village was relatively small and minor. It was, however, the largest single outbreak of the witch craze in the New World. The outbreak would, of course, become infamous in the Colonies and in North America afterward. Writers like Henry Wadsworth Longfellow, Nathanial Hawthorne and Arthur Miller would memorialize it as emblematic of “Puritanism” and, as in Miller’s case—his The Crucible—use it to comment on secular “witch hunts” like the Cold War era hunt for the “commie conspiracy” undermining the United States.

Over the years scholars and others have tried to explain the outbreak of the witch craze in Salem Village. For some like Arthur Miller it was an instance of clergy excess. For others it was an example of mass hysteria. For others like Paul Boyer and Stephen Nissenbaum it was a product of economic tensions within the community—most of the accusers were from relatively poor and agricultural Salem Village while most of the accused were merchant social climbers from relatively wealthy and commercial Salem Town.  For others like John Demos it was the product of displaced social tensions—many of the accused were involved in lawsuits with family members over inherited property. For still others like Carol Karlsen it was instance of patriarchy—most of the accused were women. For still others race was a major factor—one of the accused Tituba was Indian or Caribbean. For some it resulted from the consumption of moldy bread that resulted in hallucinations. For others it was a clash of young and old—most of the accusers were young, most of the accused older. For still others like Mary Beth Norton it was the product of wartime paranoia. 

Norton notes that the Salem witchcraft craze took place during a time of war—the Glorious Revolution, the War of the League of Augsburg or King William’s War, and Leisler’s Rebellion in New York. With war came claims that enemies were subverting Massachusetts colony from within and without. Norton notes that when the girls confessed they not only claimed that the witches were in league with the devil but that they were meeting in the forest with the French and Indians, the “enemies” Massachusetts was fighting at the moment. Finally, Norton points out that Sir William Phips, the new governor, was the very man who had gained inglorious notoriety during the invasion of French Catholic Canada and didn’t want to look weak on security issues. 

If it was war that led to the paranoiac fears of conspiracy within it would not be the last time this would happen in World history.

For documents and other materials on the Salem witch trials see http://etext.virginia.edu/salem/witchcraft/ and http://www.law.umkc.edu/faculty/projects/ftrials/salem/SALEM.HTM 
Philosophy and Science

Despite the fact that censorship was important during this period, the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries were also an age of philosophy, and natural philosophy. It was the age of Rene Descartes, the French rationalist whose most famous statement was probably “cogito ergo sum”, “I think therefore I am”. It was the era of Thomas Hobbes whose the social contract which arose out of the state of nature provided an intellectual and ideological justification for absolute monarchicalism. It was the age of Isaac Newton who “discovered” of gravity, explored optics, hydrodynamics, and mathematics while remaining committed to alchemical experiments. It was the age of William Henry who empirically described the movements of heart and blood. It was the age of Carolus Linnaeus who expounded a system for classifying plants. It was the age of Joseph Priestly who explored the compound nature of air. It was the age of Richard Cavendish who demonstrated the compound nature of water. It was the age of Antoine Lavoisier who discovered the working of chemical reactions. It was the age when the Royal Society of London for Promoting Natural Knowledge was chartered by the English crown (1662) to study, in part, the new plants and animals that were becoming known as a result of the discoveries of New Worlds. It was an age of new technologies including the steam engine, navigational implements, power transmission and pumps particularly for mines. It was an age of wide ranging encyclopedias including the famous Encyclopedie of Diderot and D’Alembert. 

The Arts

The era saw important developments in the theatre, poetry, art, and music. It the age of Corneille, Moliere, Racine, Beaumarchais, Goldoni—all playwrights—David, Tiepolo, and Hogarth—both artists—of Vivaldi, Corelli, Bach, Beethoven, Haydn, and Mozart—all composers—of Sheridan, Milton, Goethe, Herder, and Burns—all poets—of Defoe, Fielding, and Swift.  It was the age of the bildungsroman (the coming of age tale) and the picaresque (novelistic misadventures of protagonists that often bordered on the “lewd”). It was the age of landscape painting and portrait painting, of Palladianism, the Baroque, and the Rococo.

Links: The Seventeenth and Eighteenth Century West

On Europe in this period see

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook04.html http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook06.html  

On Enlightened absolutism see

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook11.html 

For the English Civil War see

http://www.lukehistory.com/resources/ecwpubs.html 

On the scientific revolution see

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook09.html 
Viewings and Listenings: Great Power Conflicts

The Defeat of the Spanish Armada

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gzVkAtS3lmg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3y9kyiuCrgQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3zI_fp-p_MA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LLKxrd3ByKM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Fq0PMdW_HWU
The Siege of Vienna

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=V7xjwlc0wyM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-GrK00LgT3w
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jS388TPSAAQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PhbWB65zQVg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7YNLve5_nPg
Chapter Six
The Eighteenth and Nineteenth Century:

The Enlightenment

It is not an exaggeration to say that the Enlightenment changed the world. The Enlightenment began in Europe in the seventeenth century and stretched into the eighteenth. The Enlightenment was strong in France—think Voltaire and Jean Jacques Rousseau—the German speaking lands—think Immanuel Kant and Friedrich Hegel and Karl Marx—Scotland—think Adam Smith—England—think Isaac Newton and John Locke and Jeremy Bentham—and even Italy, Poland, Holland, and Sweden, and even Russia.

The Enlightenment was, at least in part, a reaction to the Rationalism of Descartes (1596-1650) and Leibniz (1646-1716) with its emphasis on innate ideas and logical reasoning. Enlightenment critics of Cartesian philosophy saw it as flawed because of its de-emphasis on empiricism. 

Enlightenment philosophes instead shared a belief in the power of scientific observation, scientific experimentation, and the scientific method—in empiricism, in sum. They shared a belief that each individual had to be responsible for his or her destiny (almost all Enlightenment philosophes were male). They emphasized the importance of human thought. They held, as a group, that truth could and should not be taken on authority and hence were critical of what we would today call a fundamentalist viewpoint that all truth could be found in a “god-given” book such as the Bible. They opposed the censorship of absolutism. They believed that progress was the key to truth. They believed that science with its emphasis on empiricism and observation, its emphasis on a harmonious, orderly, and intelligible nature, its emphasis on the scientific method, and its privileging of reason pointed the way forward to the human promised land. They believed in the possibility and necessity of human progress challenging thereby the Christian pessimism inherent in the doctrine of original sin, human fallibility, and the doctrine of the decay of nature—the Christian notion of the fall. Men, they believed, could improve nature through science thereby improving themselves both individually and collectively—hence their interest in applied knowledge such as economics, technology, techniques of public administration. Jeremy Bentham, the founder of Utilitarianism with its doctrine of happiness for the greatest number, went so far as to argue that the state, via the law, could condition human beings in such a way as to maximize human happiness for the greatest number. Finally, they looked back to the glories of Greece and Rome, like Renaissance men, for models of dignified conduct and responsible citizenship and held up Socrates, the Stoics, and Cicero as exemplary dignified citizens. America’s founding fathers, including Jefferson, of course, shared this romance with Roman republicanism. 

While most of the philosophes shared much in common there were also variations within the philosophies of the philosophes themselves. Some were more “radical” than others. Thomas Paine is often, because of his “radical” position on democracy and religion, specifically his intense attack on Orthodox Christianity, seen by many as the very exemplar of Enlightenment radicalism. Others, like La Mettrie, who argued that matter thinks and who wrote extensively on medical topics, and the sexual nihilist and hedonist de Sade are difficult to categorise. Some were harder to get along with than others. Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s independence, his emphasis on natural rather than reasoned education, his orphaning of his children, and his emphasis on the golden past—a critique of Enlightenment teleologism, the belief in a better future—along with his difficult personality—something he wrote about in his autobiography—

alienated most of his friends in the movement from him over time. Rousseau sometimes returned the favour. He passionately disliked Voltaire. Nor did all the philosophes focus on the same issues: Rousseau, Condillac, Helvetius, and Locke were fascinated by education, Montesquieu by natural law, geography, weather, and economics, Smith by moral sentiments such as sympathy, the formation of selves in modern society, and the natural law of free trade. Diderot, Locke, and Jefferson by religion, and the later Voltaire by human malice and social injustice. Voltaire’s Candide is a satire of the notion that we humans live in the best of all possible worlds.

The philosophes differed in their politics. Rousseau admired small city-states like Genevé/Geneva where all could participate and enjoy active freedom. Pragmatists like Voltaire assumed the political future lay with enlightened despotism which he saw as a powerful check against the powerful Vatican and reactionary aristocratic forces. Montesquieu favoured something like the English limited monarchy. Locke argued that government should be based on natural law, that property ownership was a right, that there should be a separation of powers with checks and balances between them, and that good government should be part of a social contract, i.e., it should be based on the consent of the public, the very corner stone of political liberalism. Franklin and Jefferson, fortunate to be a part of a new country, established a political order grounded in the inviolability of life, property, and the pursuit of happiness, and a pessimistic notion of human nature. Given the latter they established a government grounded in checks and balances to keep men on the path toward human progress. Enlightenment paternalism.

The philosophes differed on the subject of religion and Christianity. Many of them regarded religion as something which served an important civilizing and opiate of the dangerous masses function. Many of them saw Christianity as a “reasonable” faith—

John Locke’s aptly titled his book on the subject The Reasonableness of Christianity. But this reasonable Christianity was not your Jerry Fallwell’s or Pat Roberts’ Christianity. Locke’s and Thomas Jefferson’s Christianity was a Christianity shorn of superstitions like the miracles Jesus is purported to have performed. Jefferson’s New Testament eliminates all the “non-reasonable” portions of the NT, specifically miracles. It was a Christianity absent its unthinking dogmatic attitudes, its monkishness, its superstitions, its fanaticism, and, perhaps most importantly, its enthusiasms. Some like Erasmus Darwin—the famous father of evolution, Charles Darwin, was his grandson—and Thomas Jefferson were deists. Voltaire attacked organized religion and organized clergy but defended the existence of God against d’Holbach. Still others, like d’Holbach, later Voltaire, and later Diderot, were atheists.

Christianity was not the only religion to come in for Enlightenment criticism. Some were highly critical of Judaism seeing it, like Christianity, as a religion of ignorance and superstition. Jews who took a similar position became the spearhead of the Jewish Enlightenment or haskalah and tried to reform Judaism from within. This effort would result in Reform Judaism.

Enlightenment, by the way, was not solely the province of the “secularists” or “deists”. The cult of reason that was so much a part of Enlightenment discourse impacted Catholicism as well. The Catholic Enlightenment, especially in Spain, Austria, and Italy involved attempts at church reorganization and the improvement of the education and pastoral training of the clergy. Joseph II of Austria, for instance, suppressed monasteries, the object of scorn of both Enlightenment and reformist clerical critics. In England Catholic Enlightenment took the form, as with Joseph Berington and John Lingard, of an acknowledgement of religious pluralism.

Finally, we shouldn’t forget that the Enlightenment wasn’t only a philosophical and literary movement. The fourth movement of Beethoven’s Ninth Symphony features an elaborate Enlightenment inspired choral setting of Schiller's Ode An die Freude, the “Ode To Joy”, which optimistically celebrates that Enlightenment motif the brotherhood of humanity.

The Enlightenment was part of several long-term trends taking place in Europe and beyond: the decline of religious power, the parallel rise of science in a variety of areas of European life, the increase in the power of political forms without direct or necessary ties to the church, the rise of “secular” experts in areas such as economics, history, politics, geography, and social science, the increase of public figures who weren’t focused on theological or dogmatic issues, the creation of publics, the creation of  public spheres (Habermas), and increasing struggles between different publics for control of these public spheres.

The legacy of the Enlightenment is mammoth. It provided impetus to “scientific” economic analysis, histories—Gibbon’s Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire—and religious criticism—particularly biblical criticism—and political writing. Its emphasis on skepticism—one it borrowed from science—was instrumental in expanding the modern secular intelligentsia, intellectuals without ties to the church. It played an important role in the expansion of calls for religious toleration. It gave rise to social and educational experiments to improve the lot of humankind. Its emphasis on science led to an attempt by nascent social scientists to construct a social science priesthood which would decipher and disseminate the correct means through which human existence could be bettered—Saint-Simon and Comte promoted the idea of a scientific priesthood that would guide society to social nirvana. Its emphasis on reasonable religion would play a role in the rise of Deism, Unitarianism, and Reform Judaism. Its emphasis on the notion that men must forge their own destiny through industry, that censorship was unacceptable, and that men should be free to express themselves, and its emphasis that liberté, egalité, and fraternité or happiness were central to human progress, were important in the development of political liberalism and, of course, the American and French Revolutions. The holy trinity of liberté, egalité, and fraternité would also give rise later on to more radical attempts at enlightenment human liberation, Marxism, socialism, and communism. 

Not everyone, not even Enlightenment philosophes would see the Enlightenment in positive hues. For David Hume the reason Enlightenment philosophes emphasized led invariably to the undermining of empiricism and irrationality. For philosopher Immanuel Kant scientific empiricism could not account for moral absolutes. For many conservatives—historical conservatives not the liberals who wear conservative clothing these days—the Enlightenment’s attack on religion and Roman Catholicism in particular and its secularizing tendencies were dangerous to the traditional order. For analysts like the contemporary Italian philosopher and historiographer Vico the Enlightenment’s emphasis on linearity and progress was wrongheaded. That Enlightenment critic of the Enlightenment Rousseau, of course, made a similar point. For contemporary analysts like Michel Foucault the putative humanitarian impulses of the Enlightenment mask all sorts of discursive power plays by elites of various stripes. Finally, we shouldn’t forget the contradictions inherent in the Enlightenment. The Enlightenment’s emphasis on human freedom at the same time that it emphasized the need for elite social engineering, the inherent contradictions in its emphasis on liberty—often expressed in economic terms—greed—versus its calls for equality and fraternity (Furet). One of the things Marx was trying to do was to square these contradictions.

Vignette: Masonry in the New World

One of the ways that the Enlightenment came to the America was via the Freemasons or Masons. The modern Masonic movement began in London in the early 1717 when 4 lodges—three of whom traced their origins to the stonemasons and artisans who built the great Mediaeval cathedrals in western Europe and a fourth made up of intellectuals like Isaac Newton who extolled science and reason while at the same time maintaining interest in numerology, astrology, alchemy, and revelation—met and united.

These Freemasons in general shared an interest in the pyramids of ancient Egypt, the stone monuments—including Stonehenge—of the ancient British Isles, and above all Solomon’s Temple. Eventually Freemasons came to maintain that their origins could be traced back to those metallurgists, architects, and mathematicians who originated after the Fall of Adam and Eve and to those builders of Solomon’s Temple under the guidance of the Master Builder Hiram Abiff in the 10th century BCE.

The movement grew rapidly all across Europe—in Britain, in France, and even in Russia. While many Christians became Masons many of these Christian Masons were actually Deists. Over time the Masonic movement became more and more ecumenical as even Jews—the great satan of Christians in Europe—were allowed to join. Masonry as it developed was full of secret liturgies, initiations, tests, confessions, handshakes, passwords, and symbols like the All Seeing Eye, the builder, the compass, the rule, the angle, the zodiac, and the letter G—for geometry. The more Enlightenment oriented Masons emphasized human progress, a God who was the divine architect of the universe, brotherhood, toleration, useful knowledge, science, and personal virtue. As a result of all this many Christians came to see Masons as unorthodox if not heretical. Many others increasingly came to see the Masons and the Jews as involved in conspiracy to take over the world. Conspiracy theory has a long history.

Many Colonial American elites were Masons and thus were major conduits for the importation of Enlightenment ideals from Old World to New (Atlantic culture). By 1776 there were around 100 lodges with some 1500 members in the New World. At least 16 of them would sign the Declaration of Independence. Many of America’s military officers were Masons—George Washington, Henry Knox, Nathanael Greene, and John Sullivan all of who would go on to found the Order of Cincinnati, an male fraternal order named after a Roman military figure who saved Rome and then, in good Roman Republican fashion, retired to his farm. 

American freemasons would be instrumental in designing symbols for the new Republic including the first American flag with its Masonic symbol of the ancient snake of wisdom and the Great Seal of the United States with its Great All-Seeing Eye and its pyramid. At least 30 Freemasons were delegates to the Constitutional Convention. Most of the state leaders of the early United States were members of Masonic lodges in Boston, NYC, Philadelphia, and Charleston. Ten of Virginia’s first 13 governors were Masons as were half of Virginia’s assemblymen between 1786 and 1829. Paul Revere would give his only public speech when his lodge laid the cornerstone of the new Massachusetts statehouse in 1798. When the foundations of the Capitol in Washington, DC were laid members of the Alexandria Masonic Lodge were their performing their rituals. They arrived and formed two columns down the middle of which came the Master in his white apron and gloves. The Master proceeded to lower a silver plate into the foundations of the Capitol. Afterwards he measured the cornerstone with a plumb line and then littered the area with corn, oil, and wine. The Master of these ceremonies, by the way, was George Washington. 

Freemasonry offered American elites a republicanism above faction, region, and sect—a kind of civic religion in other words. By 1820 New York City had around 500 lodges alone while Virginia had 114.

On the Freemasons http://web.archive.org/web/20060829153055/religiousmovements.lib.virginia.edu/nrms/Masons.html
 Enlightenment Countercultures: Enlightenment Pornography
The Enlightentment had its countercultures. One its romantic counterculture. Another was the pornographic counterculture. 

Pornography, of course, has been around for some time. Ancient Greece and Rome had what we today might call pornography. The walls of Pompeii are full of it as were the homes of Roman males looking for a little help in the lovemaking and fertility realm from the god of male potency, Priapus. Votive statures of Priapus were standard issue in many Roman homes as the great number of Priapus figurines found at Pompeii again illustrates.

Pornography was also present in the 10th century Italian speaking states. The Italian speaking states would remain prominent in the pornographic field for years. A book explicating explicating sexual positions—illustrations would eventuall be added-—published in  Arentino in the seventeenth century dominated the pornographic scene and set the standards for the genre which are still standard today. 

By the 1650s France replaced what is today Italy as the dominant region of porn production. France would retain this position in the 18th century though England too would come to play a significant role in the production of pornography by then. The porn of both of these countries would dominate Europe and be translated into a number of European languages including German, Dutch, and Spanish until the late nineteenth centuries when the spread of mass culture gave rise to indigenous pornographies in a variety of locales.

The dominance of French and English porn classics can be seen, to take just one instance, in the dominance of French and English porn in the holdings of the largest pornographic library in Russia founded during the reign of Yekaterina II (Catherine the Great). Rather ironically the owner of this collection, Ivan Barkov, became synonymous with pornography in Russia even giving his name to the form, barkovscina. 

By the nineteenth century the ties between pornography and political liberalism and radicalism had declined (more on this later) and pornography became largely exclusively the portrayal of sexual experiences. The pornography of the Victorian era including Romance of Lust, The Amatory Experiences of a Surgeon, The Lustful Turk (note the Orientalist overtones here), My Secret Life, The Autobiography of a Flea, and the pornographic journal The Pearl, flourished during a period stereotyped as frigid and puritanical. It was in the nineteenth century that pornography was defined as obscene.

Like the Enlightenment, pornography’s rise coincides with the rise of the “modern” world and was influenced by many of the same things that influenced the Enlightenment—the Renaissance, the Scientific Revolution, the Enlightenment itself, and the French Revolution (which we will get too soon). For those who wrote what we today call pornography sex was simply a natural scientific phenomenon.

Like the Enlightenment philosophes pornographers of the late18th and early 19th, pornographers were regarded as “heretics”, “freethinkers”, and “libertines” by the powers that were. The pornography these powers found distasteful was written, painted, drawn, etched, and engraved and exhibited in “secret museums” for the faithful. The pornography movement was an elite movement, like the Enlightenment and Romanticism. Pornography was written by male elites and consumed by male elites. 

Enlightenment pornography of the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteenth centuries was used primarily to shock established state and ecclesiastical authorities. It was not that different, in other words, from the political and anti-ecclesiastical writings of the Enlightenment philosophes. 

The rise of Enlightenment porn coincided with the rise and spread of print culture. The expansion of print culture enabled a broader dissemination of porn that heretofore, had been possible. 

State and ecclesiastical authorities spent a good deal of time trying to repress Enlightenment porn just as they spent a good deal of time trying to repress the writings of the philosophes. In fact they made little distinction between them viewing both as heretics, freethinkers, and libertines. During the Ancien Regime in France anything that attacked religion, the state, and good morals were prohibited whether pornographic (in our terms today) or not. In the 1790s the Paris police had a special Morals Division that devoted some of its energies to the discovery and confiscation of “licentious works”. It was only under Napoleon that a distinction was made between philosophical and political and pornographic works. 

It is true that between the 1740s and 1790s what we would today call non-pornographic works and pornographic works criticizing the state and the church melded into one another. In 1718 a work criticized the recently deceased Louis XIV criticized Louis for his political and amorous subversions, namely, in the latter case, for his many amorous conquests. Criticisms of Marie Antoinette and Yekaterina II took not only political form but pornographic form as well: Marie and Yekaterina were condemned for their despotism and their supposed sexual debaucheries often in explicit detail.

There were several prominent names in Enlightenment pornography during this period. Perhaps none is more infamous than the Marquis de Sade. De Sade’s writings cover all the political and pornographic bases of the Enlightenment era. In 1782, while in prison, he completed the short Dialogue between a Priest and a Dying Man in which he expresses his atheism by having the dying libertine convince the priest of the mistakes of a pious life. His uncompleted novel The 120 Days of Sodom (1785) catalogues a wide variety of sexual perversions performed on a group of enslaved teenagers and is Sade's most graphic work. His Les infortunes de la vertu (The Misfortunes of Virtue) (1787), an early version of Justine (1791), describes the misfortunes of a girl who continues to believe in the goodness of God despite persistent evidence to the contrary (cf. Voltaire’s Candide). The companion novel Juliette (1798) narrates the adventures of Justine's sister, Juliette, who chooses to reject the teachings of the church and adopt an amoral hedonist philosophy resulting in a successful fulfilled life. His novel Philosophe dans le bourdoir (Philosophy in the Bedroom) (1795) is an account of the lascivious education of a privileged young lady at the dawn of womanhood. The work is structured as a play and contains a lengthy political pamphlet “Frenchmen! One More Effort If You Wish To Be Republicans!”, which would later be published separately in 1848, the year of yet another French Revolution. In it de Sade advocates for a utopian form of socialism, argues that that laws against theft are absurd since they protect the original thieves, the wealthy, suggests that the poor who have no option left but theft, argues that the state has no right to outlaw murder if it continues to sanction institutionalized murder in the form of executions and war, and suggests that laws blasphemy are pointless since God doesn't exist, and if he does, he surely wouldn’t be petty enough to care about such minor attacks. His work Aline et Valcour (1795) contrasts a brutal African kingdom with a utopian island paradise. This was the first book published under his actual name. 

Another prominent writer of Enlightenment “pornography” was Pierre Choderlos de Laclos His infamous Les Liaisons dangereuses (Dangerous Liaisons, 1782) is an epistolary novel, a novel in the form of letters. Though the book is primarily known for its  tale of sexual libertinism, seduction, detached cruelty, and revenge it is as much an attack on what Laclos saw as the corrupt and squalid nature of Ancien Régime aristocratic elites and the pathetic state of eighteenth-century French female education. The book has been adapted for the screen three times Dangerous Liaisons, Valmont, and the teen version Cruel Intentions.

“Pornography”, as I mentioned, was prominent in Great Britain during the era. One important British “pornographic” work was John Cleland’s Memoirs of a Woman or Pleasure, better known today as Fanny Hill (http://www.gutenberg.org/etext/20028) . Written in 1749 the book tells the tale of a poor country girl named Fanny Hill. Poverty forces Fanny to leave her village for the city. In the city Fanny looses her virginity to a handsome man who seduces her by claiming that he loves her. After taking Fanny’s virginity he leaves her. Fanny, friendless and without money, seeks the help of a woman who she once encountered. This woman, who, it turns out runs a prostitution ring, introduces Fanny to lesbianism and prostitution and Fanny soon becomes a very willing prostitute who repeatedly sells her “virginity.” As the novel progresses she moves from one type of eroticism to another each more socially and moraly marginal than the first. The novel culminates in a sado-masochistic encounter between Fanny and a baron who wishes to be whipped. The book was translated into numerous other languages at the time. Its themes remains prominent in romance novels, film, and television today not to mention real life.

What is remarkable and innovative about Fanny Hill is that Fanny herself does not, like the protagonists of Daniel Defoe’s Moll Flanders (http://www.gutenberg.org/etext/370) or Roxana (both female picaresques), repent of her sordid past. She feels no remorse for either her sexual educations or her sexual experiences though she does come to realize that she is being exploited, that she is being exploited by men. Fanny is a female picaro, a rogue and adventurer, a role usually reserved for men. As such the book serves as a critique of the elite of Cleland’s time. As a prostitute she shows wealthy men at their most base. Both Samuel Richardson (in his Pamela (http://www.gutenberg.org/etext/6124) and Clarissa (http://www.gutenberg.org/catalog/world/results)) and Daniel Defoe (in his Moll Flanders and Roxana) had written about women forced into compromised situations before and had hinted at the subversive and erotic, but neither made their heroines women of pleasure. Nor did they imputedto their women protagonasts any joy in their sexual encounters. Cleland does making him (perhaps) a feminist before his time.

Pornography was not the only sex-oriented product of the Enlightenment to make an appearance—recall that I mentioned that this period was one which saw sexual mores relaxed. Sex aids began to appear as well, Italian dildoes and condoms, in fact became available in London in the 1660s.
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Chapter Seven
The Eighteenth Century West: 

Revolutionary America
In 1763 few in Britain’s Colonies in North America wanted to sever their ties to the Mother Country. Most celebrated their British citizenship. Most celebrated Britain’s victory over France in the Seven Years or French and Indian wars. Some may have been upset with certain aspects of the British economic system but even they weren’t thinking revolution. The situation began to change, however, when King George III’s ministers began to tighten their control over American economic and political life. 

Many Colonists saw this as an attempt by the Crown to limit their freedoms. However, the British purpose in instituting political and economic reforms in the Colonies was far from tyrannical. Instead, it was financial. The Seven Years’ War and the expansion of the British Empire in North America created several problems for the British. First, it added 80,000 French speakers in Quebec and the Maritimes who had little familiarity with British political and legal traditions to the Empire. Second, it necessitated that Britain develop a more systematic policy to deal with the issue of western frontier lands across the Alleghenies. Third, it meant that what was once a commercial empire had been transformed into a territorial one and that Britain had to develop strategies to deal with this new territorial empire. Fourth, the Seven Years War had placed a heavy financial burden on British finances. Britain’s national debt had risen to levels heretofore unseen—it doubled—and taxes on Britons rose to unprecedented levels. Finally, it meant increasing administrative costs for the Brits in the Colonies. These were already burdensome.

Then there was the Indian problem. In 1763 Chief Pontiac angered by increasing British immigration into Ottawa lands and by the less than honest behaviour of British traders attacked and destroyed every British port west of Niagara except the fort at present-day Detroit. In October the British issued a proclamation forbidding Colonial settlement in any of the territories beyond the Alleghenies. 

When George Greenville was appointed to reorganize the Colonies one of his strategies was to reorganize the them in such a way that the cost of administering the Colonies and maintaining a standing army of 10,000 men in them to protect against further French incursions and the First Peoples was paid for by the Colonies themselves. Britain’s costs of administering the Colonies was, as I noted, substantial. It was 70,000 pounds in 1748, 350,000 pounds by 1768. To Briton’s it seemed only fair that the Colonists should pay their fair share—one third to one half—for their own administration and protection. 

The Colonists didn’t see it this way, however. During the French and Indian War they had reacted negatively to British attempts to strengthen their political and economic control over the Colonies and to their use of Writs of Assistance—search warrants—to try to impede illegal trade and smuggling between the Colonials and the French. Many Colonists claimed that such laws were illegal because they violated the fact that the British Parliament had only limited powers to legislate for the Colonies. Other Colonists held that these had no legal basis since they violated natural law, a notion that had become prominent during the Enlightenment. While the Brits during the Seven Years War largely ignored Colonial claims, Greenville asked Colonists to provide an alternative proposal as to how they (the Colonists) might provide more fairly for their own administration and defence without resort to higher taxes.

When no alternatives seemed to be forthcoming Greenville instituted the Sugar Act in 1764 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/amerrev/parliament/sugar_act_1764.htm). The Sugar Act increased duties on imports into the Colonies while reducing duties on foreign molasses that had been put in place under the Molasses Act of 1733 (http://www.historycentral.com/documents/MOLASSES.html). He made changes to the customs service. The customs service brought in a quarter of the amount it cost to run it. Greenville mandated that customs officials had to be physically present in the Colonies rather than farm out their duties to a proxy in the Colonies. He transferred jurisdiction of smuggling cases to vice-admiralty courts in the Mother Country to counter the leniency of Colonial Courts to smugglers. He instituted the Currency Act of 1764 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/amerrev/parliament/curency_act_1764.htm) 

which established a hard currency system in place of the soft money legal tender system that was currently in place in the Colonies.

Colonists, by and large, were unhappy with Greenville’s reforms. Many were suspicious of the motives behind the stationing of a standing army in the Colonies. Many were suspicious of their denial of jury trials in smuggling cases. Many were angered by the deflation associated with the Currency Act which exacerbated an already difficult economic situation in the Colonies. New Englanders were particularly upset by the Sugar Act because it cut off their best source of specie. Many were concerned that these acts reduced the autonomy and freedom that had sprung up in the Colonies during the years of British neglect and felt less in need of British protection now that the French and Indian War had ended. All of Greenville’s actions would exacerbate the already existing conspiracy theories concerning the monarchy and its tyrannies—many Colonists argued that constant vigilance was needed to check tyrannical encroachments—that had been floating around the Colonies for years.

Despite widespread animosity in some quarters to Greenville’s programme opposition to it remained largely localized until Parliament passed the Stamp Act in 1765 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/amerrev/parliament/stamp_act_1765.htm). 

The Stamp Act, the first direct tax levied by Britain on the Colonies, mandated that revenue stamps be affixed to newspapers, almanacs, broadsides, legal documents, commercial bills, ships papers, insurance policies, tavern licenses, marriage licenses, and even playing cards and dice. Opposition to the Stamp Act was widespread given the variety of interests it touched. Publishers, newspaper men, lawyers, insurers, tavern keepers, etc opposed it often and violently. A boycott of British goods was put in place. Secret organizations such as the Sons of Liberty arose to oppose it. Opposition and the mob violence that resulted from this opposition—stamp agents were assaulted, the houses of royal officials were vandalized—ended up making the law essentially null and void. Opposition to the act would also lead to the first inter-colonial gathering in Colonial American history when representatives from 9 of the Colonies met in October of 1765 in New York City where they drew up a “Declaration of the Rights and Grievances” against Britain and the Crown (http://www.constitution.org/bcp/dor_sac.htm). This document denounced the Stamp Act as a subversion “of the rights and liberties of the Colonies” and proclaimed that only the Colonies could tax themselves. Eventually Parliament would repeal the Stamp Act in the spring of 1766 in part due to the opposition of British merchants who had been negatively impacted by the Colonial boycott of their goods.

Though the Colonists may have won the battle the war was not over. After repealing the Stamp Act Parliament passed the Declaratory Act (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/amerrev/parliament/declaratory_act_1766.htm) asserting its authority to make laws for the Colonies.  In 1767 Charles Townsend, the new chancellor of the exchequer, introduced new duties on Colonial imports—glass, lead, paint, paper, and tea—since the Colonists had conceded a difference between internal taxes which they maintained Parliament had no right to impose duties and external taxes on which Parliament could impose duties. After instituting these taxes Townsend set up an American Board of Customs Commissioners in Boston to collect these duties. He also took steps to enforce the Quartering Act of 1765 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/amerrev/parliament/quartering_act_165.htm)

which had been passed in order to solve the problem of shortages in the housing of British troops in the New World.

Many Colonists once again railed against these acts. John Addams proclaimed the Townsend Acts representative of “taxation without representation” and called for concerted opposition to the acts. Many responded by once again organizing a boycott of British goods in March of 1768. Others physically obstructed the attempts by the British to impose the duties on Colonial imports and to billet British troops in Colonial homes. In June of 1768 when British officials tried to seize a boat belonging to John Hancock Colonists rioted. British troops vigourously put the riot down. Five Colonials were killed in the melee. Colonists came to refer to this as the Boston Massacre.

For accounts of the Boston Massacre see 

http://odur.let.rug.nl/usa/D/1751-1775/bostonmassacre/prest.htm 
Once again the actions of Colonists were successful. Townsend’s successor repealed the Stamp Act. Three years of relative calm followed. The economy began to pick up. Colonies fought with each other over their borders to the west. Scots-Irish settlers on the Pennsylvania frontier railed against the Quaker aristocracy in Philadelphia while the Paxton Boys marched on Philadelphia to demand military protection against the raids of First Peoples. Renters rioted against high rents in the Hudson Valley of New York. With the passage of the Tea Act in 1773 (http://ahp.gatech.edu/tea_act_bp_1773.html), however, tensions between Britain and the Colonies were on the upswing once again.

The Tea Act was passed to alleviate the economic distress of the East India Company by allowing it to export tea directly to the Colonies for sale. While the act would likely have lowered the price of tea in the Colonies it also negatively impacted those Colonial merchants who sold tea and threatened those who smuggled tea, like John Hancock, with extinction. Both therefore united to oppose the act. More radical elements in the Colonies in the meantime also declared their opposition to the act on constitutional grounds. Colonists boycotted British tea. They forced ships carrying tea to turn back. In Boston a group of Colonists dressed up as First Peoples dumped British tea into the harbour. Today Americans refer to this as the Boston Tea Party.

Instead of repealing the offending acts this time the Brits decided to respond with “coercion”. In 1774 Parliament passed several Coercive Acts. Colonists referred to them as the Intolerable Acts. One mandated that Boston Harbour be closed until the destroyed tea had been paid for. Another revised the Massachusetts Charter in order to increase the powers of the executive. Another mandated that murder trials in law enforcement cases be transferred to Britain. Another imposed the quartering of British troops on the Colonies. Though the Coercive Acts were largely intended to isolate Massachusetts from the rest of the Colonies they had the opposite effect. They united Colonial opposition to Britain.

The Virginia legislature called for representatives of all the Colonies to gather to respond to the crisis. On 5 September representatives from 12 colonies met in Philadelphia. The passage of the Quebec Act http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/amerrev/parliament/quebec_act_1774.htm 

which recognized the privileged position of the Roman Catholic Church and of French civil law in that colony and extended Quebec into the Ohio and Mississippi Valley’s added fuel to the already burning fire. Many Colonists saw the Quebec Act as a way to limit Colonial expansion. Anti-Catholicism was widespread in the Protestant dominated Colonies. Many Colonists saw Catholicism as tyrannical, as planning to impose its tyrannical will on the Colonies, and as the Beast referred to in the Book of Revelation in the New Testament. For many Americans the Pope himself was the antichrist mentioned in the Book of Revelation.
At first, delegates to the “Continental Congress” agreed on the need for action but not on what type of action to take. Conservatives, for instance, favoured an imperial federation which would have provided the Colonies with a constitution and a legislature but would have maintained ties to the Mother Country allowing the British Parliament to share power on colonial matters. This failed to pass by one vote. Finally, the Congress sided with another proposal, the Suffolk Resolves which urged resistance to the Coercive Acts, sanctions against Great Britain, and mandated the establishment of a colonial government with the power to raise taxes and a militia. This passed.

Before adjourning the Continental Congress drew up a “Declaration of Rights”, petitioned the King and Parliament for redress of the wrongs they felt had been done to them, and instituted non-exportation, non-consumption, and non-importation agreements vis-à-vis Great Britain which were to go into effect on 1 November 1774. Committees of inspection were established to monitor each of these agreements between 1774 and 1775 (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/resolves.htm). Those guilty of violating any of these were to be and were punished. Soon colonial legislatures were assuming the function of governments and were making plans for their own defence against British military action. Lord North, Townsend’s successor at the exchequer, responded by offering to repeal the taxes the Colonies contributed to their administration and defence.

By 1775 hostilities between Great Britain and the Colonies broke out. When Thomas Gage, the newly appointed governor of Colonial Massachusetts sent 700 British troops from Boston to Concord to seize weapons and gunpowder, fighting between the Brits and the Colonials broke out. 273 British troops would be killed or wounded during the Battle of Concord. Despite this the Brits did manage to regain control of that colonial town.

When the Second Continental Congress met on 10 May 1775 it created a Continental Army of 20,000 men and put it under the control of George Washington. It drew up a “Declaration of the Causes and Necessities of Taking up Arms” 

(http://www.yale.edu/ lawweb/avalon/arms.htm)

which disavowed any attempt to break free of the Mother Country and drew up the “Olive Branch Petition” which professed Colonial loyalty to the Crown. Both didn’t stop the bloodiest battle of the war from taking place, however. At the “Battle of Bunker Hill”—which actually was fought at Breed’s Hill—General Howe’s British forces were finally able to dislodge Washington’s Colonials after three bloody assaults. After the battle Howe withdrew his forces to the safer environs of Halifax.

American forces now took the offensive. They attacked Canada hoping that Colonial Canadians might join their rebellion. These hopes came to naught and the Americans soon withdrew their forces southward. 

In October King George III reaffirmed Great Britain’s intention to use force against the rebellion afoot in the Colonies and instituted an embargo on trade with the Colonies. The Colonies responded by sending delegates to Philadelphia all of whom were instructed to vote for separation from Great Britain. On 10 May the Congress recommended that the Colonies form an independent state. On 2 July it approved a resolution stating that the Colonies ought to be free and independent states. On 4 July it adopted a “Declaration of Independence” from Great Britain authored by Thomas Jefferson with help from Benjamin Franklin and John Adams (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/declare.htm). This “Declaration of Independence” provided the moral and legal justification for the revolution from Great Britain. It specified the wrongs done to the Colonies by the Mother Country which they accused of engaging in “absolute tyranny over these states”. Its preamble bears the earmarks of the natural rights philosophy that goes back at least to empiricist philosopher of English philosophe John Locke and to Greek and Roman Republicans like Aristotle and Cicero, notions that governments should be grounded in the consent of the governed and that all men have certain inalienable rights—life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. The “Declaration of Independence” delighted separatists and alienated Loyalists, those loyal to Britain. Ironically, given the sentiments of the Declaration, many Loyalists would be mobbed, imprisoned, driven from their homes, and have their property confiscated. 100,000 would flee the 13 Colonies for Canada, Nova Scotia, the West Indies, or the United Kingdom.

At the beginning of the war things didn’t look good for the Colonials. Britain had a 3 to 1 population edge, a superior navy, and a superior army. Britain’s problem was transporting its army to the New World and its style of fighting—Britain’s military force was used to fighting European style with its set battles and its retreats into Winter Quarters. They didn’t respond well to Colonial guerilla tactics. And despite the fact that they conquered almost every major city in the Colonies, they never had enough troops to garrison and defend them. The Colonials faced a different problem, how to raise and equip an army. Congress would pass the “Articles of Confederation” (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/artconf.htm) during the war giving the federal government the right to make war but not the means to fight it. The new central government requisitioned troops and goods from the new states but when and if they received these they were usually inadequate or late. Moreover, there were conflicts in the new Continental army between colonists from the different Colonies. Men from one Colony weren’t comfortable fighting with commanders from another Colony. 

Intercolonial conflicts weren’t the only trouble spots. There were squabbles in the army over rank and squabbles over different pay scales for the rank and file and officers. The fact that enlistments for Colonials were short meant that the army was constantly being affected by changes in personnel. These along with desertions dropped the Continental Army down to 2000 men at one point. Troops and sympathisers from abroad helped expand the American force. 30,000 Hessian troops arrived to help the Colonials in their struggle against Britain in the early days of the war while sympathetic military leaders like Lafayette and Kosciusko came to the New World to help the new American nation in its struggle against “tyranny”.

Let’s get back to the war. The battle between the Continental Army and Great Britain would ebb and flow mostly in the favour of the latter. The Battle of Saratoga in upstate New York in 1777 where a superior Colonial force under the command of Henry Gates defeated a smaller force of Brits under the command of Burgoyne—their supply lines were far too extended—would prove an important turning point in the war. The appearance of French forces—finally—in the Colonies—Britain was simultaneously fighting France, Spain, and Holland, Ireland was seething with discontent—also proved decisive in the Continental Army’s ultimate triumph. In October 1781 a superior Franco-Colonial force trapped a British force under the command of Cornwallis in the Yorktown Peninsula of Virginia. Aware of his plight, Cornwallis surrendered on 19 October.

In April of 1782 Parliament adopted a motion to end coercion. The Crown sent an emissary to Paris to negotiate a peace with Benjamin Franklin. Britain and the Colonials signed a preliminary peace treaty on 20 November 1782. The formal peace treaty was signed on 3 September 1783 

(http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/diplomacy /britain/parismen.htm). 

In the treaty Great Britain recognized the independence of her former colonies, agreed that the borders of its former American colonies extended to the Mississippi River in the west, to the Great Lakes in the north, and to the border of present-day Florida in the south, agreed that the Colonials would have access to Newfoundland’s fishing banks, and agreed that the Colonials would have access to the unsettled shores of Nova Scotia and Labrador to dry and cure their catches. The Colonials agreed not to impede British merchants from seeking redress for their losses and the debts owed them by Colonials and agreed that the property of Loyalists would be restored. Ironically, at the time of the treaty Great Britain still had 30,000 troops in the Colonies and continued to hold Charleston and Savannah, a position not unlike that of the Germans at the end of World War I.

I have emphasized the role taxes played in the American Revolution in this brief discussion. I do not mean to imply, however, that there weren’t reasons for the Revolution other than a Colonial anti-tax impulse. We have already touched on the influence of Enlightenment thought on America’s elite revolutionaries. Another factor influencing the revolt from Great Britain—one more influential on the masses—was the egalitarianism of found in some forms of Colonial Christianity specifically the emphasis on the ministry of all believers present in sectarian Protestant ideology. 

Historians have debated just how revolutionary the American Revolution was. Carl Becker maintained that there were two revolutions, one against Britain and the other a struggle between radical and conservative Colonials over who would come to power after the Revolution. Arthur Schlesinger saw the Revolution as a revolt of American merchants against British mercantilism. Bernard Bailyn maintained that the Revolutionary War was an ideological war between the forces of ideological and political change and the old ideological and political order in Britain. Gordon Wood who titled his book on the American Revolution The Radicalism of the American Revolution, points to the Revolution’s anti-monarchical impulse to make the argument that, in its time, the American Revolution was quite revolutionary. As the first revolution, claim those who support the proposition that the Revolution was radical, the American Revolution provided a new model for social and political change to every people, state, and nation of the world after it. It also provided a new political practice grounded in Enlightenment ideas. Only in hindsight from the vantage point of the Haitian, French, and Russian Revolutions, say those who argue for the radicalness of the American Revolution, can one make the claim that in its time the American Revolution was far from revolutionary.

In truth, the American Revolution was probably both non-revolutionary and revolutionary by eighteenth century standards. First the “non-revolutionary” aspects of the American Revolution. The American Revolution was not a revolt against the British class and status system. The elite leaders of the American Revolution—Thomas Jefferson included—accepted that class and status distinctions were both natural and inevitable. And they, by and large, saw themselves as the rightly rewarded meritocratic products of that class and status system. America’s revolutionaries did not attempt to do away with indentured servitude or slavery. They made no attempt to redistribute America’s wealth or bring about social equality. They did not break up America’s large landed estates, plantations, or manors. The wealthy landowners of the Hudson Valley like the van Rensselaer’s and the Livingstone’s and Virginia’s wealthy landowners like George Washington had, after all, been on the “right” side during the war. 

What was “revolutionary” about the Revolution was the emphasis on merit. Most Americans—wealthy, middling, or poor—now viewed hereditary privilege as anathema. And the new America outlawed hereditary privileges in the political arena, in the courts. Even the symbols of the aristocratic British courts were outlawed—wigs and scarlet robes, and in daily life. No longer was the language of deference to be allowed. Speaking of the legal system, the Revolution resulted in less harsh criminal codes and attempts to improve prison conditions or, from a more critical vantage point a la Foucault, the development of new methods to control the prison population. It resulted in greater concern for the mentally insane or the development of new means to control eccentrics. Some Americans—mostly in the North—even began to raise concerns about slavery. Some began to see it as inherently incompatible with the Enlightenment and Revolutionary emphasis on freedom and liberty. This debate even seems to have impacted some in slaveholding Virginia where the number of free Blacks increased from 2,000 to 30,000 between 1782 and 1810. In the Deep South the impact of this debate seems to have been minimal.

On free Blacks in the Antebellum period see http://memory.loc.gov/ammem/aaohtml/exhibit/aopart2.html 
All of this had an impact, at least somewhat. Social mobility did increase in post-Revolutionary America, particularly for middling Americans, though whether this was because of revolutionary ideology or the realities of the frontier has been debated ad nauseum by historians. 

The Revolution was also revolutionary in its land policies. The French and Indian War and the end of the Revolutionary war meant that western lands could be opened up for settlement. “Settlement” of the Indian question, of course, would come somewhat later. And the opening up of western lands did impact the new nation. Americans could now buy land at reasonable rates. And buy land Americans did. An example: In Lunenburg County in Virginia two-thirds of those who were landless in 1764 had acquired land by 1782.

The American Revolution strengthened religious freedom in the new nation. The Revolution eroded religious establishment in America even further than had previously happened as a result of religious pluralism and Anglican institutional weakness had before it.

Finally, we should remember that the American Revolution was just one revolution among many in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries which “overthrew the old order” and were, claim many scholars, the products of the Enlightenment. The French Revolution followed the American in 1789. It’s “barbarity”, particularly during the Jacobin years (1793-1794), turned many Americans and Europeans against revolution. In 1791 slaves revolted against their French masters in what is today Haiti. Haiti would become an independent state in 1804. The Haitian Revolution turned many Americans against revolution because of fears of what it meant for slavery in the United States. In 1821 Mexicans revolted against their Spanish rulers and gained independence in 1821. Three year later Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, Nicaragua, and Costa Rica gained their independence. In 1822 Simon Bolivar led a revolt against Portuguese rule in Brasil that resulted in Brasilian independence. Bolivar, who modeled himself after George Washington, led successful revolts in Venezuela, Ecuador, and Peru against Spain in the 1820s. Greeks revolted against their Ottoman overlords in the 1820s finally winning their independence in 1830. By the way, in the end these revolutions to overturn the “old order” simply replaced the old boss with very similar new bosses. The United States of America is as much an oligarchy of wealth today as it was in the eighteenth century, perhaps more of one.
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Chapter Eight
The Eighteenth and Nineteenth Century:

Industrialisation

The industrial revolution (a term first used in 1884) is commonly regarded as that period of transition from rural agriculture to urban industrialism (note the linearity here) that involved the application of new sources of power (for example, steam and electricity) to production, the rise of large scale industrial enterprises, and a decrease in the percentage of national wealth derived from agriculture with a consequent rise of the percentage derived from industry and trade. For many their image of the industrial revolution is defined by technological innovation. And the industrial revolution involved much technological innovation. There was the invention of the steam engine between the 17th, 18th, and 19th centuries, the development of the spinning jenny (a multi-spool spinning wheel) around 1764, the development of the flying shuttle (a shuttle that carried yarn to a spinning wheel) in 1733, the development of cort puddling (a method for manufacturing iron) in 1784, the development of the Bessemer process of making steel from iron in 1855, the development of steam-powered ships and railways in the 19th and 20th centuries, the development of the internal combustion engine in 1823, and the development of electrical power generation between the 19th and 20th centuries.

Once upon a time many commentators saw the Industrial Revolution as the relatively quick movement from farming to industrial enterprise. Today many argue that the transition from agriculture to industry took centuries. 

Science was a major factor in the Industrial Revolution. Chemistry, astronomy, biology, engineering were all stimulated by and stimulated the expansion of industry in parts of Europe between 1450 and 1763. Science would also contribute to Europe’s and the US’s continuing economic, military, and technological dominance into the twenty-first century.

For a century or so scholars have often seen the British transition from agricultural society to industrial society as the paradigm and the model for industrial revolutions everywhere (note the linearity here). Every industrial revolution, in other words, was supposed to be like the British one. The economic historian Eugene Rostow, for instance, held that there were five stages of economic growth through which any and every society in the throws of industrialization went through. But even in Britain, the land of first industrialization, the evidence for a revolutionary jump from agrarian to industrial dominance between 1780 and 1830 is far from clear. It was only after 1830 that England experienced an economic growth rate of 2% per year. It was less than that before. Is this an industrial revolution? Moreover, even in England the substitution of steam for water, wind, and muscle power was slow and confined largely to mechanized textile production. Nor is it clear that technological innovation and the Industrial Revolution coincide. The Industrial Revolution was, in fact, preceded by technological innovation in agriculture in the 17th century.

Today many analysts aren’t so sure that industrial change was as rapid or as teleological as earlier scholars thought. For French historian Fernand Braudel the rise of capitalism occurred between the 15th and 18th centuries and provided the impetus for industrialization. Several scholars, like Clive Trebilock, argue that instead of a rapid industrial revolution in Europe there were three stages of industrialization each of which were centred in a particular region and impacted by specific technologies. 

In this new three pronged tale of European industrialization the revolution also begins in England. The first stage of industrialization began in the English coal industry in 1700. Without industrialization there it is hard to imagine the development of Britain’s iron, railway, and power industries. And it occurred in England’s cotton textile, iron making, and canal building industries. A second wave of industrialization took place in the 1840s and 1850s in France, Prussia, and the United States. The second stage was characterized by railways, railways which linked different regions into integrated markets, markets which tied regions with raw materials to regions with manufacturing capabilities. The third stage between 1890 and 1914 saw industrial growth in Italy, Japan, Sweden, the Austrian section of the Austro-Hungarian Empire of the Hapsburgs, Russia (now the leading industrial producer), and to a lesser extent, in Spain and Hungary. Technologies associated with chemical production, electrical engineering, bicycle production, and automobile production, all of which required scientific research and development, dominated this period. 

There is much to be said for this model though at least one caveat is in order. The emphasis on Britain as first industrialiser is somewhat overdone. The Netherlands was a monetary and trading centre by the late seventeenth century while the output of woolens, silks, linens, and iron in 1780s France’s was greater than that of Britain. France’s lead in this area would be wiped out by the ravages of revolution and war (the French Revolution and the Napoleonic Wars) and would not recover until the middle of the nineteenth century. Prussia began metals production in Silesia in the 1780s in order to equip its expanding military (and lest we forget, one thing technological innovation did was to change the technology of warfare; think tanks, machine guns, poison gas, atomic bombs…).

The recognition that different nations experienced industrialization at different times and by different means more accurately reflects the historical record. The old model of Britain as the prime mover of progressive industrialization just doesn’t cut it anymore, if it ever did. While the British industrial experience may have been largely spontaneous, individualistic, open market oriented, and free of state intervention, that in other nations, particularly nations which industrialized later than Great Britain, was not. It was only in the 1850s and 1860s that France, with a very helpful push from its monarchs, especially Louis Napoleon Bonaparte III, developed alternative investment institutions to the conservative Bank of France—Credit Mobilier (1852), Credit Industriel et Commercial (1859), Credit Lyonais (1863), and the Societé General (1864)— which allowed it to develop industrial enterprises in textiles, iron and steel manufacture, metal fabrication, and coal mining. 

It was during the authoritarian rule of Louis Napoleon that Credit Mobilier was founded. Its shares were sold to the public and the funds raised were used to finance further industrialization in France. It was under Louis Napoleon railway milage increased in France from 3000 to 6000 kilometres in 1850 alone. Railway expansion had a ripple effect on other industries in France as the iron, steel, and mine industries, all of whom provided goods to railway companies, benefitted from railway expansion. They weren’t the only industries to benefit, however. French industries were successfully producing and selling steamboats and building the Suez Canal. 

It was also under Louis Napoleon that the structure of French industries began to change. 1864 saw the legalization of corporations and unions. 1865 saw the passage of a limited liability law which limited losses of stockholders to the value of their stocks. As a result sakes if stocks increased. 

The moral of this tale? Capitalism is thoroughly consistent with authoritarian rule. Further examples follow.

In Prussia investment banks (used as a means to concentrate scarce capital and invest this), with government backing, arose in the 1850s and by the 1870s and proceeded to adventurously invest extensively in railway and other industrial enterprises. These banks, many of them owned by Jews, which placed their members on the board of Prussian industrial enterprises, were able, through this power, to create cartels of vertically linked corporations (coal mines, for instance, were linked to the steel mills that needed the coal). Additionally, the Prussian state invested more in education, in particular, technical schools, which produced scientists for Prussian industry, scientists who, unlike in the French case, were generally more influential. By 1900 Germany would be a leading exponent of high technology and research and development. Finally, the Prussians more than willingly borrowed and adapted technological innovations from abroad.

Russian elites, after their defeat by Britain and France, the two leading industrial lights in Europe, in the Crimean War (1854-1856), decided that the only way it would survive as an empire was to industrialise.  As a result the state, through its finance minister, built a core of heavy industry primarily to equip its military. Between 1856 and 1900 Russia experienced railway and factory construction on a significant scale. Like Prussia, Russia’s leaders were quite pragmatic in that they were perfectly willing to borrow technological innovations from abroad and hire foreign industrialists to guide it through its industrial odyssey. What it was not willing to do, however, since its autocrats feared internal threats as much as external threats, was to turn Russia from an agricultural to an industrial society. Russia was to remain an empire dominated by agriculture. So, even in the early 1900s Russia, one of the fastest growing economies of the late 19th and early 20th centuries remained a nation in which 88% of the population was rural. 

On the agricultural front, when Russia’s rulers abolished serfdom in 1861 they created, in its stead, a village commune system. What this did was replace the lords of the feudal manors with a village commune which, through its assembly, controlled all land supplies. The commune doled out land on the basis of family size which meant that some families had less land after 1861 than they had before. It collectively assessed a tax on each landholding so that if one member of the family left the commune the remaining members of his household would have to pay the same tax. It instituted an internal passport system which constrained peasant mobility. It mandated that any improvement in cultivation required a two-thirds vote in favour of the change. It required peasants to pay in 49 annual installments for liberation from the commune. This last would be eliminated by Stolypin only in 1907 and even then would impact only about one-third of Russia’s peasants. In other words, Russia’s leaders abolished one can of serfdom and replaced it by another. Does this seem like an industrial society to you?

One of the leading industrialisers in the nineteenth century was the United States. Industrialisation had been underway in the United States before the Civil War, during it, and continued after it, as did the rise of the factory system in the US. The largest expansion of value added in manufacturing—the difference between the value of raw materials and the value of goods produced—in the US occurred in 1840 and 1850 not during the war despite the fact that the Civil War did stimulate American industrial production, finance, and business achievements like the building of the trans-continental railroad. The War did create a demand for shoes, blankets, weapons, wool clothing, and military uniforms. After the war the US remained by and large a rural nation particularly in the South where cotton and tobacco dominated the economy well into the 20th century and where industrialization took limited hold—iron and coal production around Birmingham, textile mills in the Carolinas. It was only in 1900 that industrial products surpassed those of agricultural products in the US for the first time

The nineteenth century saw important changes in business enterprise. It was during the late nineteenth century that a new type of business enterprise, the corporation, emerged. Corporations were huge business enterprises that had huge capital requirements, high fixed costs, and a diversity and multiplicity of functions. Another innovation was the rise of boards of directors. Two organizational or bureaucratic innovations helped spur the rise of the corporation: limited liability and the creation of boards of directors. Limited liability corporations allowed the wealthy to buy shares in companies while at the same time limiting their financial responsibilities to that company should it fail. Boards of directors, which usually included bankers, replaced individual entrepreneurs as those which controlled a corporation. They also gave corporations permanence, an impersonality, and a hierarchical structure, corporate structures were, after all, modeled on those of the military something both Marx and Weber noted, that they had not had before. Both of these enabled businesses to grow big.

The Gilded Age in the United States saw the rise of low cost mass production factories. By the late 19th century carriages, wagons, furniture, shoes, textiles, processed food in tin cans, ready made clothing and cereals were all being mass produced and the consumer society was born. Railroads were America’s first big business and first big and powerful corporation. By 1870 one railroad in the US, the Pennsylvania Railroad was America’s single largest company. It employed over 20,000 laboureres. 

Limited liability and boards of directors weren’t the only things to spur the growth of the railroad industry and, in the process, bring about a transportation revolution in the United States. Federal government subsidies also helped to make the railroad industry big and profitable. The federal government provided land grants to the Union Pacific and Central Pacific railroads and subsidised construction (the Pacific Railway Act, abridged version http://www.pbs.org/weta/ thewest/ resources/ archives/ five/railact.htm, full version, http://www.ourdocuments.gov/print_ friendly. php?flash=true&page=transcript&doc=32&title=Transcript+of+Pacific+Railway+Act+%281862%29) of these two railroads. Eventually federal land grants to the railroads would reach about 200 million acres, roughly grants the size of Spain, Belgium, and the UK combined. Raw numbers give a sense of the growth of railroads in the United States. In 1850 there were 9000 miles of railroads in the US. By 1860 there were 30,000 miles. By 1870 America had 53,000 miles of track. By 1880 there were 90,000 miles. By 1890 the US had 167,000 miles of railroad track. By 1900 there were around 200,000 miles of railway tracks in the United States, The US alone accounted for one-third of the world’s railroad tracks.

Land grants were not the only types of aid in the federal government bag. The feds also supplied those who built the railroads with interest free loans. By the way, it was British investors who provided the monies for initial railroad construction costs. State and county governments also provided the railroads with land grants. In 1869 the Union Pacific and the Central Pacific met at Promontory Point, Utah uniting the nation by rail for the first time in its history, and creating, for the first time, a common market in the United States. 

Railway building, of course, fed American industry and the American iron and steel industries in particular. America’s railroads consumed the lion’s share of America’s finished products including lumber (for ties and bridges), coal (for engines), iron and steel (for engines, cars, and tracks). In 1889 29% of the nation’s iron and steel industry output was consumed by the railroads alone. By the late 1880s Carnegie Steel was the largest manufacturer of pig-iron, steel-rails, and coke in the world producing approximately 2,000 tons of pig-metal a day. By 1889, the U.S. output of steel exceeded that of the UK. In 1900 the US produced as much steel as Britain and Germany, its two closest rivals, combined (per capita steel?). American “captain of industry” or “robber baron” would eventually monopolise most of the US steel industry.

Big oil didn’t lag far behind big railroads or big steel. The first oil well was drilled in Pennsylvania in 1859. One of its captains, John D. Rockefeller soon came to dominate the Cleveland petroleum business. Rockefeller used a different strategy than pricing pools, however. Using a strategy of under-pricing his competition Rockefeller brought pressure on small refineries to sell to him. Most of them did. By the late 1870s Standard Oil, Rockefeller’s company controlled nine-tenths of the nation’s oil refining capacity. He had, in other words, a monopoly.

What the railroads were to the nineteenth century, the automobile industry was to the twentieth. The automobile industry employed some 447,000 workers. The jobs of 3.7 million Americans had a direct or indirect relationship to the auto industry. Americans owned 80% of the world’s motor cars—around 9 million in 1927, 1 for every 5 Americans. It consumed 15% of US steel production, 80% of US rubber and nickel production, 75% of US plate glass production, and significant percentages of US leather, lead, and paint production in the US. It would, of course, lay the foundations for the growth in the US oil and gas industry later in the century. Automobiles stimulated public road construction. By the 1920s $1 billion dollars a year was being spent on highway construction and maintenance. Roads, in turn, undermined rural isolation, stimulated the growth of suburbs, and helped stimulate tourism. By 1929 about 45 million Americans, almost one-third of the population, vacationed by car. They stayed in auto camps, tourist camps, motels, and lodges and went to places like the Adirondacks, Yellowstone, and Yosemite.
As big business grew so did the wealth of the “captains of industry”, the “robber barons”. Men like Cornelius Vanderbilt, who made his money in railroads and shipping, Jay Gould, who made his money in railroads and finance, John Jacob Astor, who made his money in the fur trade and in real estate, particularly Manhattan real estate, J.P. Morgan, who made his name in finance, Leland Stanford, who made his name in railroads, Andrew Carnegie, who made his name in steel, Jim Fisk, who made his money in finance, John D. Rockefeller (the general of industry), who made his money in oil, and Collis P. Huntington, who made his money in railroads. All grew wealthier and wealthier during the Gilded Age of the late nineteenth century and all were able to translate their economic wealth and power into political power, political power that protected them from government regulation and government taxation, cultural power, and real estate power—they built palatial estates on New York City’s Fifth Avenue, on Nob Hill in San Francisco, on Quality Hill in Denver, on the Gold Coast in Chicago, palatial “cottages” and in Newport, Rhode Island.

The “captains of industry” used bribes—the Central Pacific Railroad budgeted $500,000 dollars annually for bribes between 1875 and 1885--kickbacks, and illegal rebates and hired lobbyists in order to flex their political muscles. Captain Cornelius Vanderbilt reportedly said “What do I care about the law? Hain’t I got it”? Railroad magnate Collis Huntington contended that “If you have to pay money to have the right thing done it is only just and fair to do so”.

Many “captains of industry” also propounded an ideology, the Gospel of Wealth. The “gospel of wealth” was a mixture of Darwinian thought in social garb (Social Darwinism)—the wealthy as the surviving fittest—and free market capitalist ideology which justified, legitimized, and rationalized their social position. Rockefeller was quoted as saying that “God gave me money”. As the surviving fit, many “captains of industry”, proclaimed themselves the best able to use their monies in a philanthropic way in order to deal the problems of the age. Captain Andrew Carnegie, who claimed that “the man of wealth [was] the…trustee and agent of his poorer brethren” not the state, built libraries all across America. (Carnegie on the gospel of wealth, http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/ mod/ 1889 carnegie.html). 

The captains of industry were not the only ones to espouse the gospel of wealth. So did religious leaders. One Anglican bishop claimed that “godliness is in league with riches.”

Competition in industry had its downside. It often led to a decline in prices which had a negative impact on the financial stability of many of America’s corporations. Rockefeller dealt with this by driving out, burying, or buying off his competition. During depressions weaker companies were squeezed out and often merged with their rivals. The means by which the negative consequences of competition could be allayed, as I noted before, was through price setting by rivals and monopolization. America’s industry and the American economy were controlled by the few.

These few built businesses which were big. There were two main ways that America’s industries became big. One was through horizontal integration. The other was through vertical integration. Some examples. John D. Rockefeller was eventually able to merge most of America’s oil companies with his own and on his terms, horizontal integration. With horizontal integration accomplished Standard Oil began to integrate vertically by buying crude oil wells, barrel factories, and pipelines at both home and abroad. Another example: The railroads, in order to stop the rate wars that proved ruinous to the industry, turned to cooperation. There was a gentlemen’s agreement as to what transport prices and customer prices in the industry would be. Eventually the large number of railways became fewer as some railroads bought up others—horizontal integration. Still another example: Steel magnate Andrew Carnegie began to buy ore and coal fields, railroads, coke ovens, pig iron mills, steel converting plants, and rolling mills—vertical integration. 

This consolidation proved the best way for America’s captains of industry to maintain the profitability of their businesses. Consolidation occurred in the US in the railroad, oil, tobacco (example: James Duke), cottonseed oil, sugar (example: Henry Havermeyer), explosives, meatpacking (example: Gustavus Swift), lumber (ex: Frederick Weyerhauser), grain (example: Charles Pilsbury), whiskey, nonferrous metals, flour, sewing machine, rubber goods, and electrical goods, and even in the financial houses of America. The numbers, as always, tell the story. In 1893 there were 12 corporations. By 1908 there were 318. Those 318 megabusinesses controlled 5,288 manufacturing plants. Big business and its combinations, as John D. Rockefeller said, “…was here to stay…”From 1888 to 1900 328 American corporations representing 40% or $7 billion of the nation’s manufacturing capital possessed monopoly power making price fixing a thing of the past. 

As a result of horizontal and vertical integration big business and particularly the railroads became the target of public anger, political scrutiny, and eventually governmental regulation. Businesses now began to turn to public relations and advertising and slogans to combat such criticism and to sell themselves as efficient and creative.

The moral of the industrialization story is that industrialization has taken many forms. The first was individualistic and free market oriented. This type of industrial development was little in evidence declined in the second and third stages of industrialization. Another was industrialism stimulated by state action and the banks. A third was directed from above by ministers of the state. Industrialisation and industrial growth than comes in a variety of forms.

It is also worth noting that national styles of industrialization could vary in other ways. Some nations, like the United States, were more than willing to use tariffs to protect their agricultural and industrial enterprises. Some were also more than willing to go to war to acquire territory in order to improve their industrial capabilities.

It is also worth noting that industrialisation not only occurred at different rates between countries but occurred at the different rates within countries. In Britain, Lancashire (in the north of England) and Lanarkshire (in Scotland) industrialized earliest. In 1810s and 1820s Belgium Liege and Charleroi (metals), Ghent (cotton), and Verviers (wool) were the first to industrialise. In the German speaking lands Silesia (annexed in 1740 by Prussia), Saxony, and Rhineland-Westphalia industrialized earliest. In Russia, the Baltic line was the first to industrialise. Nor are previous traditional economic forms (agricultural and domestic production) eliminated in the “transition”. Large parts of the globe remained largely untouched by industrialization well into the 20th and 21st centuries.

While industrialization did raise standards of living and create jobs in some places at some times, it was not without its contradictions. It has given us wealth for the many and great wealth for the few. It has given us increased mortality rates at the same time that it has given us decreased mortality rates. It has given us increased health problems such as noise, air pollution, and water pollution, increased production of fossil carbon emissions, and poor nutrition, at the same time that it has given us longer life spans. It has given us dangerous machinery (though some argue that industrial deaths and maiming have been overestimated and that agriculture work was and is hardly danger free) at the same time that it has given us high tech hospitals. It has given us iimpersonal work situations (alienation), increased isolation as communities break down, increased homelessness, increased substance abuse, increased family dysfunction, lost childhoods, sweat shops with extremely low relative wages, boom and bust cycles, a globalization that by linking resource to manufacturing markets creates deflation of prices and wages. It has given us an industrial proletariat (to use Marx’s terminology) or working class, unions, labour movements, a middle class standing between the aristocracy and masses which, over time, became more and more self confident, free market liberalism (contemporary neo-liberalism, libertarianism, and one form of “conservativism) that sought to defend free market industrial enterprise, state intervention liberalism to deal with the problems created by industrialism, and a bigger is better ideology.

Links: The Industrial Revolution

On the industrial revolution see

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook14.html 

and

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook35.html 
Chapter Nine
The Eighteenth and Nineteenth Century West:
Romanticism

European Romanticism

The other Enlightenment counterculture was romanticism. Romanticism, though it didn’t spring from a single source, was an 18th and 19th century cultural movement that was, in part, a reaction to the Enlightenment. Romanticism was first and perhaps foremost a reaction to Enlightenment reason and science. Though commentators often speak of Romanticism in singular tones the movement was neither unitary nor did it spring from a single source. Romanticism was an 18th and 19th century cultural movement that was found in various forms in various places across Europe and European settler societies including the German speaking lands, France, England, Wales, Ireland, Greece, Switzerland, Spain, Russia, Poland where it led to a religious revival—Canada, New Zealand, Australia, Argentina, and, of course, the United States. 


While Romanticism challenged the Enlightenment emphasis on reason and observation it was, at the same time, deeply impacted by Enlightenment ideologies. Romanticism shared with the Enlightenment, an emphasis on individualism and an urge to understand the world. Romanticism was a meaning system at the heart of which was an interest in the sublime, the infinite, the transcendental, feelings, dreams, and human sentiments. As some commentators noted it was an ideology that bordered on the mystical. 

Romantic ideologies would show up in a broad range of Western cultural artefacts. It would impact Swedenborgianism, the intellectual system developed by the Swede Emmanuel Swedenborg who believed that the universe was fundamentally spiritual and who claimed to commune with angels. It impacted Rosicrucianism, an occult or secret movement of intellectual reformers who practiced alchemy. It affected the development of Freemasonry, an Enlightenment influenced secret organization of reformers which traces its organization back to the time of the biblical King Solomon. It played an important role in the development of Mesmerism, an intellectual system developed by Franz Mesmer who argued that the Moon and the planets had an impact on the human body and on disease—medical astrology—and who argued that good health was a product of the free flow of the processes of life through thousands of channels in our bodies and that illness was caused by obstacles to this flow.

Like the Enlightenment Romanticism had political dimensions. Politically romanticism was quite diverse. There were liberal romantics like Percy Bysshe Shelly, an English romantic poet, and William Blake, an English poet, painter, and printmaker. There were conservative romantics like William Wordsworth, another English romantic poet, but one who began his political life as a supporter of the French Revolution, was revolted by it when he visited Paris, and became a conservative as a result. And there were radical romantics like the Swiss born Jean-Jacques Rousseau who emphasized the purity of the common folk and the state of nature. What tied all romantics of all political stripes together was a shared aversion to the old order, to absolutism. 

Romantics were often solitary outcasts and outsiders or fancied themselves in such roles. Most of them emphasized the need for a life of solitude. The Frankfurt born novelist, dramatist, poet, humanist, scientist, and philosopher Johann Wolfgang von Goethe’s Leden des jungen Werthers—The Sorrows of Young Werther—told of a young protagonist so alienated by existence that he chose to commit suicide. Youthful angst. In general Romantics found what they referred as the prostitution of the mind, the shallow and narrow conventionality and banal art of the academies, distasteful and corrupt. Many emphasized instead individual creativity and self-realisation whether in literature, the arts, the collection of folklore, or historiography. The Neapolitan Giambattista Vico’s histories, for instance, emphasized creation and invention which he saw as essential to any human science, emphasized the need to be attentive to mythology and symbols which he saw as creative expressions of any society, and critiqued the teleologism of the Enlightenment by emphasizing the cyclical rather than linear nature of history. 

Romantics looked to the human past with great nostalgia. The Scot Sir Walter Scott’s novels of nostalgia many of which detail the heroic Scottish past, such as Rob Roy (1817), Ivanhoe (1819), Quentin Durward (1823) and The Talisman (1825) presented a heroic past of heroic individuals to a present which, he believed, had lost these virtues. The notion of a virtuous golden past and a present largely devoid of virtue has become an important cultural script in the West ever since. For Rousseau the golden age of humans lay in the past. For the Grimm’s of fairy tale fame the creativity of the past could be recovered in the folklore or fairy tales of the common people of the past. Attempts to recover the creativity and wisdom of the folk from the past and use them in the nationalist presentbecame a mania in the West. The Finnish Kalevala, was compiled in the nineteenth century and used to further the Finish independence movement from Russia. When national folklore and national epics couldn’t be recovered they were simply invented. Welsh epics and the epics of Ossian were “manufactured” during this period in an attempt to create national myths. Verdi’s opera Nabucco with its “Va, pensiero” chorus (http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aDe77bqgqjE) and “Immenso Jehova hymn” used Israelite slaves under the pharaoh as metaphors for Italians suffering under Austrian rule and, what some saw, as internal disunion. 

The notion of a golden past and the emphasis on past history would both play significant roles in the rise and flowering of European nationalism. Some Romantics did not leave nationhood to others: The Anglo-Scot Lord Byron would promote Greek independence from the Muslim Ottoman Empire and fight on the side of the Greek freedom fighters (or terrorists depending upon one’s point of view). The Polish pianist and composer Frederic Chopin—though some have questioned whether he was a romantic or not—would promote Polish independence from Russia both publicly and in his music.

Romantics shared, by and large, an affinity for nature and attempted to find harmony with it. Virtue, they believed, was only gained through communion with nature. Rousseau, who though an Enlightenment figure is also regarded by many as a founder of romanticism because of his trenchant criticisms of that movement, saw nature as benign and as the place where humans could most fully be human. 

This emphasis on nature often times shaded into a critique of industrialism, capitalism, urbanization, and sometimes proletarianisation (the rise of an industrial working class). The Romantics were elitists. The English poet, painter, and printmaker William Blake saw a time when the industrial babylon of the new order of his day would be overthrown and the “green and pleasant lands” (the New Jerusalem) of the British Isles prior to industrial ruination would be restored (millennialism). Mary Shelly’s, Shelly was the daughter of the great feminist Mary Wollstonecraft and the wife of romantic poet Percy Bysshe Shelly) Frankenstein told of a scientist—a figure, if you recall, who was celebrated by the Enlightenment—who created a hybrid monster out of the body parts of various deceased humans —for some a metaphor for contemporary capitalism and its consequent industrialization.

The romantics, to some extent, were like the hippies of the 1960s with their aversion to and alienation from the established political and educational orders, their environmentalism which emphasized harmony with nature, their emphasis on individualism, their use of drugs. English born Samuel Coleridge and Thomas de Quincy (author of the infamous Confessions of an English Opium-Eater, http://www.gutenberg.org/etext/2040) lost themselves in the solitary haze of opium use. French Romanitic composer Hector Berlioz brought together angst over lost love, drugs, and despair over the future in his great An Episode in the Life of an Artist (more popularly known as Symphonie Fantastique) with its reveries and nightmare dreamscapes long before the Beatles and sixties psychedelia 

To some extent we can see the Enlightenment with its emphasis on reason, science, and progress—utopia lies in the future—as a web of meanings which became the dominant discourse in our time. Romanticism can be read as an alternative counterculture, an alternative discourse, which privileges individualism and artistic creativity, offers a critique of science, and leavens its nostalgia for the past with a healthy dose of dystopianism or declension—the future as a dreadful and apocalyptic place. Both of these dominant and countercultural discourses remain alive and well in the West today.
American Romanticism

Between the 1810s and 1860s romanticism would play an important role in early American intellectual and art cultures. The transformation of nature wrought by the Transportation or Market Revolution we talked about earlier, would be a major factor in stimulating the development of American romanticism.

As early as the 1820s Americans were already well aware of what these changes were bringing. In the 1820s John James Audubon (1785-1851) writing about the upper Ohio River in his “The Ohio” noted that “this good portion of our Union instead of being in a state of nature, is now, more or less, lined with villages, farms, and towns where the din of hammers and machinery is constantly heard.” “The woods”, he went on, “are fast disappearing under the axe by day, and the fires by night…”. “[H]undreds of steamboats are gliding to and fro over the whole majestic river, forcing commerce to take root and prosper at every spot…” Fearful of what all this meant for “nature” Audubon began to try to raise money to document all known American birds before they disappeared. He failed to obtain monies for this project in the US but did have success raising monies from patrons in England. Between 1837 and 1838 he published his The Birds of America on 40 x 38 inch “elephant folio” paper in the US and Europe to great acclaim.

This appreciation of nature represented in Audubon was not new to America. In 1728 William Byrd (1674-1744) wrote about the joys of camping in the North Carolina Appalachians in his History of the Dividing Line of 1728 and the negative impacts of livestock grazing in the valleys of the west. In 1733 botanist William Burton (1739-1823) wrote of his appreciation for the “sublime, enchanting scenes of primitive nature” in the Appalachians. In 1791 William Gilpin (1724-1804) found America’s forests “pleasing”. In her poetry Phillis Wheatley (1753-1784) described nature as “rational”, “harmonious”, and “whole” 

It was in the nineteenth century that romanticism would really begin to impact America’s intellectual and artistic life. American romanticism would be characterized by a great deal of ambiguity concerning the market revolution we spoke about earlier and its impact on America’s landscape. J. Hector-Saint John de Crevecoeur’s (1713-1813) Letters from an American Farmer (http://xroads.virginia.edu/~hyper/CREV/home.html) praised the cultivated gardens of Pennsylvania’s farmers. Washington Irving, the first American writer to gain international attention, wove a somewhat imagined and Europeanised New York state landscape into his tales (for The Sketch Book, http://www.gutenberg.org/etext/2048). James Fenimore Cooper’s (1789-1851) “Leather Stocking Tales”—The Pioneers (1823, http://xroads.virginia.edu/~UG02/COOPER/chapters.html), The Last of the Mohicans (1826, http://www.online-literature.com/cooperj/mohicans/), The Prairie (1827, http://www.gutenberg.org/etext/6450), The Pathfinder (1840, http://www.gutenberg.org/etext/1880), and The Deerslayer (1841, http://www.gutenberg.org/etext/3285)—pitted Cooper’s protagonist Natty Bumpo against the barbaric frontiersman on one side and advancing civilization on the other. Bumpo would move through both of these worlds though he was part of neither. Like Crevecouer’s farmers, Bumpo represented a middle ground between savage wildness and harsh civlisation with its technology, cities, and amenities. Cooper, by the way, was one of the first Americans to condemn the human slaughter of passenger pigeons into extinction. (For a brutal critique of Cooper see Twain’s essay on him at http://www.pbs.org/marktwain/learnmore/writings_fenimore.html). 

Henry Wadsworth Longfellow’s poem “Song of Hiawatha” from 1855 offered a romanticized version of America’s First Peoples 

(http://etext.lib.virginia.edu /toc/modeng/public/LonHiaw.html) 

while his “Evangeline” romanticized the Acadians who had been forced from their homeland by the British (http://etext.virginia.edu/toc/modeng/public/LonEvan.html).

The most famous nature movement is the United States is probably Transcendentalism. Transcendentalists, that group of poets and philosophical essayists influenced by the philosopher Immanuel Kant via the British poet Samuel Taylor Coleridge, Indian philosophy—eastern religions began to have an impact on American intellectual life in the 1830s and 1840s—and American First Peoples nativism. The movement was centred around Boston and Concord, Massachusetts. Though there were differences among the Transcendentalists most of them assumed the existence of transcendental ideas and assumed that these meta-material ideas were present in both the material nature and the human soul in some way, shape, or form. Nature, then for them, was not devilish as it was for some Americans. It was rather a reflection of the transcendental, the divine. 

The two best known Transcendentalists who are best known today are Henry David Thoreau (1817-1862), Ralph Waldo Emerson (1803-1882), and the poet Walt Whitman who would give a more mystical bent to Transcendentalism in many of his poems celebrating America and individualism.

In 1845 Thoreau “retired” to Walden Pond near Concord, Massachusetts to contemplate nature. He would record his experiences and his thoughts and publish them in 1854 in his Walden (http://thoreau.eserver.org/walden00.html). Aware of how fast nature was disappearing in an America undergoing a transportation revolution, Thoreau moved to a cabin on Walden Pond to live “lightly” on the land. For Thoreau nature was the source of human civilization. He called for national parks and for conservation. There was a degree of ambiguity in Thoreau’s perception of nature. For him Walden Pond was a middle ground between the wildness of Mount Katahdin, where Thoreau experienced terror, savagery, and loneliness, and the market civilization of Boston and Concord. He regarded all three—wilderness, tamed wilderness, and civilisation—as necessary for human life. Nature, rather than the state or the gods, provided us with a guide for life and restored us to physical and mental health. Civilisation, while it was disruptive, brought us commercial goods. On a different if perhaps related subject Thoreau was a noted social reformer and activist. He opposed the Mexican-American War and refused to pay his poll taxes because they funded the war and went to jail for this act of civil disobedience. He supported the actions of John Brown. His “Civil Disobedience” of 1849 (http://www.earlham.edu/~peters/writing/disobey.htm) asserted the primacy of the individual conscience over the state. His was not an individualism absent a sense of community. Thoreau argued that one could be free only if everyone else was free. 

Emerson (http://www.emersoncentral.com/texts.htm) was just as enthusiastic about nature as Thoreau. He was much more enthusiastic about “civilization” than Thoreau. Emerson praised the transportation revolution and its railroads. They, he wrote, “were a work” which had the “power to awake the sleepy energies of land and water”. The railroads weren’t the only thing about the modern world that Emerson praised.  In Nature (1836) Emerson praised “commodity capitalism. In “Wealth” (1844) (http://www.emersoncentral.com/wealth.htm) he argued that man was “born to be rich” and concluded that the most moral of men were the “men of mine, telegraph, mill, map, and survey”.

Like many of the romantics Emerson linked nature to “the eternal one”, the transcendental “soul of the whole”, “the universal beauty” in everyone and everything. Sounds almost Hindu and Buddhist doesn’t it? He meant this less in an orthodox theistic Christian way, by the way, than in deistic and pantheistic tones.  In his “Over Soul” 

(http://www.rwe.org/works/Essays-1st_Series_09_The_Over-Soul.htm) 

Emerson wrote that the worship of nature could instill an appreciation for the earth. Emerson didn’t, however, freeze nature in time. In his “Young American” of 1844 (http://www.emersoncentral.com/youngam.htm) he wrote positively about taming nature through the application of the plough and harrow, by transforming land into farms and ranches, and by building bridges.

Not every American intellectual was taken with the utopianism of transcendentalism. Salem, Massachusetts born Nathaniel Hawthorne (1804-1864) poked fun at Transcendentalism and Brook Farm in his Blithedale Romance 

(http://www.online-literature.com/hawthorne/blithedale_romance/) 

of 1852. He would also explore the dark side of American Puritanism in books like The Scarlet Letter (http://www.online-literature.com/hawthorne/scarletletter/) of 1850. 

New York State born Herman Melville (1819-1891) would explore the dark side of humanity in novels and short stories like his classic Moby Dick, or, The Whale (http://etext.virginia.edu/toc/modeng/public/Mel2Mob.html) 

of 1851. Edgar Allen Poe (1809-1849) would explore the dark side of man in short stories (http://www.pambytes.com/poe/poe.html) like “The Murders in the Rue Morgue” (1841), which many regard as the world’s first detective story, “The Pit and the Pendulum” (1842), “The Tell-Tale Heart” (1843).

The Hudson River Valley School

This emphasis on nature and the ambiguous attitude toward it and the transportation and market revolutions wasn’t only the province of essayists and poets. It was also characteristic of early and mid-19th century American art. Perhaps the most famous nature artists of 19th century America was the Hudson River Valley School of Painters. 

The Hudson River Valley School of Painters is the name given to a group of artists from New York City who found their favourite painting grounds in the Catskills and along the Hudson River north of New York City. Hudson River Valley artists included Thomas Cole (1801-1848), Thomas Doughty (1792-1856), Asher Durrand (1796-1886), and Frederic Church (1826-1900). Like many other romantics members of the school saw nature as the sublime. For Cole pristine nature “effect[s] the mind with a more deep toned emotion than [that] which the hand of man has touched. Many of them argued that experiencing nature was like experiencing the divine. According to Durand “[l]andscape painting will be great in proportion as it declares the glory of God…not the works of man”. Many Hudson Valley painters realized nature was being transformed by industrialization and the market revolution and wanted to paint the sublime before it disappeared before the onslaught of, as Thomas Cole put it, “Yankee enterprise”. 

Hudson Valley painters painted nature’s passing. Doughty’s “Autumn Landscape” shows a more pastoral than a wild nature (http://www.artnet.com/Artists/LotDetailPage.aspx?lot_id=1BF8D7B75B6ADE44) while Cole’s “The Oxbow” (1836) counterpoints wild nature with a pastoral landscape of sheep, meadows, and a bruised and burning forest along the Connecticut River Valley (http://www.metmuseum.org/Works_Of_Art/viewOnezoom.asp?dep=2&zoomFlag=0&viewmode=0&item=08%2E228). 

Cole’s “The Course of Empire” (1835-1836), a series of five paintings portray nature in its savage state (the first painting of the series), in its pastoral state (the second of the series), at its zenith (the third in the series), destroyed (the fourth in the series), and desolate (the fifth of the series) (http://www.swarthmore.edu/Humanities/kjohnso1/colecourse.html). 

“The Course of Empire” seems to suggest that like Ancient Rome—Cole had gone to Europe to paint and was in Italy in 1831 and 1832—an America no longer wild will traverse a series of stages in which decline and the eventual reinvigoration and triumph of nature is inevitable. 
Though members of the Hudson Valley School did depict the transformations the market and transportation revolutions were having on the United States they usually ignored the more devastating impacts of industrialization on the environment—burning fields, deforestation, stinking tanneries, polluted springs, loud and dusty sawmills, soil erosion, and stream runoff just to name a few. 

Later members of the Hudson Valley School include Albert Bierstadt (1830-1902) and Thomas Moran (1837-1926). Both would head westward and apply the same romantic logic to painting the Rocky and Sierra Mountains that had been applied to the Catskills and the Hudson Valley. Others would use landscape painting to celebrate changes wrought by the market and transportation revolutions. George Inness’ Lackawanna Valley (http://www.williams.edu/HistSci/resources/images/art/inness.html) 

commissioned by the directors of the Delaware and Lackawanna Railroad depicts a locomotive traversing a landscape of scarred tree stumps. This was presumably what progress entailed to those who commissioned the painting.

Other of America’s painters were engaged in another type of salvage operation. Swiss born Karl/Carl Bodner (1809-1893), for example, went to work painting the life of America’s First Peoples while George Catlin (1796-1872, http://www.artcyclopedia.com/artists/catlin_george.html)

went to work painting American’s First Peoples—“this truly noble race” as he referred to them—before they were gone.

Romanticism did not only impact American literature, American philosophy, and American painting. One can also find elements of romanticism in the burgeoning field of American history writing. Between 1820 and 1860 George Bancroft wrote his multivolume History of the United States—he began it in 1834—in which he depicted the new nation as a democracy unfolding under divine justice. Bancroft was a Unitarian. William H. Prescott published his History of the Conquest of Mexico (http://etext.virginia.edu/toc/modeng/public/PreConq.html) 

in 1843. His History of the Conquest of Peru followed in 1847. Both were based on original source materials. Both depicted the Spanish in a negative light. Both romanticized the “natives”. Both were heavily dramatic. Boston born Francis Parkman published his History of the Conspiracy of Pontiac in 1851.  Parkman viewed the struggle between the French and English in the New World as a struggle between two different types of civilizations. He viewed the war between First Peoples and Europeans as a struggle between savagery and civilization. He saw nature as a modifier of civilization. The moral of this story? Historical writing, like everything else, mirrored its times.

American romanticism and the love of nature it often evinced didn’t prevent large scale environmental transformations from happening in early America. Forests continued to disappear. Urban growth also had environmental impacts. In 1812 Philadelphia began pumping water out of the Schuylkill River to serve its burgeoning water needs while New York City would build a dam in Croton north of the City along the Hudson River to serve its water needs. Nature, with a lot of help from humans, sometimes struck back. Philadelphia was struck by Yellow Fever in 1793. America was struck by cholera epidemics in 1832, 1848, and 1867. The New Orleans cholera outbreaks of 1846 and 1850 killed around 8,000. Even the powerful were not immune to ravages of disease. President Zachary Taylor died of cholera in 1850. Some like evangelist Albert Barnes, inevitably saw the “plagues” as “visitations from God” caused by the vanities of modern science. Though America was changing jeremiads and apocalyptic justice were not things of the past.

Links: Romanticism
On Romanticism see 

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook15.html 
For examples of The Hudson River School painters and paintings see:

For Cole: http://www.artchive.com/artchive/C/cole.html
For Doughty: http://www.artnet.com/artist/5399/thomas-doughty.html
For Durand: http://www.artchive.com/artchive/D/durand.html
For Church: http://www.artchive.com/artchive/C/church.html
For Bierstadt see: http://www.artchive.com/artchive/B/bierstadt.html
For Moran see: http://www.artchive.com/artchive/M/moran.html
Viewings and Listenings: Romanticism

Romanticism and Science

Talking History: Audubon, 19 August

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004july-december.html
Romanticism and Literature

American Experience, “Walt Whitman”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/whitman/
Romanticism and Music

Hector Berlioz, An Episode in the Life of an Artist (Symphonie fantastique), 1830

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DEam2fvAzrI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=p6_cCGk0OBw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rqunY66MWKM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hvcW8nrxwjQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IwG90C6Fr2U
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kblMD4gtQFM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dHRdmDJYqEQ
Chapter Ten

The Eighteenth and Nineteenth Century West:
The French Revolution and the Age of Napoleon
There had been political instability in Europe before. There was the revolt of the Dutch Republic against the Austrians and Spain, the revolt of Belgium against Austria and Spain, the revolts of Hungary against the Ottomans and Austria, and the revolts of Poland against Austria, Prussia, and Russia. There had been instability caused by Britain’s loss of her American Colonies, a crisis that was so severe that George III considered abdicating in 1783. None of these, however, were on the scale or had the significance of the French Revolution. 

Like virtually all important historical events, historians have “read” or interpreted the French Revolution in a multitude of ways. For Marxists it was a a bourgeois revolution which resulted in the triumph of capitalism. For others it was one of the founding events of the modern world with its nationalism, its liberalism, its tendencies for rational bureaucratic centralization, industrialization, urbanization, professionalisation, violence, terror, genocide, and human rights abuses (cf. Max Weber).

The French Revolution occurred because of the coincidence of two crises in the late 1780s, the bankruptcy of the French state in the 1780s, which was precipitated, in part, by the financial and military backing of France for the American Revolution and the violence that erupted from below as a result of crises in French agriculture and which was exacerbated by the bankruptcy crisis noted above.

The bankruptcy crisis, a crisis that assumed one-half of the annual revenue of the French state in the 1780s and which made it increasingly difficult for the state to raise loans, meant that Louis XVI had to deal with the second estate—the aristocrats who approved any monies that went to the monarch—in order to raise money for the state. He tired everything including coercion and consultation to get what he wanted. The nobles, however, recognizing that they had Louis behind the 8 ball, were not about to let him squirm out of the bind t he was in until fundamental changes were made in how the state was governed . After two years of squirming Louis was forced to call the Estates General—the Etats-Généraux—consisted of the three Estates in French life, the clergy—the First Estate—the nobility—the Second Estate—and everyone else—the Third Estate. The Estates had no real power in and of itself and could only be called into meeting by the monarch. Louis called for the Estates to meet in May of 1789 at Versailles.

The popular violence, on the other hand, had its origins in the inability of French agriculture to respond to a growing population in the late eighteenth century. Earlier in the eighteenth century French population increase had been mitigated by a rapidly expanding manufacturing base in France. In the 1770s, however, France entered a period of long recession. As a result there were popular bread riots in 1775. To make matters worse, the French harvest of 1788 failed and the price of bread rose rapidly. As the price of bread soared and the expendable income of French men a women declined the demand for manufacturing commodities collapsed. With manufacturing collapsing the labouring poor had little options for employment at the time that they needed it most. 

Though these two crises were separate in their origins they interacted during the winter of 1788 and 1789 and fused in the spring and early summer of 1789 to produce the French Revolution. An atmosphere of conspiracy surrounding them made the situation even worse. Many French men and women came to believe that the powers that be and racketeers were trying to starve them to death and make a profit off of them in the process. Common people were thus radicalised all over France by a combination of fear of starvation and a hatred for those who exploited them. While there had been popular mobilization in France before, in 1775, for instance, the combination of popular mobilization with the debt crisis made this mobilization particularly dangerous.

In the meantime the Estates General was meeting in Versailles and it was deadlocked over whether the Estates should meet and vote as a body or whether they should vote as separate orders—the Third Estate feared that if the met as a body they would be dominated by the First and Second Estates. Debate on this issue went on for several weeks until the deputies of the Third Estate announced on 10 June 1789 that henceforth they would proceed as if they were a single representative body. They invited delegates from the other Estates to join them and gave themselves the name of the “National Assembly”. They then took the “Tennis Court Oath” of 20 June 1789 in which they vowed not be dispersed until they had given France a Constitution. In good Enlightenment fashion the “National Assembly” proclaimed the principle of national sovereignty and claimed their right to exercise the sovereignty.

In response Louis XVI made a serious mistake. He called on the army to try to force the Third Estate to heel. This action played on both the anger of the masses and their conspiratorial fears. In the end Louis couldn’t use his troops and he had to resign himself, if uneasily, to the revolution now occurring in France.

And a revolution it was. The National Assembly now created their own army, the National Guard (note the nationalism at work here in the name they gave their army) and stormed the Bastille, symbol of monarchical cruelty and aristocratic whim) to obtain arms. For the masses the actions of the National Assembly meant it was payback time. They began to attack tax collectors, chateaux owners, grain merchants, and others they considered responsible for the conspiracy against them. They joined the attack on the Bastille where they released several prisoners and they seized the governor and commander of that prison Bernard-René de Launay. De Launay was dragged towards the Hôtel de Ville and was torn to shreds by the mob in the street. His head was torn from his body and placed on a pike. Several of de Launay's officers were also killed despite the efforts of the gardes francais who intervened to protect the Swiss Guards and invalides who were defending the Bastille. Two of the latter were reported to have been lynched. Later, en route to the Hôtel de Ville (city hall) from the Bastille, the mob accused the prévôt des marchands (roughly, mayor) of Paris Jacques de Flesselles of treachery and introduced him to popular justice en route to an ostensible trial at the Royal Palace. Like de Launay de Flesselles had his head severed from this body and placed on a pike for all to see. Louis, seeing all this, responded with pragmatism for once. He was forced to accept that sovereignty had passed from himself to the nation. 

Louis recognition that the nation was now sovereign did not end conflict in Revolutionary France. The First Estate and the Second were riddled with disaffection. Some members supported the National Assembly, others opposed it. Finally a group of aristocratic officers fuming over French humiliations in Holland (Louis could do nothing against Prussian incursions into the Netherlands), by the general decline in French prestige during his reign, and moved by Enlightenment ideology, joined with the National Assembly and, in some cases played major roles in it. The Marquis de Lafayette who had served with American forces during the American Revolution, became a leading figure in the National Assembly.

By the 4th and 5th of August the National Assembly began to act. They cast off one privilege after another. Seigniorial duties and jurisdictions (the duties due nobles by serfs and the power nobles had over serfs), the hunting rights of monarchs and nobles, the sale of offices by the powers that be, and clergy rights, such as tithes were all eliminated in the name of liberté. On 26 of August it published the “Declaration of the Rights of Man and Citizen”—note its Enlightenment language and its emphasis on citizenship (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/rightsof.htm). This document maintained that all men enjoy certain inalienable rights by virtue of their nature—a right to liberty, property, security, equality of opportunity, fiscal equality, freedom from oppression, religious toleration, freedom of expression, freedom of association, freedom of the press, By emphasizing citizenship the National Assembly declared sovereignty resided in the nation and its elected assembly. It was only this elected assembly which could now raise taxes, control the armed forces, and supervise government ministries. Politicians now were supposed to represent only the popular will. Rituals, celebrations, and symbols were instituted or “manufactured” to celebrate the new popular state. In all of this the Assembly made way for uniformity, meritocracy, and standardization in France.

The most pressing thing the Assembly had to deal with was the national debt that Louis could not solve. They found the answer to the problem in the confiscation of church land. At the time the Catholic Church owned around 10% of France’s cultivatable areas. On 2 November 1789 the Assembly declared that all ecclesiastical property (though initially on a small percentage of church land was redistributed) should be placed at the disposition of the people of France. In return, it assumed all responsibility for the payment of clergy and for providing for the poor (note the secularization at work here). But the Assembly’s reform of the Church did not stop there. In the “Civil Constitution of the Clergy” (1790) the Assembly declared that in the future there should be one bishop in the 83 départements of France that they had established and that there should be one priest for every 6000 souls (http://history.hanover.edu/texts/civilcon.html). While the land reform created a class of beneficiaries who were tied to the Revolution because they had been given land by it, it also created an alienated class of people, Roman Catholic clergy and sympathetic parishioners alienated by what they saw as anti-church and anti-clerical actions of the revolutionaries. The Assembly felt little worried believing that they had both nature and reason on their side.

It took the National Assembly until 1791 to come up with a Constitution (the “Declaration of the Rights of Man and Citizen” would serve as its preamble) and with that France became a constitutional monarchy (http://sourcebook.fsc.edu/history/constitutionof1791.html). 

All was not well, however. On 5-6 October 1789 a crowd of marchers left Paris for Versailles to protest continuing bread shortages. They invaded the royal palace and took the king and his queen, the infamous Marie Antoinette (daughter of the Austrian ruler of the Holy Roman Empire; her famous “let them eat bread” statement may be apocryphal), prisoner and forced them to move to Paris. The National Assembly soon followed and established itself at the Manege—the building housing horse parades—in Paris. 

In Paris National Assembly meetings were different than in Versailles. Parisians came to cheer their Assembly favourites and hoot at their Assembly villains. Assembly pandering to the masses revolted some aristocratic members who couldn’t stomach any concessions to the populace. It also revolted other aristocrats and royalists who now fled France (the Émigrés) and began agitating for other states aristocrats and monarchs to deal with the revolution and restore the old regime. This set in motion a dynamic that would play itself out over the course of the Revolution.

With the Émigrés stirring up the monarchs and aristocrats of other nations against it the Revolutionaries increasingly felt themselves under attack. This paranoia would come to play an increasingly central role in Revolutionary France. In response to Émigré calls for an end to the revolution the Revolutionaries created their own Manichean world of absolute good and absolute evil and perceived a counter-revolutionary revolt (real or imagined) was being plotted by aristocrats and the clergy everywhere. The fact that there was increasingly widespread disaffection with the Revolution among aristocrats and clergy in France and outside it played right into the paranoia. 

There was disaffection in the new France. The emancipation of Protestants by the National Assembly led to a violent reaction in Southeast France. The attempt by the National Assembly to enforce an oath of loyalty to the revolution on the part of the clergy (an oath contained in the “Civil Constitution of the Clergy”) led to strife in the west and in the non-French speaking parts of the nation since most of the clergy refused to take the oath and was supported in this by their parishioners. Louis was opposed to these actions while Marie was busy trying to obtain international assistance to restore the monarchy. The Pope in Rome likewise condemned them thus fueling suspicions of a papal as well as an aristocratic and religious conspiracy against the Revolution. 

In the midst of all this Louis and his family attempted to flee France for Austrian Belgium on 20 June 1791. They got as far as Varennes, a département in northeast France. There they were recognized, brought back to Paris in rags, and imprisoned. 

By this time the nation had a new Constitution and with this the National Assembly became the Legislative Assembly. The new assembly also faced a new threat, Frederick Wilhelm (or William) m of Prussia and Leopold II of the Holy Roman Empire and Austria and brother of Marie Antoinette. While Frederick may have been interested solely in territorial gain, Leopold wanted to restore the monarchy to France and bring about the end of the revolution. 

Some of the revolutionaries, like the anti-monarchical Jacques Pierre Brissot and his allies, believed that if France could be pushed into a war, the king and queen would be shown to be the traitors he was sure they were and that as a result the monarchy could be destroyed. Playing on nationalism, conspiratorial fears, and Austriaphobia Brissot and his allies managed to win the day and France declared war on 20 April 1792. Prussia would join the Austrian side a few days later.

The defenders of the Revolution believed that an army of the people of France would be invincible against the mercenary armies of the Habsburgs. They were wrong. The first foray of the National Guard into Belgium proved a disaster. As a result of the declaration of war Ferdinand, Duke of Brunswick and commander of the Prussian and Austrian troops, issued a manifesto threatening to burn Paris if the royal palace in Paris (the Tuilleries) was attacked. 

Far from being intimidated, the revolutionaries, with the support of the Paris Commune (the government of Paris at the Hôtel de Ville from 1789 until 1795), stormed the Tuilleries, butchered the Swiss Guards defending the king and queen, took them prisoner.

After the monarchy fell what remained of the national government was heavily dependent for its survival on the support of the Commune. When the Commune sent gangs of assassins into the prisons to butcher 1400 victims and addressed a circular letter to the other cities of France inviting them to follow their example, the Assembly could offer only feeble resistance. This situation persisted until the Convention, which was charged with writing a new constitution. The Convention met on 2 September 1792 and became the new de facto government of France. The next day it abolished the monarchy and declared France a republic. This date would later be retroactively adopted as the beginning of Year One of the French Revolutionary Calendar. Jacobin Club politicians—the Jacobin Club was the most powerful revolutionary political club at the time—like Maximilien Robespierre now begin to urge that Louis be put to death.

Meanwhile, on the war front things were fluid. France took control of Belgium and the Rhineland in the fall of 1792. These victories did not solve the morale problem of the military, however. By 1793 the French army was experiencing desertions en masse. By 10 March 1793 the French had lost to the Austrians at Neerwinden though the French would reoccupy Belgium shortly thereafter.

All in all 1793 was an inauspicious year for the Revolution. Revolutionary actions against the monarchy turned virtually everyone against the Revolution. Soon France had to declare war on Great Britain, the Dutch Republic, Naples, and Spain, almost everyone of consequence, in other words, except Russia. It was also a year of counter-revolution. Republican France was not only beset by attacks from without but by strife from within. Counter-revolutionaries surrendered Toulon and the French Mediterranean fleet to the British.  On top of this, the Vendee, in the west of France, rebelled against the revolutionary nation. Its 45,000 “Catholic and Royal Army” would eventually gain control over four provinces. The insurrection would prove bloody with perhaps some 100,000 killed and last until 1796. 

France was dividing into political camps. There were royalists, there were monarchical constitutionalists, and there were republicans of various political shapes and stripes. And there was the masses. One of these republican groups, one that came to dominate the Legislative Assembly in 1791 and 1792 were the Girondins. 

The Girondins took their name from the departement from which many of its members hailed, Gironde. Girondists were a loose grouping of individuals associated with the salon of Madame Richard (salons played an important role in French intellectual and political culture from the 17th century). Girondists were linked to Brissot and his allies and the Amis des Noirs (Friends of the Blacks, an emancipation movement). All of them supported the revolutionary war against all counter-revolutionary forces. It was their support of the war which provided them the opportunity to gain the ascendancy in the Convention from March to June 1792. They were outraged by the September Massacres in 1792, during which sans-coulettes (those in knee britches) rioted in Paris taking revenge, through rape, mutilation, and murder, on members of the old order including clergy and aristocrats. This riot occurred in the midst of military successes by “counter-revolutionary” forces. The Girondists blamed their more radical colleagues, the Montagnards, for these setbacks.

The Montagnards took their name from where they sat in the Assembly, high on the left side of the Assembly. They were united by their opposition to the Girondins and associated with the Jacobin Club. They would dominate the Assembly from the purge  of Girondins on 2 June 1793 to the fall and death of one of their leaders, Robespierre, on 27-28 July 1794. Prominent members included Robespierre, Georges Danton, and the Swiss born Jean-Paul Marat.

Paranoia continued to grip Revolutionaries in France and particularly in Paris. The Brunswick Manifesto issued by the Austrians threatened retaliation on the French population should it resist their advance or refuse to reinstate the monarchy. This furthered the idea that Louis’ attempt to escape was part of a conspiracy by the enemies of France. Paranoia, by the way, sometimes has a basis in reality. Marie most certainly was conspiring with the Austrians to bring Louis back to power. In this context Louis was condemned to death by guillotine on 17 January 1793 for “conspiracy against the public liberty and the general safety” by a majority in Convention. Queen Marie Antoinette followed him to the guillotine on 16 October.

All of this, of course, had a consequence on the external war between France andAustria, Prussia, and Great Britain, and the internal war between Revolutionary and royalist and Catholic forces from the Vendée. With the war going badly, prices rose and the sans-culottes rioted yet again 

The Girondists had a majority in the Convention at the time, controlled the executive council, and controlled the ministries. They had the support of the Commune, the National Guard, the sections, and the Jacobin Club. At the trial of Louis XVI Girondin support was eroded when the bulk of them voted for an “appeal to the people” rather than death to Louis laying themselves open to the charge of being  “royalists”, a very dangerous charge given the broader contexts. They further eroded what popular support they had when they denounced the domination of Paris by the masses and called on those sympathetic to their cause in the provinces to aid them raising suspicions among other that they might be “federalists” in “revolutionary” clothing. They then tried to abolish the revolutionary Commune by decreeing its abolition, an abolition they quickly overturned because of popular opposition. This ended up strengthening the Commune. Finally, they brought charges against Marat. This ended up simply in increasing his prestige after he was acquitted. All of these actions eroded Girondin support and power.

The decline in support for the Girondins encouraged the Montagnards to seize power through a parliamentary coup. The Montagnards now had popular support and the power of the Parisian sans-culottes mob behind it. The political crisis came to a head in March 1793. Montagnards now began to purge Girondins from the Convention on 2 June 1793.

Montagnard power was channeled through two important executive committees, the Committee of Public Safety—a 12 member executive committee instituted to ensure the successful prosecution of the war effort—and the Committee of National Security—set up to ferret out those opposed to the revolution. Through these committees the Montagnards unleashed their Reign of Terror on revolutionary France between 1793 and1794. The Terror was justified on the basis that revolutionary France faced peril from within—the Royalist insurrection of La Vendée—and without—the armies of Austria, Prussia, and Britain. The Montagnards asserted that because of external threats internal civil war must be prevented at all costs. The assassination of the Montagnard Marat by Charlotte Corday on 13 July 1793—portrayed in a painting by the famous revolutionary painter Jacques Louis David—provided the excuse through which the Montagnards released internal terror. Montagnards claimed that the assassination was a Girondist plot. By the way, paranoia, conspiracy theories, limitations on civil liberties, violations of human rights, and power politics often rear their ugly heads during periods of warfare.

On 28 July 1793 a decree of the Convention proscribed the Girondins as traitors and enemies of the nation. Twenty-one Gironidsts were put on trial. Thirty-nine others were included in the final acte d'accusation accepted by the Convention on 24 October 1793. The Girondin deputies stood accused of “perfidious ambition”, their hatred of Paris, their “federalism” and, above all, for their supposed attempt, through their escaped colleagues, to provoke civil war. A number of Gironidists had read the writing on the wall and fled Paris. In the end at least 1200 people met their deaths under the guillotine accused of counter-revolutionary activities.

The Terror unleashed by the Montagnards ironically ended up undermining their popular support. Many were uncomfortable when in 1794 Robespierre had ultra-radicals and moderate Jacobins executed. Despite the victory of French Revolutionary forces against the Austrians on 26 July the French people revolted against the Montagnards and their Reign of Terror on 27 July 1794. 

A moderate Convention was put in place in Paris. It ordered the execution of Robespierre and several other leading members of the Committee of Public Safety on 27 July 1794 or 9 Thermidor. The new government was predominantly made up of Girondists who, surviving the Terror, decided that it was payback time. They banned the Jacobin Club, executing many of its former members in what came to be known as the White Terror. Those who live by the sword die by the sword?

The Convention approved a new “Constitution of the Year III” on August 17, 1795. A plebiscite ratified it in September and it took effect on 26 September 1795. The new constitution installed the Directoire—the Directory—created the first bicameral legislature in French history. The bicameral parliament consisted of 500 representatives, the Conseil des Cinq-Cents—the Council of the Five Hundred—and the Conseil des Anciens—the Council of Seniors. Executive power was vested in five “directors”, chosen annually by the Conseil des Anciens from a list submitted by the Conseil des Cinq-Cents. The Council of 500 could initiate legislation. The Council of the Ancients could veto legislation passed by the Council of 500. The new Constitution (http://chnm.gmu.edu/revolution/d/430/) made provision for the stringent control of all local authorities by the central government. It guaranteed freedom of religion, freedom of the press, and freedom of labour. It forbade armed assemblies and public meetings of political societies. Only individuals or public authorities could tender petitions. The universal suffrage of the earlier constitution was abandoned. The Convention proved so unpopular that the only way it could enforce the provisions of the new Constitution was to mandate that two-thirds of the first legislature come from among the members of the Convention. The new Constitution took effect on 23 September.

Conflict over the new Constitution was far from over. Those who resented its limits on electoral freedoms revolted in Paris. The young General Napoleon Bonaparte, who had the backing of several thousand regular troops and their artillery, was called upon to put the rebellion down. On treize Vendémiaire/5 October 1795 Napoleon easily defeated the ill-equipped and ill-led Parisian insurgents. With insurrection quelled the Convention dissolved itself on 26 October 1795.

On the military front things were looking up. In 1795 the French knocked Holland, Prussia, and Spain out of the war. In 1796 Napoleon Bonaparte conquered  the Italian-speaking territories. In 1798 Napoleon began his ill-fated expedition to Egypt. He would discover the Rosetta Stone—the key to deciphering the Egyptian language—but he would be pushed from that country by the forces of Great Britain. In August the British destroyed the French fleet at the Battle of the Nile. In 1798 there were numerous anti-French riots across Europe. By 1799 the French had been pushed back to their national frontiers by the Second Coalition of Austria, Great Britain, Russia—which had now joined he war against France—and the Ottoman Empire. Financial support for the military was now almost nil and France once again faced bankruptcy. Military disaster and bankruptcy both shook and finally spelled the end of the Directory. On 9 November 1799/dix-huit Brumaire of the Year VIII (huit), Napoleon staged a coup along with Emmanuel Joseph Sieyès putting an end to republicanism in France at least for the moment.

The dix-huit Brumaire coup brought France a new system of government. This one was devised by Napoleon. Napoleon’s new government consisted of three parliamentary assemblies—the Council of State which drafted bills, the Tribunate which discussed them without voting on them, and the Legislative Assembly which voted on them without discussing them. Executive authority was vested in three consuls who were elected for ten years. The Consulate—as it was called—retained popular suffrage though it mutilated it by mandating that only notables, individuals who were chosen by members of the conservative Senate, could be elected to the Assembly. 

At first Napoleon had vetoed Sieyès' original idea of having a single Grand Elector who would serve as supreme executive and Head of State. Sieyès, of course, had intended to reserve this position for himself. By denying him the position Napoleon helped reinforce the authority of the consuls and, of course, of himself. Napoleon would, in fact, soon assume the office of First Counsel. He was not content, however, simply to be part of an equal triumvirate. Over the years he consolidated his own power as First Consul leaving, in the process, the two other consuls as well as the Assemblies weak and subservient. On 7 February 1800 Napoleon put his popularity and his position to the people. A rigged public referendum confirmed Napoleon as First Consul of the nation. 99.9% of the nation approved this referendum on Napoleon Bonaparte. Napoleon now assumed a position which gave him executive powers much greater than that of the other two consuls in the system. 

Napoleon and the Napoleonic Wars
While the near-unanimity of the referendum confirming Napoleon as First Consul of France is certainly open to question, the popularity of the Napoleon is not. Napoleon, the outsider born in Corsica, was genuinely popular among many voters who after a period of strife were reassured by his offers of peace and thrilled by his victories in war. They praised his rapid disarmament of La Vendée, and reveled in his rhetoric of the need for a stable government, order, justice, and moderation.

Shortly after he became First Consul Bonaparte decided to rid himself of Sieyès, of those republicans who had no desire to hand over the republic to one man, and of his military rivals. His victory at Marengo in Northern Italy on 14 June 1800 over the Austrians increased his popularity at home. He quickly made use of the discovery of a royalist plot on 24 December 1800 to make a clean sweep of the democratic republicans, who, despite their innocence, were deported to Guiana. At the same time he moved to annul the Assemblies—many in the Assemblies opposed Napoleon’s actions—making the Senate all powerful in constitutional matters instead. The Treaty of Lunéville, signed in February 1801 with Austria after the Austrian defeat at Hohenlinden restored peace to Europe, gave nearly the whole of Italy to France, and permitted Bonaparte to eliminate from the Assemblies all the leaders of the opposition to his Civil Code. The Concordat of 1801 between France and the Roman Catholic Church lessened the tension between Church and state and state and allowed Napoleon to deprive the royalists of their best weapon. The Peace of Amiens on 25 March 1802 with the United Kingdom, gave Napoleon a pretext for making himself Consul for life. The Rubicon had now been crossed as Bonaparte’s march to Emperor and to Empire had begun. In August of 1802 a second national referendum was held, this time to confirm Napoleon as "First Consul for Life”. Once again the vote was rigged. And once again Napoleon “won” garnered 99% approval.

As Napoleon increased his power he borrowed many techniques of the ancien régime. Like the absolute monarchs of old he established bureaucracies loyal to himself, he re-introduced plenipotentiaries (a diplomat or ambassador who is fully authorised to represent his government as a prerogative or legal right) who were loyal to him, he centralized state and educational bureaucracies and demanded loyalty to him from both, and he appointed loyal prefects to govern each department of France. Napoleon also began to transform France’s national institutions, its local governments, its organs of finance, its banks, and its judicial and legal systems. Finally Bonaparte sold French Louisiana to the United States to raise money for the financially troubled French state.

One of Napoleon’s most important and long lasting achievements would be his establishment of a new civil code. The Civil Code established that laws could only be applied if they had been duly promulgated and officially published. It prohibited ex post facto laws, prohibited judges from refusing justice on grounds of insufficiency of the law—thereby encouraging them to interpret the law—and prohibed them from passing general judgments of a legislative value. The Code was also important in terms of family law. The Code established the supremacy of the husband over his wife and children—the general legal situation in Europe at the time—and instituted relatively liberal divorce laws—relative to other European countries—including divorce by mutual consent. Other chapters of the code established laws regarding property—specifically its acquisition, transmission, and protection—and contracts, road and sewer systems, and the labour force. 

Napoleon brought peace to violence and war weary France. As a result France’s standard of comfort rose. The national debt was brought under control. Trade expanded and traders prospered. Wages rose. Provisions become cheap and abundant in a Paris which had suffered from hunger and thirst during the Revolution. The conspicuous consumption of the nouveaux riches was on display in the salons of that city. Emigrés were urged to return home and rally to the regime

Despite all this France continued to see conflict. Many republicans, and particularly republicans in the military, continued to view Napoleon as little more than a tyrant. They criticized the regime's bullying police, its surveillance operations, its authoritarianism, its royalist sympathies, its willingness to let the émigrés return, its contempt for the Assemblies, Napoleons favourtism toward the Senate, and the lack of freedom of the press in France. Napoleon’s critics saw his strengthening of the machinery of the state, his creation of the elite order of the Légion d'honneur—an order for outstanding achievements in military or civil life—his signing of the Concordat with the pope, and his restoration of indirect taxation as betrayal of the egalitarian values of Revolution.

Revolutionaries were not the only critics of Bonaparte. Elite opposition to Napoleon occurred both within and outside of the regime. Napoleon was able to largely quell dissent within the government by expelling his more vocal critics, such as Benjamin Constant and Madame de Staël. 

There were members of the military critical of Napoleon. Constant war, however, helped demoralise and scatter them. The challenge to Napoleon’s authority by one of Napoleon’s generals, Jean Victor Marie Moreau, was taken care of when he was compromised in a royalist plot—a royalist plot he did not support—and disappeared into exile. Yet another conspiracy against Naopleon’s rule, this one led by royalists Georges Cadoudal and Jean-Charles Pichegru, a conspiracy provoked by Bonaparte's refusal to give way to Louis XVIII, failed. Thoughout all this Napoleon remained extremely popular with the French masses.

With his problems at home solved Napoleon now set out to remake Europe. He found support for this from many Europeans who believed that he was bringing the freedoms and liberties of the Enlightenment to their unenlightened and despotic states. The composer Beethoven was amongst Napoleon’s early supporters. Beethoven initially dedicated his third symphony, the “Eroica” to Napoleon in the belief that the general would bring the democratic and republican ideals of the French Revolution to the German speaking territories. In 1804 Beethoven tore out the title page of this symphony after Napoleon’s imperial ambitions became clear to him. He renamed the symphony “Sinfonia Eroica, composta per festeggiare il Sovvenire di un grand Uomo”, a heroic symphony composed to celebrate the memory of a great man”. Napoleon’s support for the values of the Enlightenment, in other words, was more rhetorical than actual.

Between 1803 and 1806 war between France, Great Britain, Austria, Russia, and Prussia resumed. While Napoleon was defeated at sea by the British at Trafalgar in October 1805 he had much more success on land. He won victories over the Austrians at Austerlitz in December 1805 knocking them out of the war, over the Prussians at Jena and Auerstadt in October 1806, knocking them out of the war, and over Russia at Friedland in June 1807, knocking them out of the war. Only Great Britain remained a threat to Napoleon.

Napoleon was now at the height of his power. To fight the British—he simply didn’t have the navy to take on the superior British naval forces—he attempted to block British goods from the Continent. He tried to force everyone including Alexander, Tsar of all the Russias, to accept this new French dominated economic system. 

Napoleon was also acting on other fronts. He took Belgium and Italy from the Hapsburgs,  half of Prussia’s German speaking lands from Prussia, and installed a puppet state in Poland. He appointed relatives to govern parts of his empire. The Netherlands was given to his brother Louis, Napoli (Naples) to his brother Joseph. Joseph became King of Spain after Napoleon’s invasion and conquest of that country in 1807. Joachim Murat, who was married to Napoleon’s sister Caroline, became ruler of Naples. Westphalia was given to another brother. Tuscany was given to his sister Elisa and her husband Prince Bacciochi. Bonaparte kept the rest of present day Italy for himself. 

All was not well, however. An economic crisis hit France in 1811. Portugal, meanwhile, refused to comply with the ban on British economic goods. After Spain refused to join Napoleon in invading Portugal, Napoleon invaded Spain. After several failures in the Spanish campaign Napoleon took command of the French troops, defeated the Spanish army, took Madrid and then defeated a British army sent to aid the Spanish, driving it to the coast and forcing its withdrawal from Iberia. The Spanish war was not yet over, however. The Spanish, inspired by nationalism, a nationalism channeled in part through the Spanish Catholic Church, and atrocities committed by French troops, rose in revolt. The Spanish campaign would prove deadly costing Napoleon some 300,000 men. 

At the same time, Austria unexpectedly broke its alliance with France—moved to do so by what was happening in Spain. Napoleon was forced to assume command of forces on the Danube and German fronts. A bloody draw ensued at Aspern-Essling on 21-22 May 1809 near Vienna. Two months later the French and Austrian armies fought again near Vienna. This resulted in a French victory at Battle of Wagram on 6 July 1809. Following this a new peace was signed between Austria and France and in the following year the Austrian Archduchess Marie-Louise married Napoleon, following his divorce from Josephine, cementing the peace between the two.

On the Russian front: Although the Congress of Erfurt—Napoleon and Alexander met—was meant to preserve the Russo-French alliance by 1811 tensions between the two were on the rise. Although Alexander and Napoleon developed a friendly personal relationship after their first meeting in 1807, Alexander had been under strong pressure from the Russian aristocracy to break off the alliance with France. The Continental System was also a point of contention between the two. By 1812 Russia was no longer complying with it.

By 1812, advisors to Alexander suggested the possibility of an invasion of the French Empire and the recapture of Poland. Large numbers of Russian troops were deployed to the Polish borders—about 300,000 out of total Russian army strength of 410,000. After receiving the initial reports of Russian war preparations, Napoleon began expanding his Grande Armée—it grew to around 450,000-600,000 men some 300,000 of whom were deployed in Iberia—and prepared his forces for an offensive campaign against Russia. On 23 June 1812 Napoleon invaded Russia.

The Russians under Mikhail Bogdanovich Barclay de Tolly avoided the decisive engagement between the two forces which Napoleon longed for. De Tolly opted instead to retreat ever deeper into the heart of Russia. A brief attempt at resistance was offered at Smolensk on 16-17 August 16-17. This, however, ended in the defeat of the Russians during a series of battles. After his victories Napoleon resumed the advance toward Mosckva (Moscow). The Russians once again avoided any full fledged confrontation with Napoleon’s Grande Armée. 

During their strategic retreat the Russians instituted a scorched earth policy. They burned crops and slaughtered livestock so the French would have nothing to eat. Hunger was not the only thing the French faced. They were also soon confronted with the harsh Russian winter. In the first eight weeks of the Russian campaign Napoleon's Grande Armée fell to half its original numbers as a result of garrisoning supply centers, disease, desertions, and casualties sustained in various minor actions. 

Criticized over his tentative strategy of continual retreat, Barclay was replaced by Prince Mikhail Illarionovich Kutuzov. At first Kutuzov continued Barclay's strategy of strategic retreat. On Kutuzov 7 September he finally offered battle to the French outside Moscow. At Borodino on 7 September 1812 Napoleon could muster no more than 135,000 troops. Losses on both sides were about even—the Russians had slightly more casualties. Napoleon lost at least 30,000 men to gain a narrow and Pyrrhic victory almost 600 miles deep in hostile territory. It was likely the bloodiest and deadliest battle the world had seen up to that point. After the battle, the Russian army withdrew leaving the old capital Moscow to Napoleon. Napoleon occupied Moscow 

Napoleon assumed that the fall of that city meant that the war was over and that Alexander I would sue for peace. He was wrong. On orders of the city's military governor and commander-in-chief, Fyodor Rostopchin, Moscow was burned. Within the month, fearing loss of control back in France, Napoleon left Moscow. The French army that finally crossed the Berezina River out of Russia in November 1812 did so with fewer than 40,000 men. Scholars have estimated total French losses during the campaign at around 570,000 men and Russian casualties at about 400,000 

After Napoleon’s ignominious retreat from Russia there was a lull in fighting during the winter of 1812–13 as both sides nursed their wounds. A small Russian army did harass the French military in Poland eventually forcing them to withdraw to the German states. 

Heartened by Napoleon's losses in Russia and Spain Prussia soon rejoined the Coalition against Napoleon that now included Russia, the United Kingdom, Spain, and Portugal. Napoleon assumed command of French forces in the German speaking territories and inflicted a series of defeats on the Allies. Napoleon’s victories culminated at the Battle of Dresden on 26-27 August 1813 where Bonaparte inflicted almost 100,000 casualties on the Coalition forces compared to his 30,000. Despite these initial successes, however, the numbers continued to mount against Napoleon. Sweden and Austria joined the Coalition arrayed against him. Eventually Coalition forces almost twice the size of the French forces trapped the French army in Leipzig. The resulting Battle of Nations won by Coalition forces on16-19 October, the largest battle of the Napoleonic Wars, cost both sides a combined total of over 120,000 casualties. 

After his defeat at Leipzig Napoleon withdrew his army to France. His army now numbered less than 100,000. In the meantime, a vastly larger Allied army surrounded France. The French army could only delay the inevitable. When Paris was occupied by his opponents on 31 March 1814, Napoleon, reading the writing on the wall, abdicated on 6 April 1814, and again, this time unconditionally, on 11 April 1814. Bonaparte was exiled to Elba, a small island in the Mediterranean Sea 20 km off the coast of Italy.

Escaping from Elba on 26 February 1815 Napoleon returned to the mainland on 1 March 1815. King Louis XVIII—the monarchy had been restored in France in Napoleon’s absence—sent the Fifth Regiment, led by Marshal Michel Ney who had formerly served under Napoleon in Russia, to capture him at Grenoble on March 7, 1815. Instead of imprisoning the Bonaparte the army rallied to him. Napoleon was once again the leader of France.

The Allies once again set out to defeat the Napoleon They finally defeated him at the Battle of Waterloo in present day Belgium on 18 June 1815. Off the port of Rochefort, Napoléon made his formal surrender while on board HMS Bellerophon on 15 July 1815. He was exiled this time to the remote island of St. Helena 2,800 km off the Guinea in the South Atlantic. He would die there on 5 May 1821. Some believe he was poisoned.
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Viewings and Listenings: The French Revolution and the Age of Napoleon
The Storming of the Bastille

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4OCheQDr5ag
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-zPTFGLHavQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8Kjxor8OwI8
Discovery

14th July 1789: The Storming of the Bastille

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5I23Z1sZ8Mg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OyVt103fe6c
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=s1uQx-Bgn2Y
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kTcxqUmywhY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aXMVYmMFI0s
The Age of Napoleon

Conquerors: Napoleon Bonaparte
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qfiVhnyzSEI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aXCXB0Q8GGI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GyYahaVvOjc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nfoA9WBBg1g
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RZU0mLImc08
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JUa34qOPjbQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=znXH7LRLDik
The Battle of Waterloo

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=A8FeHdF6vJY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wjpPb_9mpWM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tjTiTtCrayw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=K5bKXlPKNUE
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XfO1U5IAiOk
Watch and listen to Beethoven’s Eroica Symphony here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FFltqVS8d9I  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GVQtcd0clu4 

read about it here

http://www.bbc.co.uk/radio3/themakingofmusic/pip/id0ml/).

Watch and listen to Petr Illych Tchaikovsky’s famous 1812 overture celebrating the Russian victory over France and Napoleon here

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lzMGzBKRttU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nkS9THHjp38 

read about it here

http://www.bbc.co.uk/radio3/classical/tchaikovsky/1812.shtml).

Chapter Eleven
The Nineteenth Century: 

Power and Nationalism

Power Remakes Europe

With the end of the Napoleonic Wars a conference was held in Vienna between 1 September 1814 and June 9, 1815. Diplomats from all the great powers attended. It was chaired by the conservative Austrian statesman Klemens Wenzel von Metternich. The purpose of this informal conference, so informal it never met, was to redraw the map of Europe, to remake Napoleonic Europe.  Discussions continued at the conference during Napoleon’s return from exile in March 1815. The Congress's Final Act was signed nine days before Napoleon’s final defeat at Waterloo. 

As I mentioned, the Congress itself was concerned with determining the shape of Europe after the Napoleonic Wars, save that of France since the Treaty of Paris (30 May 1814) settled that (http://www.napoleon-series.org/research/government/diplomatic/c_paris1.html). 

The Treaty of Paris restored France to its January 1792 borders except for Tobago, St. Lucia, and Mauritius, and restored the Bourbons to power. So what did the Congress do? To try to contain French power the Congress created strong states along its eastern border. The Dutch Republic extinct since 1795 was revived as the Kingdom of the Netherlands with the royal House of Orange as its rulers. Belgium was created out of the Austrian Empire. The Congress hoped that a strong Netherlands and Belgium would be able to limit French power and French territorial interest in the Low Countries. To France’s south the Kingdom of Sardinia or the Piedmont was revived and strengthened when traditional power Genoa was incorporated into it. To France’s East Prussia and Austria were strengthened in order to contain French interests in that region. Almost all of the left bank of the Rhine was incorporated into Prussia. Two-fifths of Saxony was transferred to Prussia. Austrian rule was restored in several Italian speaking regions. Austria regained control of Tuscany and Milan and took control of Venice. The remainder of Italy was restored to the Papal States and the pope. The Bourbons and Braganzas royal houses were restored in Spain and Portugal. The royal houses of Bavaria, Wurttemberg, and Saxony, which had been instituted by Napoleon, were allowed to remain in power. The German states, now 39 in number, including Prussia and Austria, were joined into a loose confederation in which each individual member remained largely sovereign. A new Poland was created with Tsar Alexander as its ruler. 

Finally, the Congress condemned the slave trade at British urging. Britain outlawed slavery in the late 18th century. 

The Congress of Vienna would be the first of many attempts to bring peace to Europe by remaking it. It would, by and large, prove no more successful than the others. What the Congress did satisfied some and dissatisfied others. Many ethnic nationalists, in particular, would be largely dissatisfied by the Europe of the Congress of Vienna created.

Metternich, by the way, would remain a power on the world and Austrian stages until the revolutionary year of 1848 when he would resign in the wake of this “chaos”.

Nationalism
The Enlightenment and romanticism, as I pointed out earlier, unleashed a host of “modern” forces on the world. Nationalism was one of these. And it was one of the most important.

 Prior to the rise of the nation-state in Europe corporate identity was structured around personal loyalty to the monarch, service in the military, the church, or the civil bureaucracy, and respect for the privileges of provinces or estates. Elites were loyal to monarchs because they monopolized positions at court or in the state service. Peasants were loyal to the monarch, in part, because their main enemy was the serf owner. They tended to see the monarch as a countervailing power to the power of the serf owner.

Nationalism, an ideology that became prominent in the 18th, 19th, and 20th centuries, transformed these “traditional” identities. Since nationalists usually maintained that nations are the “fundamental units” for human social life and that nations make certain cultural and political claims upon their populations, loyalty to monarch, lord, and bishop had to be transferred to loyalty to a place in space.

In truth, nationalism is as much a cultural phenomenon as political phenomenon. Nation-states are cultural, social, and historical constructs—a fact that doesn’t make them any less real. Nations have their manufactured languages, their paternalistic and military metaphors, their invented symbols, their constructed rituals, their manufactured myths of origin, their assembled folklores and folksongs, and their manufactured shared sense of identity, an identity often conceptualized in terms of us superior, them inferior. They are, as Benedict Anderson nicely puts it, “imagined communities”. 

Nationalism then is a type of shared identity. It is a shared identity grounded in a shared language, in a shared culture, in a shared geography, and in a shared “blood” or “race”. A shared sense of language and a shared sense of blood would interweave and intertwine with a shared sense of soil and culture to create national identities. This blood and soil nationalism, by the way, would eventually lead to claims by a variety of “ethnic groups that they deserved their own nation. It would also eventually give us the Holocaust.

Nationalism has, over the years, proven to be a quite difficult for commentators. In the early years of the study of nationalism liberal academics, politicians, and journalists saw nationalism as a good since national self-determination was regarded as a good thing. With the rise of the Nazi racial state and the demise of the Communist bloc and its subsequent devolution into bloody national and ethnic struggles in places like the Balkans, in Armenia and Azerbaijan, however, academics, politicians, and journalists have recently begun to emphasize the dark side of the nation building force. Conservative commentators, noting the ties between Third World nationalisms and the left, have long spied a darker purpose to the nationalistic force.

Over the years historians and social scientists have often interpreted nationalism’s origins differently. Some have seen nationalism as the long-term product of a centralizing and routinisation process that began in 13th century and ended in the 18th. For them it was competing sovereignties such as the aristocracy and the church in given locales that centralizated power and established permanent bureaucracies, permanent standing armies, and their powers of taxation, and hence permanent nation-states. Other commentators trace the rise of nationalism to the link between religion and elites in the Middle Ages. Czech nobles and church elites, they claim, created nationalism in the 13th and 14th centuries as they responded sometimes violently to the migrations of German speakers into what they regarded as Czech territories, the regions of Bohemia, Moravia, Silesia. Others trace the origins of nationalism to the Treaty of Westphalia of 1648. According to these scholars, this treaty, that granted the Netherlands official independence from Spain, ending the Eighty Years’ War, gave Pomerania, Wismar, Bremen and Verden to Sweden, broke the power of the Holy Roman Emperor, allowed the rulers of the German states to once again determine the religion of their lands, and gave Calvinists legal recognition, also created nation-states. It instituted, they claim, a system of states that each recognised each other's sovereignty and territory. Other scholars point to the French Revolutions as the crucible of modern nationalism. 

Before the revolution Louis XIV could proclaim that he was the state. It was the Enlightenment and rise of a middle class that promoted national ideologies and formed patriot movements to propagate them. It was in the Enlightenment that a rights discourse which emphasized and promoted the right of men to liberty, freedom, happiness, liberté, egalité, fraternité—arose and began to undermine monarchical or dynastic states, and the decline of the old order, that was the crucible in which modern nationalism was born. And it was the French Revolution which forged the nation. In France national symbols—liberté trees, liberté caps, Marianne, the personification of liberté et raisson, liberty and reason, Hercule, masculine warrior symbol of the Revolution, the cult of reason—national rituals—the celebrations to Supreme Being, Bastille Day—national warfare—mobilizing to protect the Revolution—and national mass educational institutions—all created citoyens (citizens) of the new French state. 

After the French Revolution and spurred on by both opposition to and admiration for Napoleon’s campaigns, nationalism spread all across the Continent. Some saw Napoleon as the bringer of Enlightenment and revolutionary liberté, egalité, and fraternité to their homelands and hoped that their soon to be nations would emulate the liberated and enlightened French nation. Napoleon would play on this during his campaigns proclaiming that he wanted Hungary, which at that time was part of the Hapsburg Empire, to be “a free and independent nation”. Bonaparte apparently knew the value of using nationalism for his own expansionist purposes. The 19th century saw all kinds of nationalist risings—Poles rose against Austrians, Poles rose against Russians, Lombady-Venetia in contemporary Italy rose against Austria, the Irish rose against Britain, the Greeks rose against the Ottomans, the Serbs rose against the Ottomans, and the Flemish people rose against the Hapsburgs. The moral? 

Nationalist movements didn’t always have the same targets. Some nationalist movements were separatist, directed against large empires like Napoleon’s. Others sought to unify a divided or fragmented territory, most notably Italy in 1861 and Germany in 1871. In cases where a nation was part of an empire, the national liberation struggle was usually also a struggle against older autocratic regimes and nationalism allied with liberal Enlightenment anti-monarchical movements. Where the nation was a consolidation of an older monarchy, as in Spain, regional identities rooted in a feudal past proved conservative. Even today Catalonia and its capital Barcelona remain characterized by strong sense of Catalonianess. In all of these cases nationalism promoted the idea that each nation had a national identity, a national culture, and a national territory. 

While most nationalist movements began in opposition to the existing order, by the 20th century many nation-states had become the established order. By the end of the 19th century most Europeans accepted the idea that Europe was divided into nations and that they lived in one of these nations. The collapse of the multinational empires, the Austro-Hungarian Empire and the Ottoman Empire after the First World War, and the USSR after the Cold War, accelerated the formation of nation-states. Zionism—in both its secular and religious forms and both products, in part, of European anti-Semitism--would be among the last vestiges of European blood and soil nationalisms—Jewish blood and Jewish soil equals the Jewish state. Arabs Israelis remain second class citizens. 

Becoming national was not a necessarily a mass movement, at least at first. The first proponents of nationalism were almost always educated intellectuals. Some commentators argue that these educated intellectuals became nationalists because they had their career paths blocked by the powers that be. In situations where there were political barriers to nation building, churches often played an important role in safeguarding linguistic and ethnic distinctiveness. 

Becoming national was not always a quick process. As Eugen Weber notes in his book Peasants into Frenchmen it was not until the Third Republic and the 20th century that some regional variations and hence regional identities in France were subsumed by th French language and a French identity. When Italy became a nation only 2.5% of the population spoke Italian. It wasn’t until WWI that Great Britain came to have a sense of British identity. Britain was made up, don’t forget, of England, Scotland, Wales, and Ireland, each of which had their own cultural, social, and historical identity. It took years for regional languages in what is today Italy to be replaced by Italian. 

Becoming national was not always an easy process either. The ethnic composition of specific regions sometimes made national integration difficult. Transylvania, for instance, is ethnically diverse and claimed by both Romania and Hungary because of the presence of both ethnic groups in that region. Romanians dominate. Transylvania has been contested between these two countries because of this and each country has valid historic claims on it. The Danish duchy of Schleswig and the German duchy of Holstein were fought over by the Danes and the Germans because of linguistic realities and location. Schleswig was part of Prussia and Germany until a referendum divided the region into northern and southern parts and Danish and German parts. 

Becoming national was sometimes complicated by religious differences. The fact that Germany is both Catholic and Protestant made integration of the German speaking lands difficult as did political rivalries between Austria and Prussia. Catholic Austria, in part for this reason, never joined the other German speaking states and duchies in 1871 to create Germany.

Becoming national is not always a bottom up or “national” process. Becoming national was sometimes aided by imperial decline. Serbia, Montenegro, Bulgaria, Romania, and Albania arose out of the ashes of the Ottoman Empire to the consternation of the Dual Monarchy of Austria-Hungary. The Congress of Vienna and the Treaty of Versailles created new nations. So did the United Nations after World War Two. Czechoslovakia and Jugoslavija were created after WWI. This involved the destruction of Serbia and Montenegro. Old Germany was dismembered by the victorious powers after World Wars One and World War Two to reward the victors, punish the losers, and to create buffer zones between Germany and the nations around it. 

Becoming national was not a unilinear process. Illyria (present day Croatia) and South Slavia (Serbia) were pushed toward nationalism by the intransigence of the Austro-Hungarian Empire. Greece was reborn because of a unique combination of an educated, administrative and clerical strata, a cosmopolitan merchant class, and an independent force of brigands and insurgent peasants who fused in the specific circumstances of the 1820s. England and Holland developed specific identities, in part, as a result of their reactions to English and Dutch feudalism. Protestantism played a role in the development of a Dutch identity. 

Becoming national is sometimes a fragile process. Catalonia and the Basque regions of Spain, the Crimea in the Ukraine, the Slavic parts of Bosnia, Abkhazia in Georgia, and Nagorno-Karabakh in Azerbaijan all remain sites of contention between regional nationalists and the larger nations they find themselves living within.

Finally, it is worth remembering how influential the rise of nationalism was beyond the creation—or attempted creation—of a given nation. Nationalism, for instance, has extensively impacted music over the years. Think of Dvorak’s Slavonic Dances, Sibelius’s tone poems on themes from the Kalevala, Mussorgsky’s operas grounded in Russian history, Rimsky-Korsakov’s operas Stravinsky’s ballets based on Russian folklore, Copland’s ballets based on American folk tunes, and Smetana’s celebration of his Czech homeland, Ma Vlast.

Nation building was also complicated in Settler Societies like Canada, Australia, New Zealand, Brasil, Argentina, and the United States. In the United States in the years after the Revolutionary War Americans were beginning to develop a common identity and a national consciousness despite the fact that the new nation was a nation in which state and local loyalties were paramount. Most Americans in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries were more loyal to their states than their federal government. There was, however, during this period a growing national sense. The memory and celebration of America’s victory over the British during the Revolutionary War was one of the factors playing into this increasing sense of American national identity. The war provided Americans with national heroes—Washington, Patrick Henry, Thomas Jefferson—national shrines—Independence Hall, Bunker Hill, Mount Vernon—national symbols—George Washington, the Declaration of Independence, liberty, liberty trees, the American flag, the bald eagle, e pluribus unum—one from many. America’s others—the British, Catholics, First Peoples, the religious unorthodox—also tell us much about the developing American national character and consciousness. History suggests that enemies are useful in creating a common sense of identity. Think about how Bush and Company manufactured and then manipulated fears of an Iraq with (imaginary) “weapons of mass destruction” to garner support for going to war in that Middle Eastern nation.  

An American consciousness was also beginning to express itself in the creation of an American culture. Noah Webster published his American “national language” textbook in 1783. Timothy Dwight published his epic poem, the Conquest of Canaan in 1785. John Trumbull painted celebrations of American victories during the Revolutionary War—“The Death of General Warren at the Battle of Bunker Hill” http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Image:The_death_of_general_warren_at_the_battle_of_bunker_hill.jpg,

 the “Surrender of Lord Cornwallis at Yorktown”

http://www.aoc.gov/cc/art/rotunda/ surrender_cornwallis.cfm, 

and the Declaration of Independence http://www.ushistory.org/declaration/images/trumbull-large1.jpg
 —between 1816 and 1820.

Links: Nineteenth Century Power, Nationalism, and Revolution

On nationalism see

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook17.html 
On the Congress of Vienna and the triumph of conservativism in Europe see http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook16.html 

On liberalism see

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook18.html 

On socialism see

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook33.html 

On 19th century Britain see

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook20.html 

On 19th century France see 

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook21.html
On 19th century Austria, Prussia, the German speaking lands, and Germany see

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook22.html 

On the 19th century Italian speaking lands and Italy see http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook23.html
On other Western European countries see http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook24.html 

On Eastern Europe see

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook25.html 

On 1848 see

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook19.html 
Chapter Twelve
The Nineteenth Century: 

Demographics, Politics, Class, Revolution, Imperialism, and Culture
Social and Environmental History

The nineteenth century in Europe and North America was one of change, demographically, politically, economically, and culturally. Population grew. France, the most populace nation in Europe, grew from 36 million in the 1800s to 39 million in the 1830s. Britain grew from 16 million in 1800 to 31 million in 1870 to 44 million in 1900. The German States grew from 24 million in 1800 to 40 million in 1871 to 60 million in 1900. Russia grew from around 70 million in the 1870s to 170 million in 1914. The US grew from 5.3 million in 1800 to close to 76 million in 1900. Towns grew. Literacy rates rose. 

This population growth was not a product of urbanisation or industrialisation since rural and non-industrial areas like southern Italy, southern Germany, and Russia grew the fastest. There was, however, increasing rural to urban migration. By 1850 one-half of Britain’s lived in towns, a substantial increase. This benchmark was only obtained in France by 1930. Those who moved to the towns did not stay there throughout the year, however. Some rural French worked in Lyons and Paris during the construction season and returned to their rural homes afterwards.

Wars and migrations controlled population, to some extent. The Napoleonic wars killed 1.5 million French alone. Another control on the European population was migration to North America, South America, Australia, and New Zealand. In the 1850s alone 1 million German speakers left their homes in Europe for the US and Canadian Plains. Between 1850 and 1940 32 million immigrated to the United States, 7 million to Asian Russia, 6.6 million to Argentina, 4.7 million to Argentina, 4.3 to Canada, 2.9 to Australia, 650,000 to New Zealand, 600,000 to Uruguay and Cuba, 250,000 to South Africa and Mexico. 18.3 million of these immigrants came from the British Isles, 10.2 from Italy, 9 million from Russia, 5 million from the German lands and Germany, 4.5 million from Spain, 4.2 million from Austria-Hungary, 2.5 million from Portugal, 1.2 million from Sweden, 750,000 from Norway, 470,000 thousand from Denmark, 390,000 from Finland and France, 340,000 from Switzerland, 210,000 from the Netherlands, and 150,000 from Belgium.

There was not only emigration from Europe there was migration within Europe. In France in 1914 there were 3 million registered foreigners (Belgians in the north and Spaniards, Italians, and Portuguese in the south) in the country. 

Food production rose though there was a harvest failure in parts of Europe in the 1860s. In 1850 the agricultural sector in Britain was still the largest employer though the proportion in agricultural production as a whole was declining. Industrial enterprises were growing. By mid-century the cotton industry employed 800,000. There was a connection between industry and land. Iron foundries in Britain were built near forests because they needed charcoal for their energy needs. The industrial sector became larger and more urban as the century progressed.

All across Europe the death rate was falling. After the 1730s more children were surviving than ever before and living longer lives. Pandemics declined. The introduction of anesthesia and antiseptics were making surgeries less deadly though deaths from surgeries remained relatively high. The introduction of the smallpox vaccine in the 1850s and the diphtheria vaccine in 1905 lessened the deadly impacts of both of those. The rise of germ theory in the late 19th century made it probable that even more deadly and not so deadly illnesses and diseases like tuberculosis would lead to less deaths and serious illnesses.

But not all was positive. Public health was declining as a result of unsanitary conditions in towns and increasing industrialization. Epidemics were still around and quite deadly if not as much so as before. Between 1816 and 1817 France experienced a cholera epidemic. These would affect Europe throughout the century until the last one in Hamburg in 1892. Contemporaries would regard cholera much like they regarded these earlier epidemics—contradictorily. They saw them as signs of moral decay and a problem of poor sanitation.

Birth control existed but was relatively “primitive” by modern standards. Coitus interruptus was practiced and a variety of herbs and primitive douches were used to stave off pregnancy. 

Politics
The 18th century saw the growth of the legislative state and of nationhood in the United States. The 19th saw the growth of the legislative state and of the nation in parts of Europe. Gradually assemblies were becoming more common across Europe. This didn’t mean that these assemblies were democratic or even republican or even less controlled by men of wealth. In fact, elite control of European politics remained much as it had before. Over 80% of the members of the British Parliament still represented landed. Likewise the percentage of bourgeois entrepreneurs in Parliament remained the same as it had at the end of the 18th century. In Prussia that states richest landowners elected 2/3 of the Landtag, the new assembly. The more things change.... 
What did increase was state regulation of the economy. States and nations legislated on industrial relations, town planning, public health, medical services, female labour, child labour, education, railway construction, transport, and railway construction to pick a few examples. In Gilded Age (1865-1900) America, the supposed land of laissez-faire free enterprise, the federal government and to a lesser extent American state and local governments, played important roles in creating and expanding the economy. 

American state intervention into the economic realm was not new to the Gilded Age. The feds had from the beginning of the nation played a major role in protecting citizens from the First Peoples attacks and in driving the First Peoples off land intended for European settlement, particularly when that land was considered economically valuable. Gilded Age America saw an expansion of federal state intervention. The American state stimulated the settlement of the West—the Homestead Act of 1862—stimulated the building of railroads, and continued to use military force in the West to drive First Peoples into reservations. By stimulating railroad building it stimulated not only the settlement of the frontier, but also stimulated the American economy in general and industries like the iron, steel, coal, and timber since railroads needed iron, steel, coal, and timber in particular. Its support and subsidization of a trans-continental railway created a national economy. The notion that laissez faire built America, then, is a myth. What is clear is that in the nineteenth and later centuries the liberal state seemed here to stay.

In terms of the electoral process, France gave the vote to all French males after the 1848 Revolution (more about this later). In 1867 all male householders got the vote in Britain. In the early days of the United States generally only white men with property were permitted to vote. White working men, almost all women, and all other people of color (save freed slaves in four states) were denied the franchise. By the time of the Civil War most white men were allowed to vote whether or not they owned property. Black men, got the vote after the Civil War in the 1860s and 1870s. And even then, Blacks were inhibited from voting, particularly in the South, by mob action and laws—things like literacy tests and poll taxes. Southern Blacks didn’t get the vote until the 1960s and 1970s.

It would take even longer for women to get the vote. Women would get the vote first in New Zealand in 1893. They would get the right to vote, sometimes with restrictions, in 1902 in Australia, 1906 in Finland, 1913 in Norway, 1915 in Denmark and Iceland, 1917 in Canada, and 1920 in the United States. Race, as always, along with gender played an important role in some places with respect to the franchise.

Though the franchise was extended in many parts of Europe and in European Settler Societies like the US, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand, authoritarian rule continued to be a major factor even in “advanced” nations like France. 

Louis Napoleon Bonaparte, nephew of the famous Napoleon Bonaparte, in France in 1848, the year of liberal and more radical revolutions. By 1852 he was emperor. Like his more famous uncle, Louis Napoleon (the subject of Karl Marx’s Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Napoleon) transformed French government. His “transformation” was modeled on the government of Napoleon. There was a Council of State composed of experts who drafted legislation and advised the monarch on technical matters. There was an appointive Senate. There was a legislative body whose members were elected through universal male suffrage. Louis Napoleon extended the franchise even to workers.

Louis Napoleon like the monarchs of the past made use of symbolism, spectacle, and pageantry to maintain power and remain popular.  His court life mimicked that of the Sun King in its spectacle and pageantry. And he remade Paris into his image. He gave that task to Baron Haussman. Haussman turned the “city of lights” from a crowded and dirty city of crooked and congested streets into a city of broad approaches, broad boulevards, spectacular monuments, spacious railways stations, modern sewers, and modern water supply. The new rational Paris (this was an age of positivism) was also a city into which troops could more easily move to put down rebellions and revolutions.

War would be Louis Napoleon’s undoing. Louis had used war as a means to an end. In 1854 Louis Napoleon joined Britain and the Ottomans in their war on Russia. The Crimean War began life as a dispute between Roman Catholic and Christian Orthodox clergies over access to the Christian holy sites in the “Holy Land”. Catholic France backed the Roman Catholics. Orthodox Russia backed the Orthodox. But the war was also about France wanting to nullify the Congress of Vienna, an action Russia opposed, British attempts to keep Russia out of the Mediterranean, and Ottoman interest in settling old scores with its Russian enemy. France, Britain, and the Ottomans eventually won the war in 1856 but at a terrible cost in men and materiale. In 1859 he joined an anti-Austrian military campaign in the Italian territories. In 1863 he was at war with Mexico over Mexico’s suspension of interest payments to its creditors. France was one. France won and withdrew from Mexico in 1867. In 1870 he went to war with Prussia. That war ended in disaster for the French and for Louis Napoleon. It ended in his overthrow.

In many ways, as commentators have noted, Louis Napoleon was a throwback to the Englightened autocrat of the past. But he was also a preview of coming twentieth century authoritarian attractions, authoritarians who would remake their nations economically and imperially as well.

The writing of constitutions, the establishment of parliaments and extension of the franchise, by the way, did not necessarily mean the expansion of democracy. Only Denmark, Holland, Belgium, and the Piedmont had constitutional governments in the wake of 1848. During the rule of Kaiser Frederick Wilhelm IV Prussia got veneer of liberal democracy. The Kaiser gave Prussia a new constitution and a parliament in the wake of the revolutions of 1848. Elections were stacked in favour of elites, however. The new Prussian parliament was divided into two chambers, an upper and lower house. The lower house was elected by universal male suffrage but it was the leading taxpayers who choose one third of electoral college members who, in turn, chose debuties to the lower house. Still it was more liberal than voting for the British Parliament of the same era. This political system would last until 1918 when the last German Kaiser abdicated. 

Orders and Classes

Nineteenth century Europe and the West saw, by and large, though not without contradiction, the movement from orders to classes during the seventeenth through nineteenth centuries. At the beginning of the French Revolution, as I noted earlier, French men were still divided into three orders: nobles or aristocrats, clergy, and everyone else. The century after the French Revolution saw, however, the emergence of an entrepreneurial class, a working class, and changes in the organization of wealth.

The French Revolution eliminated feudal rights, clerical privileges, privileged corporations, and the tying of peasants to the land—at least legally. The purchase of land and offices by the Third Estate, however, ensured the continuation of social stratification in France in combination with continuing aristocratic wealth and privilege.

The Revolution, as I noted earlier, became more anti-aristocratic and anti-clerical over time. It also created new ideas of citizenship and created new enemies of the revolutionary state in the process—namely, royalists, aristocrats, and clergy. The Napoleonic era ensured that these conflicts would continue in France. Napoleon’s  invitation to emigres to return, his appointment of aristocrats and royalists to prominent positions, and his peace with the Church all stimulated conflict at home. The fear among other nations that Napoleon was spreading the Revolution and the Enlightenment all across Europe stimulated conflicts abroad.

Despite these developments the old order remained important. Kings, dukes, counts, marquises, and so on remained politically and economically powerful all across Europe. The Russian Tsars, to take what is probably the extreme case, remained ostentatiously wealthy and powerful. They never involved themselves, by and large, in trade or industry given their negative connotations to the Russian elite. 

Most European nations had a landed aristocracy or nobility with a powerful national political and economic voice. In France nobles shared political and economic power with the wealthiest bourgeoisie. In Prussia the nobles—they were called Junkers—retained top jobs in the state and the military alongside new bourgeois families whose wealth came from industry. In Britain the power and wealth of the aristocracy grew as they involved themselves in mining, trade, and transport and retired to their monumental rural estates to enjoy their “fruits of their labour”. The less influential landed gentry powerful on the local level. Land ownership remained an important base of economic and political power in other words.

The clergy also remained politically and economically powerful. It remained a significant landowner in Spain, Portugal, and Italy. In England, the bishops of the established Anglican Church were still members of the upper house of Parliament, the House of Lords. In Orthodox countries, though the church owned no land, senior clergy were drawn from powerful and often wealthy families and retained power for that very reason. Elite networks remained important means to maintain power, authority, and wealth.

In Western Europe in particular professional, official, landowning, and entrepreneurial bourgeoisies begin to make their appearance throughout the nineteenth century and were growing in number. Middle class members of professions—professors, state servants, and men with financial, commercial, and industrial interests—became more and more common during the era. Lawyers and doctors became more influential and important as the state and nation became more and more involved in the legal and medical professions and in public law and public health. Some states and nations restricted entry into the professions, established prerequisites for entry, and controlled qualifying procedures for professions. Over time professions often developed into powerful corporate interest groups. Some doctors were so appalled by what they saw as the ravages of industrialization on the labouring classes and the poor that they began lobbying legislatures to ameliorate that poverty. In time these professional middle classes would come to dominate the legislatures they once lobbied.  Minor officials in the state bureaucracy were also, in some instance, able to become wealthy and buy their way to power thanks to their connections and thanks to bribery and graft.

The Entrepreneurial group can be subdivided by the amount of land they owned, large landowners, middling landowners, and small landowners. They were rarely self-made coming as they did, for the most part, from established families. In many cases all of the wealthier middle classes mimicked the aristocracy by engaging in conspicuous consumption. Not all members of the middle class were, however, well off. Those bourgeoisie at the low end of the wealth and status pyramids who engaged in manual labour and their families were only one illness or job loss away from rapidly falling mobility for themselves and their family. 

In some parts of Europe guilds remained important. In a number of places they developed into substantial property owners and significant financial interests. The guild area of the City of London became the financial center of Britain and for a period the world in the nineteenth century. Guilds sometimes had mutual aid provisions. Guilds often used their resources to help members in difficult straits.  

At the bottom end of the stratification pyramid was the largest group in the new Europe and in the new West, labourers or workers. This class, given the economic reality of boom and bust cycles and hence possible unemployment, were just an illness, a boom, a lay off, and a firing away from disaster. Labourerers were divided by levels of taxation, lifestyle, geography, industry, and work. Agriculture workers were divided by whether they owned the land they farmed or whether they were tenants or renters. 

In several European countries serfs or peasants, as I mentioned earlier, remained important. Serfs in France, Russia, and Prussia weren’t freed from feudal relations until well into the 19th century. The mid to late nineteenth centuries saw most European countries end serfdom. Louis Napoleon freed French serfs from restrictions in the 1850s and they began to move off the land into cities. In Russia, despite the ending of serfdom in 1861, serfs remained tied to the land by new means.

Throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries many economies were moving from agricultural labour to wage labour. In the United States there were in 1860 about as many self-employed workers as there were wage earners—around 2 million of each. By 1880 four million Americans were working for wages. Wages were not, however, sufficient to tide skilled or unskilled workers over illness, accident, or unemployment. Nor were they enough to provide for retirement and old age. Wageworkers had to adapt to a new industrial work discipline (and mass production work habits) and work time. Some employers even taught the workers to think of them as all-seeing gods. “Your employer, like God, knows the ways of the unjust” claimed one of them. Punctuality, industry, frugality, perseverance, loyalty, and obedience became the seven virtues of corporate capitalism. All of these were far cries from the virtues of agricultural life.

America’s industrial workers worked 10 hour days and sixty hour weeks with little pay and basically no benefits. The Chinese who built the Central Pacific Railroad (the Irish predominated as workers on the Union Pacific) were brought to the United States by Central Pacific agents in return for a $75 promissory note they promised to pay off within seven months of beginning work. Their pay was low. The conditions they worked in were harsh. They were, for instance, forced to work through a snowstorm in the winter of 1866 during which several of them died. 

Industrial workers were divided into artisans, journeymen or apprentices, skilled factory workers, less skilled labourers, and unskilled labourers. Pay varied between them. Workers took what work they could and had, at this time, little sense of a common identity despite the rise of socialism, communism, and trade unions who preached the gospel of working class identity. Over time the left and labour unions did have some success convincing labourers that they were all part of a single working class.

Gender and age were important factors in the labour force. During the 19th century 30% America’s labour force consisted of women labourers, 40% of the France’s labour force in cotton mills in France were women. In the US women generally made 25% of what a man did. By the 20th century around one quarter of wage earners in the US were women. (20.4% in 1900, 25.2% in 1910, 23.3% in 1920, and 24.3% in 1930; the married percentages for the same years are 5.6%, 10.7%, 9.0%, and 11.7%). American women were found in several parts of the workforce. 8.2 % of women workers in America were professionals/technicians in 1900, 11.7 in 1920; 4.0% were clerks in 1900, 18.7% in 1920; 4.3% were saleswomen in 1900, 6.2% in 1920; 23.7% were semi-skilled or unskilled workers in 1900, 20.2% in 1920; 28.7% were domestics in 1900. 15.7% in 1920. 

Child labour was also common in the West’s industries. 12% of the labour force in the same French cotton mills where women worked were children under 16. 

In some places race and ethnicity were as much factors in the workplace as they were in society at large. In the US immigrants were often the fodder for capitalism’s factories. They were even recruited from abroad to work in American industries and on American’s farms. Railroad agents were sent to Europe to encourage immigration in order to increase the number of farms in the American West. In the United States Chinese workers faced intense racism and unrelenting discrimination both in the workplace and in society at large. Immigrants from Southern and Eastern Europe were looked down on by America’s Anglos Saxon and Protestant—WASP—establishment. In the 1920s the US would limit and limit again immigration from Southern and Eastern Europe. Black men usually received lower wages and menial jobs in Northern industries. Black women were forced into menial jobs in agriculture, as day labourers, as laundresses, as cooks, and servants. Their wages were lower than those of white women. 

At the very bottom of the stratification pyramid were what Marx called the lumpen proletariat. They were, to quote Marx, the “refuse of all classes, including swindlers, confidence tricksters, brothel-keepers, rag-and-bone merchants, organ-grinders, beggars, and other flotsam of society” who depended on the bourgeoisie and the aristocracy for their day-to-day existence. 

In general, wealth was the great unequaliser throughout the West. Wealth controlled access to secondary and higher education both of which came to reinforce wealth hierarchies as they still, by and large, do (Bourdieu talks about how educational institutions act to pass cultural capital from one generation to the next). Wealth controlled access to advancement within the state service and within professions. Wealth controlled access to power. In 1803 the top 2% in Britain owned 20% of the wealth of the country. By 1887 they owned 40%. In the United States in the 1920s the top 5% of the nation’s families continued to receive one-third of its income. In 1929 the wealthiest 5% of Americans received one-third of US income while most of the population made between $1500 to $2500 dollars per year

Class Conflict and the Rise of Labour Unions
Socialists, Communists, and Anarchists, of course, were critical of these “capitalist” inequalities. So were members of the old aristocracies. They saw the bourgeoisie as nouveau riche usurpers without a blue blood civilized bone in their bodies (think The Beverly Hillbillies). 

Those at the bottom of the class pyramid didn’t always take these inequalities lying down. There was popular unrest in Peterloo in 1819. There cavalry charged into a crowd that included women and children during a public meeting organized by the Manchester Patriotic Union Society, a political group that agitated for radical parliamentary reform and the repeal of the corn laws, laws which set tariffs on grains, at St. Peter's Field, Manchester, England. The military charge resulted in eleven deaths and 400 wounded. The era also saw the Captain Swing Riots of 1830-1831. The Captain Swing Riots were an uprising of rural workers in the south and east of England in 1830. Workers sought higher wages and an end to the introduction of threshing machines which threatened their livelihoods. The era saw silk riots Lyon in 1830 and 1834, riots in Paris and Berlin in the 1830s, and the protests of British Chartists throughout the 1830s. Chartists were critical of the impact of industrial innovations on peoples lives and were critical of government tariffs and taxes. In the United States there were massive left protests such as that in Haymarket Square in Chicago in 1886 which ended in violence and wrongful imprisonment and execution of anarchists. Foreign workers were often the targets of protests. The government, as usual, responded with force violence, and repression.

Riots weren’t the only form of protest. In parts of Europe journeymen complained about ready-made wear, Luddites attacked machines, silk weavers resented their increasing reliance on merchants, and peasants protested the erosion of communal rights. 

Labour unions, workers, farmers, Socialists, Communists, and Anarchists were not capitalism’s only critics. Middle class Britons aided weavers striking in Preston with cash. Many of Charles Dickens’s works were, among other things, fiercely critical of laissez faire capitalism and the poverty and social stratification of Victorian society it brought. Throughout his works Dickens retained empathy for the common man and woman and a skepticism about gentlemen and gentlewomen. Dickens's second novel, Oliver Twist (1839) (http://www.gutenberg.org/etext/730), was responsible for the clearing of the actual London slum that was the basis of the story's Jacob's Island. His tragic prostitute, Nancy "humanised" women of the second oldest profession for the reading public who heretofore were regarded as inherently immoral and hence responsible for their own predicaments. Bleak House (http://www.gutenberg.org/etext/1023) and Little Dorrit (http://www.gutenberg.org/etext/963) offered expansive critiques of Victorian professions and institutions. Bleak House attacked the interminable lawsuits in the Court of Chancery that destroyed people's lives while Little Dorrit attacked the inefficient, corrupt patent offices and unregulated market speculation. A Christmas Carol (http://www.gutenberg.org/etext/19337) attacked laissez-faire capitalism itself. 

Governments were particularly frightened, at the beginning of the century, by middle class and working class associations which mutually aided their members and provided insurance for them. They weren’t, however, afraid of elite associations and mutual aid. Elites, of course, had had these for some time—their ties of marriage, education, and economic interest and the pressure groups that developed from these did not seem to worry states and nations at all. Governments were so frightened of unions that sometimes they banned them. In Britain the 1799 and 1800 Combination Acts made virtually all trade union activity illegal and made those who violated these acts subject to three months imprisonment. 

Despite such opposition to unions the nineteenth century saw the development of trade unions out of artisan trade associations. Unions were originally for self-protection. Soon hey began to organize on a small scale by trade. In Britain in 1845 the National Association of United Trades formed as a trade union coordinating body. Over times as unions grew they were able to engage in collective bargaining with industrial firms in various countries in Europe, North American, New Zealand, and Australia. Boards to arbitrate between factory and union arose in Britain in the 1860s while unions were recognized there in 1874. In France unions were recognized as participants in a peaceful bargaining process in 1864. Over time, fear of associations declined. By the 1880s they had become such a part of the European landscape that conservative Otto von Bismarck coordinated the incorporation of mutual aid, sickness, and pension schemes into a state run system—the conservative welfare state.

In the United States workers joined unions as a way to aid their struggle for better hours—many workers supported the movement for an 8 hour day—for better pay, and for better benefits. Unions developed more slowly in the United States than they did in Europe. The National Labour Union was founded in Baltimore in 1866. The secret, Catholic Knights of Labour was formed in 1896 under the leadership of Terrence Powderley. The Knights wanted to organize all workers whether skilled or unskilled, white or black, male or female. After 1883 both women and blacks would be admitted into the Knights. The Catholic hierarchy originally opposed it. The American Federation of Labour, the AFL—a reorganisation of the Federation of Organized Trades and Labor Unions of the United States and Canada (FOTLU) founded in 1881—was founded in 1886 by the anti-socialist Samuel Gompers and reflected Gompers’ hostility to the left. It organised skilled wage workers. Between 1893 and 1908 it grew from around 265,000 members to 1.7 million. By 1872 there were 30 national trade unions in the US and hundreds of local ones. The number of workers in trade unions in 1872 was around 300,000. Despite the practises of the Knights of Labour, labour unions in general, with their racism, sexism, and jingoism, were a mirror of America. America’s captains of industry knew well how to manipulate America’s working class racial and ethnic divisions. As captain of industry Jay Gould put it “I can hire on half of the working class to kill the other half”. 

America’s unions were particularly fragile. The panic of 1873, which caused an economic downturn in the US and a depression, led to a decline in workers wages and union membership. By 1873 there were only 8 to 9 national unions with around 50,000 members. Unions and strikes were not a thing of the past, however.

Strikes became one of the means through which union members could pursue their interests and counter balance the power of industry. There were silk weaver strikes in France in 1831 and 1834. Both were crushed by government forces. There were large-scale strikes in the mines of Great Britain in 1844 and 1863. In the United States there were strikes for better pay In 1867 by 2000 Chinese railway workers. The company starved the workers into submission. In 1872 workers went on strike in support of the 8 hour day after the Illinois legislature passed an ineffectual 8 hour day law. The governor called out the military to suppress it. In 1873 railway workers went on strike to oppose the wage cuts made by the railway companies. Several state governors called out the militia to end the strike. In 1874 there was a strike in the Pennsylvania coal fields over wage cuts. The company hired Pinkerton “detectives” to infiltrate worker organizations to break the strike. In the end the workers had to accept a 20% wage cut. In the 1870s Pinkerton agents who had supposedly infiltrated the Irish mine worker organisation the Molly Maguires warned that they were about to institute a campaign of terrorism and violence against mine companies. 1877 saw the first national strike in US history, a strike by railway workers. The railway workers called for better wages, a more equitable distribution of the rewards of capitalism, and limits on the unbridled economic power of the “bosses”. The strike began in Baltimore but soon spread to Pittsburgh, Chicago, and St. Louis. The “bosses” were supported by most state governments and the federal government. President Rutherford B. Hayes ordered federal troops to put down the strike. Violence, as was so often the case in American history, was the inevitable product of these actions. 20 strikers in Pittsburgh were killed by the state militia. In total almost 100 strikers were killed across the country. In 1886 during a strike for the eight hour day in Chicago—attended by some 350,000 including anarchists and socialists. During the rally in Hayarket Square a bomb exploded killing several policemen. With no evidence whatsoever eight anarchists were arrested, tried, and convicted. Four were hung. One committed suicide. 3 others had their sentences commuted by Illinois Governor Atgeld. Of those arrested 7 were foreign born (6 were German born). In 1892 there was a strike at Andrew Carnegie’s mill in Homestead, Pennsylvania. The governor of that state eventually called in the state militia, some 8,000 of them, who arrived with Gatling guns to take over and run the plant.1894 saw a strike at the Pullman railroad car works in the Pullman company town near Chicago. The strike was a response to wage cuts of 30% to 40% but not a cut in the rents in the company owned and run town. US Army troops and US marshals moved in to break up that strike. Strike leader Eugene Debs became a Democratic socialist after he was jailed for simply striking. 1914 saw the massacre of 60 striking miners and their families at Ludlow, Colorado by the Colorado National Guard. Most of the dead were women and children. Are you seeing any trends here?

Nationalism Revolutions and the Rise of the Isms
The French Revolution with its ideas of the rights of man and its emphasis on citizenship changed European political culture forever. It introduced several ideas into world political life, among them the notions that political legitimacy had to be sought in competition for public support and the idea that politicians had to meet the demand of their countrymen. The impact of these ideas was such that in many ways the period after the Revolution became one in which dynasties struggled to survive against the rising tide of nationalism.

The Congress of Vienna established, as I mentioned, earlier a peace in post-Napoleonic Europe that was to last from 1815 to 1848. There were disturbances here and there, many nationalist in character—the Serb revolt against the Ottoman’s in 1804, the Greek revolt against the Ottoman’s in 1821, the Polish revolt against Russia in 1830, and the 1830 “July Monarchy” revolution in France which resulted basically in a change of dynasty. Despite these national uprisings, however, the period was pretty much quiet particularly relative to what had come before. In the late 1840s, however, all that would change.

In 1846 there were risings in Galicia in which Galician peasants began slaughtering their Polish landlords because they said the Austrian Emperor wished them to do so. There were risings in Cracow in present day Poland. But it was 1848 that was the year of revolutions.

1848 saw a continent wide “epidemic” of revolutions. There were revolutions in France—the bloodless overthrow of the “July Monarchy” and the proclamation of a moderate French republic in Paris. There were revolutions in the Habsburg Empire in Hungary in general, in Budapest in partucular, in Bohemia, Prague, Dalmatia, Transylvania, Venice, Milano, and Lombardy. In Hungary where revolutions against the Habsburgs were occurring Serbian revolutionaries turned on Hungarians. There were revolutions in the German speaking territories—parts of Poland, Dresden, Saxony, Frankfurt, and Bavaria. The last ended with the abdication of the Bavarian King. There were uprisings in Palermo. There were uprisings in Sweden—demonstrations outside the royal palace in Stockholm led to the creation of a Swedish republic. There was even a revolution in Switzerland ending in the establishment of a constitutional nation. Those participating in these revolutions seem to have had a number of motives, national self-determination, good government, constitutional government, and human liberation and equality. By late 1848 and 1849 revolution was subsiding across Europe. The Habsburgs soon retook Bohemia, Lombardy, and Budapest. When the Prussian king refused contemptuously to become Emperor of Germany the German revolutions ended. 1848 would leave its mark, however. It pushed German liberals toward conservative Prussia for protection. It alienated the French middle class from Paris and from republicanism. It alienated Italians from the pope when he refused to fight for Italian independence from Austria. It helped put an end to feudalism in Eastern and Central Europe—at least in theory if not in practise. It made both liberals and conservatives realize that they could use nationalism for each of their varying and different ends. And, of course, it gave Karl Marx much to write about. He wrote two lengthy pamphlets The Class Struggles in France and The 18th Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte propounding his developing theories on capitalism and revolution. And he published in the very year of 1848 his Communist Manifesto for the Communist League. The Communist League favoured democratic suffrage, state ownership of banks, railroads, canals, mines, large scale communal agriculture, and arming people.

Marx’s writings (like Frederick Engel’s) were heavily influenced by the French Revolution, the idealist evolutionism of Hegel, contemporary political economy, and the “condition of the working class in Great Britain”, the world’s first industrial nation. Marx argued for the subsistence theory of wages (the idea that capitalism invariably kept the working classes at a subsistence wage level), the labour theory of value (the notion that profit resulted from the exploitation of the working class), dialectial materialism (the notion that history changed through dialectical means; in capitalism the dialectic centred on the conflict between the owners of the mans of production (capitalists) and workers; this conflict, claimed Marx, would inevitably end with the triumph of the working class and capitalism), and the notion that society and culture was a product of class relations and that it was the interests of the powerful which came to be represented in societal and cultural ideologies.

Speaking of Marx and “radicalism” in this new post French Revolutionary world several new words made their appearance around the globe—conservative and conservatism, liberal and liberalism, anarchist and anarchism, socialist and socialism, and communist and communism all became more and more common. For many all of these words, but particularly socialism and anarchism, would become dirty and dangerous words and dirty and dangerous movements to be fought and contained at all cost. 

Contrary to many if not most anti-socialists, anti-communists, and anti-anarchists critics, there is actually no one brand of socialism, communism, or anarchism. The socialism of Robert Owen, a British industrialist who advocated communalism and drew up plans for a commune in New Harmony, Indiana, and Charles Fourier, a French feminist and communalist, was communal. The socialism of Karl Marx was, he claimed, scientific. Marx believed that he could read the tea leaves of history in the history of the class struggles in feudalism and capitalism. Anarchism, likewise, was quite diverse. Some anarchists were individualists. Others were more communally oriented. Some were non-violent, Others saw violence as the only means to the end of the status quo. Tsar Alexander II was assassinated by an anarchist in 1881. What most socialists and anarchists shared was an aversion to capitalism and the inequalities they felt it inevitably brought.

Political change in Europe continued after 1848. In 1848 Louis Napoleon (Napoleon III) was elected president of the Second French Republic and soon engineered a coup in which he became Emperor of a new monarchical France. His 1851 coup would be given a veneer of democracy via a plebiscite shortly after its success. In Italy Count Camillo Benso di Cavour Prime Minister of Sardinia, who had allied with the French in their war against Austria, attacked Austrian controlled Napoli. With this the march to Italian unification began. It would end in 1861 with the creation of Italy. In Prussia the conservative Otto von Bismarck went to war with Denmark over Schleswig-Holstein, in 1864, with Austria in 1866, and with France in 1870. All these would play major roles in establishing Prussian leadership and dominance in the German nationalist movement, the exclusion of Austria from any share of German affairs, and the undermining of French power. 1871 would see the creation of the German Reich so many Germans had dreamed of. Without the pride stirred in Germans by Prussian victories it is hard to see how it would have occurred. After her defeat by Prussia, Austria was forced to cede autonomy to Hungary and establish the Dual Monarchy of Austria and Hungary. The Habsburg Emperor Franz Joseph would now be emperor in Vienna and king in Budapest. Despite the fact that there was no love lost between Hungary and Austria, Hungary was, like Austria, tied to the maintenance of the Empire. It now feared the breakup of that Empire into smaller ethnic national enclaves as much as the Austrians did. This would have important consequences in her relations with the Dual Empires Slavic regions. 

Austria and Hungary had good reason to be concerned about the continued health of the Empire. The 1870s would see the rise of Pan-Slavism—feelings of Slavic brotherhood and sisterhood and Slavic common culture. The great Slavic power Russia would over time come to be seen and increasingly come to see itself as the protector of Slavs and Orthodox Christians everywhere. Slavic nationalism, of course, would be the consequence of the Dual Monarchy’s policy of keeping the Empire together at all costs. Not every form of nationalism would end in bloodshed. Norway and Sweden would part company peacefully in 1905. 

Despite a certain calm that had settled on Europe revolution and rebellion was not dead. 1871 saw the Commune in France. The Commune called for a more equitable distribution of the material wealth and social power. It ended in blood, largely the blood of the communalists. 1905 would see a revolution in Russia that would lead to reforms but reforms that would often be stifled by Tsar Nicholas II. 1909 saw a rebellion in Barcelona. 

Imperialism and Colonisation
Imperialism, of course, continued throughout the Western World during the era. The Great Powers—France, Great Britain, and Germany and lesser powers like Belgium, Italy, and Holland—continued to colonise Africa, the Middle East, Asia, and the Pacific throughout the nineteenth century. Let’s take Africa as an example: France would move into Algeria in 1830, Lagos became a British colony in 1861, the British invaded Egypt in 1882, Germany took Togo in 1884, Belgium was granted the Congo in 1884-1885, and the Italians occupied Eritrea in 1885. Belgium imperialism in the Congo was probably the nastiest of nasty European imperialisms. Estimates of Congolese deaths range in the millions. Belgian imperialism would form the basis for Joseph Conrad’s novella Heart of Darkness (http://etext.virginia.edu/toc/modeng/public/ConDark.html)— 

It was in the nineteenth century that the United States began to flex its imperialist muscles around the globe. Most Americans, most White Protestant Americans anyway, had long believed that the world was inevitably moving in the direction of democracy, freedom, and free enterprise, American democracy, American freedom, and American free enterprise. America’s role in the world was somewhat limited before 1898 particularly when compared with Britain, France, and later Germany. The United States had proclaimed the Monroe Doctrine as early as 1823. This stressed that the European powers could no longer colonise or interfere in the affairs of sovereign nations in the Americas, the United States included, and that if they did it would be regarded as a threat to US national security and be met with an appropriate response, military or otherwise. As a result of this many powerful and not so powerful Americans came to accept that the US, given that it was the major power in the America’s, had a right to dominate the region. This was formulated and announced to the world in Theodore Roosevelt’s Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine in the early 1900s (http://www.theodore-roosevelt.com/trmdcorollary.html). For several years this brought the US into conflict with Great Britain which had interests and colonies in the Caribbean. The US and UK would come into conflict with one another over the boundary between British Guiana and Venezuela in the 1890s. It would come into conflict with Spain over its colonies and its actions in Central and South America.

America wasn’t only looking southward. In the eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth centuries the United States expaned Westward taking over lands that were once part of Nouvelle France, Spanish North America, British North America, and Russian North America. In 1867 the United States purchased Alaska, some referred to it as “Seward’s Folly” since Secretary of State William Seward, a leading proponent of American expansion along with James Blaine was who urged that the US buy it from the Russians. Many Americans had come to believe that expansion was part of god’s “manifest destiny” for the United States. Even religion would get in the act. Many White Evangelical Protestants came to believe that the United States through expansion was carrying the gospels of Christianity (read Protestant Christianity), democracy, and freedom (read American democracy and freedom), to the backward peoples of the globe. That many of these supposed backward people were already Catholics was of little concern to these Protestants who, of course, saw Catholicism as heretical and backward itself. Eventually the geography of American manifest destiny was broadened out to include the world.  

In the latter part of the 19th century the United States and Spain were coming into increasing conflict in the New World. Many Americans viewed Spain as an old world despot, a despot which was standing in the way of freedom for Cuba and the Philippines where rebellions were underway. The newly elected president, William McKinley, was an advocate of expansion and a strong navy but at the same time an advocate peace. He was hesitant to go to war with Spain 

It was the press, particularly newspapers owned by newspaper tycoon William Randolph Hearst who, more than anyone else, wanted war with Spain and as a result whipped up anti-Spanish fervour in the United States throughout their newspapers. Hearst, son of a Colorado miner, one of the wealthiest men in America, founder of the first American newspaper chain with important papers in NYC, SF, Chicago, Atlanta, and the basis for Charles Foster Kane in Orson Welles famous Citizen Kane, would be the newspaper man of the imperialist hour, Hearst’s New York Journal was in competition with Joseph Pulitzer and Joseph Pulitzer’s New York World, and would play a particularly important role in promoting war against Spain The Journal portrayed the Cuban independence movements (which had started in 1895 under the leadership of Jose Marti) as democratic and counterpointed these democratic movements with the brutality of the Spanish campaigns all in colourful melodramatic detail. The yellow press, as it was called, accused the Spanish of running “death camps” complete with cannibalism and all forms of perverse inhuman torture. One Journal tale, in particular, captured the imagination of its readers, that of the beautiful 18 year old Cuban independence figure Cuban Evangelina Cisneros (Evangelina Cosio y Cisneros) (http://www.nypl.org/research/chss/epo/ spanexhib/IMAGE-evangelina_cisnero.html)  Evangelina’s father and her sister before her were involved in the rebel cause. According to the Journal Evangelina’s father and sister had been captured by the brutal Spanish and the only way she could save her father from a certain death was by putting herself in the hands of the perverted, brutal and lascivious Spanish military leaders in Cuba. In order to save her from a fate worth than death petitions urging her freedom poured in from all over the world. Prominent U.S. women signed the petition. Even the pope signed the petition. Like all good melodramatic action/adventure tales (think Aliens and Die Hard) Evangelina’s romantic tale had several melodramatic and action/adventure peaks or cliffhangers to peak (pun intended) the audiences interest and concern. It ended with the escape of the beautiful and heroic Evangelina just in the nick of time from the Casa de Recojidas, the “foulest” of Cuban jails. She couldn’t have done it, of course, without the help of the Journal’s narrative skill and, most likely, the Journal’s money. Hearst’s paper apparently bought her way out of jail.

Despite McKinley’s hesitation to go to war and American success in obtaining concessions from Spain on Cuba, the “yellow press” succeeded in convincing Americans of the need to go to war. Two main sparks, in particular, allowed Hearst’s newspapers to fan and light the flames of war. The first was a letter, from the Spanish ambassador in Washington, Enrique Dupuy deLome (http://en.wikipedia.org/ wiki/De_Lome_letter) to his superiors back home which portrayed President McKinley in a unflattering light and hence offended many Americans. Spain apologized for this. The second was the sinking of the USS Maine in Havana harbour killing some 200 American sailors on board on 15 February 1898. Spain denied any culpability in sinking the Maine. The “yellow press” press, however, had no doubt that the Spanish had sunk the ship. They ran illustrations in their newspapers showing the Spanish attaching a mine to the ship and blowing it up from on shore. With cries of “Remember the Maine! To Hell with Spain” the yellow press urged the United States on to war. When Spain refused an American ultimatum to withdraw from Cuba on 29 March McKinley requested authority from Congress to restore order in Cuba (11 April 1898). On 13 April Congress gave McKinley the authority intervene in Cuba and, in addition, passed the Teller Amendments which this but forbade the US from taking over the island nation (http://historyofcuba.com/history/teller.htm). 

On 25 April war was officially declared. It ended shortly afterwards on 10 December.

As a result of this “splendid little war” as some called it, the US had also become a world power and recognized as such by the other European powers. And Americans, in the process, acquired a taste for empire. Business leaders who had once generally been skeptical of imperial adventures had rallied around the flag during the war recognizing that it brought opportunities for economic expansion into foreign markets. As a result of the war the US acquired the Philippines, Cuba, Puerto Rico, and Guam. In 1903 the US leased Guantanamo Bay from the Cubans in perpetuity for a naval base. The US was now basically no different from the European imperialist world powers of the time. Like many Europeans many Americans had now become convinced that they, as McKinley put it, had a duty “to uplift and civlise” the uncivilized parts of the world. 

After 1898 America had global interests ranging from North Africa to the Far East. In 1898 she annexed Hawaii and Guam. In 1899 the US and Germany divided Samoa between them. By the early 20th century American and British policies on the Caribbean had harmonized and in 1901 the UK acceded to US demands for exclusive American control of a proposed isthmus canal. When Colombia refused to accede to an American plan to build the canal across the isthmus of one of its provinces, Roosevelt fermented revolution in Panama. After the Panamanian victory, aided by the US, of course, Panama negotiated a canal treaty with the US—favourable to the US, of course—and the canal was built there. The canal opened in 1914.

In retrospect so much of this looks like a foreshadowing of the shape of things to come. Hawaii was annexed because of fears of Japanese and German presence in the Pacific while the vicious anti-guerrilla actions the US fought against Filipino and Cuban independence movements—200,000 Filipino civilians died during the American campaign to restore “order” to the Philippines—and the Chinese independence movement during the Boxer Rebellion (1900) show that US proclamations in favour of democracy abroad were largely hollow rhetoric particularly when contrasted to US colonialism in the Philippines and the fact that the US joined with the European powers and Japan to carve up China into spheres of economic influence in the wake of the Boxer Rebellion. The hollowness of American democratic rhetoric, the American practice of targeting civilians, the refusal of the US Supreme Court to apply constitutional safeguards to “unincorporated territories” outside the US (http://macmeekin.com/Library/Insular%20Cases.htm), 

and the intrigues America engaged in to protect and enhance her economic interests (Open Door) would increasingly become more and more commonplace in American history. Don’t forget that as early as the 1880s the US government aided sugar interests in toppling Hawaii’s monarchy.

Not every American was comfortable with Imperial America. On 15 June 1898 a group of American intellectuals would found the Anti-Imperialist League. Among its members were captain of industry Andrew Carnegie—he gave $10 million dollars in 1910 to establish the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and $2 million to establish the Church Peace Union—activist and anti-war leader Jane Addams, psychologist and pragmatist William James, academic and college president David Starr Jordan, union leader Samuel Gompers, former Secretary of State George S. Boutwell. Many Americans became anti-imperialists during the US occupation of the Philippines. Opponents of Philippines occupation and potential statehood were social Darwinist and sociologist William Graham Sumner, former presidential candidate William Jennings Bryan, former president Grover Cleveland, many Libertarians—they argued against the annexation of the Philippines on the basis that the Constitution said nothing about governing peoples and territories not destined for American statehood—and many racists—who opposed annexation because they thought the inhabitants of the Philippines inassimilable. Perhaps the leading anti-imperialist was America’s greatest writer, Mark Twain, the celebrity who hobnobbed with America’s leading imperialists.

Culture
Along with the growth in towns, literacy, population, and so on, physical communications, which created an outlet for popular and later mass culture, were on the rise in the West during the era. 

In 18th century Europe art had been largely representational and had been aimed at expressing the power and glory of royal, aristocratic, and clerical patrons. Portraits of the mistresses and land holdings of kings and princes and aristocrats were commissioned to show royal and aristocratic ownership. Palaces likewise were meant to portray royal and aristocratic power. The palace of the French kings at Versailles combined all the arts to symbolize and represent the all-encompassing power of the sun king Louis XIV. Other lesser royals would copy Versailles for much of the 19th century in order to display their power. King Ludwig of Bavaria would probably take chateau mania further than anyone else. He would build at least five castles all across his Bavarian kingdom almost bankrupting it and helping him gain the moniker “mad” in the process.

While this royal and aristocratic culture would remain in the 19th century it would increasingly be overwhelmed by and replaced with public culture and public art. It would be the French Revolution which would be the impulse for much of this. During the radical revolutionary moment of the French Revolution newly created citizens had been turned from spectators of royal and aristocratic power into actors in mass processions, mass demonstrations, mass bands, and mass shopping markets. One of the largest of the new citizen spectacles was the Festival of the Supreme Being held during the heighth of the French Revolution. This festival involved delegates from each of Paris’s 48 departements. They paraded from the Tuilleries to the Champs de Mars. There a great mountain had been constructed and topped with liberté trees. Upon reaching the mountain the citizen participants sang revolutionary hymns and heard Robespierre speak about the revolution and its new god, supreme reason. It was all supervised by one of France’s great artists, Jacques Louis David, many of whose paintings celebrated the most radical moments of the French Revolution (http://www.ibiblio.org/wm/paint/auth/david/).

The French Revolution began a change in the artist’s relationship to power. No longer were artist’s forced to rely solely on royal, aristocratic, or clerical patronage. They were now tied to the people as fellow citizen. As one German speaking playwright succinctly put it “I write as a citizen…the public is now everything to me”.

Romanticism, of course, played an important role in creating artists indebted to publics rather than to royals and aristocrats. With their emphasis on individualism and individual artistic creativity commissions from kings and aristocrats became anathema for “true artists”. Artistic success increasingly came to be defined as genuine artistic expression rather than slavishly following the “artistic” fashions of the day. Beethoven became the19th century model for artistic expression. Beethoven’s bohemian look, his refusal to play at court, his solitary life exacerbated by his deafness, were all examples to other artists and artist wanna bes.

As the 19th century progressed other artists began to emulate the example of Beethoven. The Italian violinist Niccolo Paganini was one of the first romantic virtuosos and showmen of the era. His playing was regarded as so incredible that it was believed to be the product of a deal with the devil. Rumours circulated that Paganini never removed his boots in order to hide the cloven foot that proved he had made a deal with Satan. It was believed that he had killed one of his mistresses and used her intestines for his violin strings. His jet black hair and deathly pallour combined with the scars left from his attempt to cure his syphilis with mercury made an unforgettable impression on audiences.

Ferenc or Franz Liszt also made an impression on audiences as he raised the status of the creative artist to heretofore unseen heights. His piano playing was virtuosic in an age when the piano was becoming increasingly mass produced and increasingly common in bourgeois homes all across Europe. He was even rude to royals and aristocrats. He was said to have had an affair with the queen of Spain and believed to have seduced the wives of aristocrats everywhere he went.

And then there was Wagner. It became commonplace for music lovers to make a pilgrimage to Bayreuth in Bavaria to hear performances of Wagner’s romantic and nationalist operas. Even the German emperor came to Bayreuth to see Wagner and hear his music. 

Musicians had become the new creative blue bloods. Some of these creative blue bloods looked like liberals or nationalists. Goya’s “The Third of May 1808: The Execution of the Defenders of Madrid” (1814) depicted the French massacre of the people of Madrid (http://faculty.evansville.edu/rl29/art105/img/goya_may3rd.jpg). Delacroix’s “Liberty Leading the People” (1830) depicted Liberté leading the people forward over the bodies of the fallen holding the tricolour flag of the French Revolution in one hand and brandishing a bayonet with the other (http://www.mtholyoke.edu/courses/rschwart/hist255-s01/mapping-paris/images/liberty_Leading_the_People.jpg). 

These paintings celebrated the revolution and its legacy.

Increasingly artists were becoming critical of the political status quo. And since romantics had also rejected the cosmopolitanism of the Enlightenment the logical place for many of them to go was to the people, national peoples. The romantics had come to believe that the most important aspect of a people’s common culture was their language. A specific language, they held, constituted a specific mode of thought. This brought them to a belief that the identity of individuals was linked to their language and the historical, geographical, political, and cultural forces that had made them. 

Soon nationalist messages began to appear in a variety of artistic genres. The opening chorus from Verdi’s La battaglia di Legnano, which celebrates Italy (and remember there was no Italy at this time, it was controlled, for the most part by Austria), had to be repeated at its premiere in Rome it so moved the audience. Many artists began to look for their national voice and nationalism for inspiration. The names of Glika, Mussorgsky, Balakirev, Cui, Borodin, Rimsky-Korsakov, Smetana, Dvorak, Grieg, Sibelius, Albeniz, and Granados all attest to the power of nationalism in music. Soon musicians, poets, philologists, historians, anthropologists, and folklorists were collecting the “authentic” folk music, folk poetry, folk tales, and folk dances of the volk.

It was nationalism in particular which built a bridge between the artist and the nation. As rulers discovered the power of nationalist persuasion academies, museums, galleries, public memorials, and public festivals sprang up (commissions that really weren’t that different from royal and aristocratic commissions for castles, paintings, and sculptures before them). And they all needed artists to build them, fill them, design them, or guide them. Sculptors in particular benefited from commissions from the nation. By 1900 colossal memorials to Victor Emmanuel—the maker of the new Italy—in Rome (http://www.aviewoncities.com/rome/victoremmanuelmonument.htm and http://www.terragalleria.com/europe/italy/roma/picture.ital7349.html) and at the site Battle of the Nations in Leipzig celebrating the victory of Great Britain, Russia, Prussia, and Austria over Napoleon (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Image:Battle_Of_The_Nations-Monument.jpg) became nationalist pilgrimage sites akin to the religious pilgrimage sites of the past.

As romanticism was a reaction to the Enlightenment, realism was a reaction to nationalistic romanticism. Seeing the nationalistic romantics (ironically) as the defenders of the status quo, realist artists like Dickens, Dostoevsky, Flauber, and Zola used the novel to strike out against the evils of industrialisation (Zola’s Germinal (1885) detailed the conditions of mine workers in France), bourgeois relations (Flaubert’s Madam Bovary (1857) detailed the unhappy marriage of a provincial wife), and the city (Doestoevsky’s Crime and Punishment (1866) explores the negative impact of modern urban ideologies on one St. Petersburger) while realist paintings like those of Coubet, Millet, Manet, and Repin (http://www.abcgallery.com/R/repin/repin8.html) 

celebrated the common man and woman. Later painters like Pissarro, Degas, Sisley, Monet, and Seurat (http://www.abcgallery.com/S/seurat/seurat87.html) celebrated the leisures of the bourgeoise. Some artists would even celebrate the triumph of science. Monet’s various paintings of the Rouen Cathedral in various shades of light tried to capture all aspects of reality as sunlight changed around it (http://www.mcah.columbia.edu/monet/swf/).

Realism would even have an impact on the eras foreign policy. Realpolitik, with its anti-utopianism and its calculus of using any means to attain wanted ends, including war, was the policy of most of the major powers. Even Austria, which tried to ignore the rise of ethnic nationalism within its borders in the 1840s, eventually adopted it after the revolutions of 1848. 

Literary and artistic realism, of course, had been influenced by mid to late nineteenth century positivism. Positivists tended to see human actions and civilisational change as the outgrowth of physical and physiological forces and tended to be skeptical and sometimes critical of anything that wasn’t verifiable such as religion. For many like Karl Marx, religion was simply a bulwark for the poltical and economic status quo, an opium of the masses. The French positivist Auguste Comte argued, in his Positive Philosophy, (1830) that humans had gone through three states of history—the theological, the metaphysical, and the scientific. For him later stages were an improvement on earlier stages. Unilinear evolution. 

With the liberal triumph and the rise of mass culture artists were looking for new status quos to savage. The fin-de-siecle of the late nineteenth century saw Klimt, Schoenberg, Richard Strauss and Geza Csath led music, art and literature back to a romantic emphasis on dreams, creativity, irrationality, night, death, and fairy tale. They would counterpoint their dreamy and often fragmented visions and drug use—specifically heroin, morphine, and cocaine—against the boring world of the powers that be, liberals and capitalists alike. In the wake of the fin de siècle the art world would give us symbolism, suprematicism, neo-impressionism, expressionism, cubism, futurism, constructivism. It would give us the myth of solitary artist like Van Gogh standing outside of his time and whose worth would not be recognised by the authorities while they were still alive. It would also give us that fascinating hybrid Sigmund Freud, who, along with the fictional detective Sherlock Holmes used cocaine to escape the boring humdrum of everyday life. The 1960s would see a resurgence of all of this and would add folk and rock and roll into the mix.

Links: Politics, Class, Imperialism, and Culture

On imperialism see

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook34.html 

On European culture and Darwin, Freud, and Einstein see http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook36.html  

Viewings and Listenings: Poltics, Class, Imperialism, and Culture
History of Science

Dangerous Knowledge
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=L6vswYP7N3o
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7An2usIm6bI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vFA3X07sJFI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=d5s8rOhR6Yc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8zlqYBOBDYg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mlIpkXAB0Vs
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EeJmWF7tBfY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=P4iz0z5ZeMg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3Tu6F94hsfw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Teff24OBz4k
BBC 4

Philosophy

Philosophy: A Guide to Happiness, “Schopenhauer on Love”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NeFQsF-umH0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3ZRivYwt17Y
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3ZvD41Mft2A
Channel 4

Philosophy: A Guide to Happiness, “Nietzsche on Hardship”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3pilLBcdSMI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xhET47_CMRQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=34eNM7R7N5o
Channel 4

Music

Beethoven

Symphony 9, 1824

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=O2AEaQJuKDY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cSEqQsAXbJw
von Karajan, BPO

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CSL3xNi9OLQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=j7O_PQnPYrs
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2mkA-xrdykM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dUeDPg1b0hk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oktWBU0S2O4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CBCaMYa0axU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1jQTs7cXv6E
Abbado, BPO
Wagner

Richard Wagner, “Tristan und Isolde”, 1865, excerpts from Bayreuth, 1983 and 1985

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gOaHWAragrU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=w4Wbv-xdRG8
 “Tristan und Isolde” is based on a thirteenth century romance by Gottfried von Strassburg
Richard Wagner, “Parisifal”, 1882, excerpts from a performance at Bayreuth in 1981 and 1999 and a performance at the Met

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Wm4-QBji3fA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=x_hqsavWCZw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DwdYZWFrBBM
“Parisifal” is based on the thirteenth century epic poem by Wolfram von Eschenbach
Richard Wagner, “Der Ring des Niebulungen”

“Das Rheingold”, 1854, excerpts from a performance at Salzburg in 1974, 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ns9Mh9XZZ6c
and a modernized performance in 2005

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CMJk7iv5BP8
“Die Walkure”, 1856, excerpt from a Bayreuth performance in 1976

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1aKAH_t0aXA
“Siegfried”, 1871, excerpt from a performance from a Bayreuth in 1976 and a performance from 2006

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wR96FzywLJ4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sFAsk5U2PQw
“Gotterdammerung”, 1874, excerpt from a performance from Bayreuth in 1990 and 2006 and from the Met

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=e8RCVX7wAOA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SelxdaFstdE
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kVE50-X7tuI
“The Ring” was based on Germanic, particularly Norse, mythology

Demonic Music?

Watch the great Jascha Heifetz play one of Paganini’s “Caprices” here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vPcnGrie__M
Music, Nationalism and Orientalism
Watch Gyorgy Cziffra play one of Liszt’s “Hungarian Rhapsody, number 6” here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ep0tWVn3Yjw
Watch Marc-Andre Hamelin play “Hungarian Rhapsody, number 10” here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=W-0IsLjwZkw
watch an excerpt from Glinka;s,  “Ruslan and Lyudmilla” here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Mp4wN5lxDnM),

watch Pletnev play an excerpt from Mussorgsky’s “Pictures at an Exhibition” here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KjsH7I9Gs28 

watch an excerpt from Mussorgsky’s “Boris Godunov here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iucfEGqRSpQ http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=B4vxQiA8Ghk
watch Berezovsky play Balakirev’s “Islamey” here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=O5raMK4Z9co),

watch an excerpt from Borodin’s “Prince Igor” here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=t8C8frqCKKg
watch an excerpt from Rimsky-Korsakov’s “The Tsar’s Bride” here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=M0C8wZj2oQU
listen to Karajan conduct Rimsky-Korsakov’s “Scheherazade” here

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FR36PRgBFzA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=58U1cwPivbM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cNAdQpM8TNg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IdBmgCXktZQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yBQEpFfVIXQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_Ct7S6zGGzs&NR=1
watch Gergiev conduct excerpts from Rimsky-Korsakov’s “Scheherazade” here

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8c5BFcw5onI
watch Kubelik conduct excerpts from Smetana’s “Ma Vlast” in Prague in 1990 here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LlLPLO90fSk http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=k0lPLOeBzyA
watch excerpts from Rostropovich’s performance of Dvorak’s “Cello Concerto” here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xxYbF-Yzdf0
listen to an excerpt from Grieg’s “Peer Gynt” here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PAbwMGZtIsY),

listen to an excerpt from Sibelius’s “The Swan of Tuonela” one of the “4 Legends” here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6B5_l-yUFsE 

listen to Sibelius’s “Finlandia” here

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RDzIpg3bEEM
listen to de Laroccha play Albeniz’s “Iberia XI” here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cpJAkFgU14A
listen to Granados play his own “Goyesca number 3” here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FUeQfcMdIjM
Art

Picasso

http://images.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://www.impressionniste.net/degas_petits_rats.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.impressionniste.net/degas_edgar.htm&h=342&w=250&sz=31&tbnid=s6nmpyXSIGFTvM:&tbnh=120&tbnw=88&prev=/images%3Fq%3Ddegas%26um%3D1&start=1&sa=X&oi=images&ct=image&cd=1
Degas

http://images.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://www.impressionniste.net/degas_petits_rats.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.impressionniste.net/degas_edgar.htm&h=342&w=250&sz=31&tbnid=s6nmpyXSIGFTvM:&tbnh=120&tbnw=88&prev=/images%3Fq%3Ddegas%26um%3D1&start=1&sa=X&oi=images&ct=image&cd=1
Sisley

http://images.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://www.impressionniste.net/degas_petits_rats.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.impressionniste.net/degas_edgar.htm&h=342&w=250&sz=31&tbnid=s6nmpyXSIGFTvM:&tbnh=120&tbnw=88&prev=/images%3Fq%3Ddegas%26um%3D1&start=1&sa=X&oi=images&ct=image&cd=1),

Monet

http://www.bing.com/images/search?q=monet&FORM=BIFD
Cinema

France

L'Arrivée d'un Train a la Ciotat/Arrival of a Train at La Ciotat

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1dgLEDdFddk
Lumiere Brothers, 1895

Germany

Ringkampfer
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ehdxytFM2I0
Max Skladonowsky, 1895

Die Boxende Kanguruh

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Oe5xj4wKuUc
Max Skladonowsky, 1985

Chapter Thirteen
The Twentieth Century:

The Great War
The Wars and Genocides of Twentieth Century Europe, Hot and Cold

Early twentieth century European history is dominated by wars and genocides, so much so, in fact, that historian Mark Mazower, in a play on ideological representations and iages, titled his history of twentieth century Europe The Dark Continent. 

The Great War

The years before the Great War—it was only after World War II that it came to be referred to as World War One—were characterized by rivalries among the Great Powers particularly Britain, France, Germany, Austria-Hungary, Russia, Japan and the US, rivalries that were imperialistic, territorial, economic, and cultural. 

In the early twentieth century France was still smarting from its loss to Prussia in the Franco-Prussian War between July 1870 and May 1871, a coming out party for Prussian military power. That war had tremendous economic and territorial costs for France. The treaty which ended the war mandated that France pay significant reparations within three years—an indemnity fully paid before the term for repayment expired—and transferred Alsace, except the Territory of Belfort, and a large part of Lorraine, to Germany. France was also smarting from the fact that Germany, which became an empire in the wake of the war, declared itself a nation on 18 January 1871 in France’s own Hall of Mirrors in the Palace at Versailles during the crowning of Wilhelm I (William I) as Kaisar or King of Prussia.

Germany was the new empire on the block. Between 1871 and 1914 Germany became an economic powerhouse—it had the fastest growing economy in Europe—a military powerhouse—it expanded its army and its navy came to rival that of Britain—it was the worlds largest navy at the time—and a political powerhouse—it became a major player in European political affairs. Germany was not content to simply be a major power in Europe. It wanted to be a global imperial power just like its rivals. What would Freud say about all of this?

Imperialist rivalries between the Great Powers had grown more intense during the late 19th and early 20th centuries, so intense that historians often call this the new or second imperialist period. The Powers came into conflict over spheres of influence in China, over territories in Africa, and over the Eastern Question, the question—what to do in the East now that the Ottoman Empire had declined. It was during this period Germany aggressively embarked on colonial and territorial expansion under Emperor Wilhelm II (William II). As a result it came once again into conflict with France, this time over Morocco.

Imperialism, as I said earlier, was not the only thing feeding the Great Power rivalries. Competing nationalisms were also critically important. Nationalism was tearing apart multicultural Austria-Hungary with its large Slavic population increasingly impacted by nationalist dreams of freedom and Pan-Slavism, dreams played up by the Slavic superpower Russia. It played a major role in German “blood and iron” unification. And it played an important role in a France deprived of Alsace and Lorraine by the Franco-Prussian War. Many French men and women particularly French nationalists were waiting for the moment to take revenge against Germany. Germany, on the other hand, sought to maintain its gains during the Franco-Prussian War through militarism and through alliances 

Both imperialism and nationalism resulted in the creation of and hardening of alliances in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Italy formed the Triple Alliance. The UK, France, Serbia, and Russia formed the Triple Entente. Each country in these alliances pledged to go to war if any of them were attacked. The powers in each of these alliances engaged in an arms race with the the others. 

Despite this there was, nevertheless, a kind of optimism in Europe. Many Europeans continued to believe that any war amongst them was unlikely. This optimism was the product of a number of things: the fact that major wars had been largely avoided in the years before 1914, the fact that all of Europe’s royal families were united by close dynastic and familial ties and by a common culture, and the fact, as some saw it, that industrialization and the economic prosperity it brought meant that wars could no longer be fought given the dire economic consequences that would result from any war. What these optimists seem to have forgot to reckon with, however, were treaty obligations and military mobilization.

World War I was, as we all probably aware, resulted from the assassination of Archduke Franz Ferdinand of Austria-Hungary by a Bosnian Serbian nationalist named Gavrilo Princep on 28 July 1914 in Sarjevo. Princep was committed to South Slav unification. This event, however, was simply the spark that set the war in motion—a war, as we noted above, that had been some years in the making. Austria-Hungary’s response to the assassination was to blame Serbia for it since Princep was a Serb nationalist. The Austrian military party headed by Count Berchtold convinced the Austrian government that a punitive response toward Serbia was necessary. The Austrians thus issued a list of ten demands to Serbia on 23 July (http://www.firstworldwar.com/source/austrianultimatum.htm). 

Serbia, after reaffirming their alliance with Russia, accepted some of the terms but hedged on others rejecting these as infringements upon their sovereignty. Austria-Hungary, supported by Germany, rejected the British proposal of Sir Edward Grey which called for a Great Power conference to settle the issue, and declared war on Serbia on 28 July 1914.

These actions and reactions set in motion mobilizations which, once they began couldn’t be stopped. Russia mobilized causing Germany to moblilise. As a result Germany declared war on Russia on 1 August. Convinced that France was about to attack its western frontier, Germany declared war on France on 3 August and began an attack on France through Belgium and Luxembourg. Germany had hoped for British neutrality. However, German violation of Belgian neutrality gave the British government a pretext for war and popular support necessary for entry into it. In the following weeks Montenegro and Japan joined the Allies—Great Britain, France, Russia, Serbia, and Belgium—and the Ottoman Empire joined the Central Powers—Germany and Austria-Hungary.

In the beginning the Great Powers that be all across Europe thought that the war would be much like the Franco-Prussian war of 1870 and 1871 and the Balkans Wars of 1912 and 1913, short.. Most of the nations and states of Europe weren’t prepared for a war that lasted longer than this and most of the nations and states of Europe drew up strategic plans based on the notion that the war would be of short duration. In terms of strategic planning for war Great Britain, not surprisingly, placed an emphasis on her navy and its ability to blockade Germany and Austria and starve them out of the war in quick fashion if necessary. The Germans drew up plans to defeat France in one fell swoop and win the war quickly, just as they had quickly won the Franco-Prussian War. The German Schlieffen Plan—named after a high level German military strategist—called for an attack on the weak left flank of the French army by a massive German force approaching through Belgium. On the Eastern front their strategy was to play defence against an expected Russian military that was expected to attack with huge numbers of men, the so-called Russian steamroller. In the first days of the war Britain mobilized 12.5% of its men, Germany 15.4%, and France 16.9%.

Armament capabilities likewise reflected the notion that the war would be relatively short. France planned for a munitions output of 10,000 to 12,000 a day. After the failure of the Schliefffen Plan in the early days of the war the Germans quickly recognized that the war would very likely be a long one. The rise in armament production among all the powers reflects this new reality. France’s daily production of munitions turned out to be 200,000 a day rather than the 10,000 to 12,000 first thought necessary. Even Tsarist Russia was producing 150,000 a day. More shells, in fact, would fall during the battle of the Marne than fell during the entire Franco-Prussian War to give you some idea of the scale of the Great War.

In the early days of the war in September of 1914 the Germans quickly occupied most of Belgium and advanced on Paris. After the Germans were stopped at the first battle of the Marne in northeastern France and the first battle of Ypres in Belgium, the war on the Western Front bogged down into a grueling trench warfare it has become memorialized as in films, literature, and the popular imagination—Eric Maria Remarque’s All Quiet on the Western Front being one of the most noted instances of the first two. Over the next three years the battle line remained virtually stationary running from 440 miles from the North Sea to Switzerland.

On the Eastern Front, the Russians invaded East Prussia but were decisively defeated in August and September 1914 by the Germans at Tannenberg and the Masurian Lakes in East Prussia. The Germans, in turn, quickly took the offensive and advanced on Warsaw. Meanwhile, farther south a Russian offensive drove back the Austrians. By autumn of 1915 combined Austro-German efforts had driven the Russians out of most of Poland and they held a line extending from Riga to Chernovtsy/Chernivtsi. The Russians counterattacked in 1916 in a powerful drive directed by General Brusilov, but by the year’s end the offensive had collapsed, costing Russia thousands of lives. Soon afterward in October of 1917 the Russian Revolution took Russia effectively out of the war. 

On the Austrian and Serbian front the Austro-Hungarians were unsuccessful in their attacks on Serbia and Montenegro in the first year of the war. In 1915, however, Bulgaria, Germany, and Austria-Hungary overran both Serbia and Montenegro—Bulgaria joined the Central Allied Powers in October 1915.

1915 was the same year the Entente tried to open a supply route into Russia and, in the process, take the Ottoman Empire—a plan devised by Winston Churchill. Brits, French, Australians, New Zealanders, and Newfoundlanders attacked at Gallipoli but were crushingly defeated. The Entente, however, won a diplomatic battle when Italy, after renouncing its partnership in the Triple Alliance and after being promised territorial gains, entered the war on the Allied side in May 1915. Fighting between Austria and Italy along the Isonzo River was inconclusive until late 1917, when the rout of the Italians at Caporetto made Italy a liability rather than an asset to the Allies. Shades of World War Two.

Other than the conquest of most of Germany’s overseas colonies by the British and Japanese—struggles portrayed, for instance, in John Huston’s film The African Queen— the situation in 1916 appeared bleak for everyone. Even the German use of poison gas for the first time at the second battle of Ypres could not break the stalemate. The Entente, by the way, soon responded in kind. A French offensive in Artois in northern France achieved very modest gains but at the cost of heavy loss of life. In February 1916, the Germans once again tried to break the deadlock and mounted a massive assault on Verdun in northeast France. The French line held despite enormous losses. In July the British and French took the offensive along the Somme River in north central France. Tanks were used for the first time in any war by the British along the Somme. By November the French and the British had gained a few thousand yards and lost thousands of men. By December a French counteroffensive at Verdun had restored the approximate positions of January 1916. Stalemate

Despite this and despite signs of exhaustion on both sides, the war dragged on drawing ever more nations into it. In 1916 Portugal and Romania joined the Entente. In 1917, Greece, always the enemy of the Ottomans, declared war on the Central Powers.

What changed the war more than anything else was the entry of the United States into it. Before the United States entered the war the administration of America’s president Woodrow Wilson administration was stuck between a rock and a hard place. Many Americans, like Jane Addams, Lillian Wald, members of the Women’s Peace Party, evangelist Billy Sunday, and members of the American Union against Militarism, believed strongly in keeping America out of the war. Others, particularly German-Americans and other Central Europeans, were sympathetic to the Alliance cause. Many others considered Germany with its incredible industrial growth since German unification (1871), to be the most modern and liberal of nations and saw Britain as imperialist and the centre of the international money trust. There was, of course, no love lost between Irish-Americans and Great Britain. Still others—many of America’s Anglo-Saxon elite—sided with Britain in the Great War and pushed for American support of the British cause. Wilson had to walk a tight rope between all of these particularly in view of the fact that he was running for re-election in 1916. As a consequence he declared the US strictly neutral.

Another tightrope Wilson had to walk was trade with the belligerents. The British blockade of Germany meant that trade and loan arrangements between Germany and the US were limited. On the other hand, the dominance of the British navy and merchant marine access to American shores meant that trade between the US and Great Britain and loans by the US to Great Britain were quite healthy. In fact, by 1915 the American economy was so bound up with trade and loans to Britain that peace or a German victory would have meant disaster for the American economy.

 The Germans responded to the British blockade of their country in one of the few ways they could, they embarked on submarine attacks on merchant marines ships trading with Great Britain—attacks which were legally questionable—and declared a submarine war zone around the British Isles. Under international law a vessel had to give a merchant ship a warning so they could remove passengers and crew before they sank it. Since surfacing meant that German U-boats were particularly vulnerable to British gun ships, however, the Germans refused to do this particularly after one of their subs was sunk by a British ship when it surfaced in accordance with the rules of international law.

Many Americans responded to this as they responded to reports of German atrocities in Belgium—reports of rapes and the bayoneting of children. With horror. Americans were particularly when upset when a German U-boat sank the British merchant ship RMS Lusitania off the coast of Ireland killing 1198 people, 128 of them Americans. (http://memory.loc.gov/ammem/collections/rotogravures/rotolusit.html) The ship was transporting eighteen cases of fuses for various calibre artillery shells—these were listed on the ship manifest—and a large consignment of gun-cotton, an explosive used in the manufacture of propellant charges for big-gun shells—these wasn't listed on the manifest. The source of the second explosion that occurred on the ship—the first was a German torpedo—has been a source of debate for war nerds ever since. 

On the Lusitania Controversy see http://www.gwpda.org/naval/lusika00.htm
While Wilson still managed to maintain American neutrality he did condemn German U-boat attacks which, he asserted were illegal under international law and demanded that German take responsibility for the sinking of the ship. Still Wilson avoided a crisis when he managed to negotiate an agreement between Germany and Great Britain. In return for the Brits modifying and loosening the blockade the Germans agreed to stop unrestricted U-boat warfare.

Despite engaging in a lend-lease programme with Germany—a policy which irritated Great Britain—US foreign policy was drifting toward the Entente. The US accepted British mining of the North Sea—a weapon in their war against German U-boats—since few American ships plied that sea. 

On the continent Germany was still suffering in 1917 from the British blockade and in a desperate bid to change the war in their favour they once again began unrestricted U-boat attacks on British ships in an attempt to break British control of the seas. This was an immense miscalculation on the part of Germany for in protest the United States broke off relations with that country, as Wilson said the US would in February 1917 if the Germans resumed U-boat attacks. Further tension between the US and Germany surfaced when a diplomatic note from German officials to Mexican officials urged Mexico to enter the war on the Allied side if the American entered the war on the side. The Mexicans were urged to do so in order to recover territory that had been lost to the US.

On the Zimmerman Telegram see http://www.archives.gov/education/lessons/zimmermann/
On 6 April the US entered the war on the Entente side. Wilson declared it a war “to set other men free”—note the messianism here. Many of those who had once opposed the war now proclaimed themselves for it, including the recently formed Federal Council of Churches, a liberal Protestant organization formed in 1908 by a coalition of reform oriented churches interested in union, industry, immigration, and social welfare policy. It would later become the National Council of Churches. Another former opponent of the war would soon become an advocate of it as well. Leading evangelist Billy Sunday would now declare that “[i]f you turn hell upside down you will find made in Germany stamped on the bottom” and urged on the war effort against that most “infamous, vile, greedy, sensuous…[and]…bloodthirsty of nations”, Germany. Establishing a pattern that continues today some fundamentalists would see the Great War as a prelude to the “second coming of Christ”.

American participation in the war—something Wilson began planning for in 1915—meant that the Allies now had behind them the almost unlimited industrial and manpower resources of the United States—or at least the promise of this since it took some time for the American war machine to make its presence felt. In the US the production, distribution, and consumption of US goods would be regimented as never before in US history. Wilson was given almost dictatorial powers of war finance. He raised money for the war through taxes—income taxes at previously unheard of rates of 77% for incomes over $1 million dollars—and corporate taxes. He raised 1/3 of the monies for the American war effort through these taxes. Bonds and inflation were also used to finance the war. To raise an army he instituted conscription. He established a War Industries Board to allocate raw materials, determine priorities, and standardize products. He instituted a National War Labour Board to promote union recognition by management, institute an 8 hour day, make wages uniform, and make strikes and lockouts illegal. He established the Railway Administration to manage railroads, telegraph lines, and telephone lines. He instituted Food, Fuel, Shipping and War Trade boards. 

While many American businessmen lashed out against the tax increases American business flourished during the war as corporate profits increased three-fold between 1914 and 1919. American farmers resented price ceilings set on their goods noting (rightly) that this had never been done during the previous panics and depressions in order to help them.

On the home front labour shortages offered heretofore unprecedented job opportunities for American women, African Americans, and Hispanics and necessitated rationing (http://www.archives.gov/education/lessons/sow-seeds/). Some 500,000 Blacks flocked northward to get jobs in factories (http://www.loc.gov/exhibits/african/afam008.html, http://historymatters.gmu.edu/d/5332/, Goin’ North: The Great Migration (bottom of the page) http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/hardy.html). As Blacks flocked northwards Black population in the cities of the North grew. Between 1910 and 1920 the African American population of NYC increased by 66%, Chicago’s by 148%, Philadelphia’s by 59%. Black immigration to the North let loose Anti-black riots—Whites resented Blacks for taking what they saw as there jobs—in 20 localities across America including East St. Louis, Illinois and Chicago, Illinois. During the riots 250 African Americans were killed in Chicago alone. 831 African Americans were lynched around the nation. The NAACP responded by waging legal battles against discrimination, disenfranchisement, residential segregation, and the lynchings. Mexican-Americans found employment in agriculture in the North and in California. American women found employment in industries in which they had never found work before.

American entry into the war would prove to be decisive in the Entente’s eventual victory. America’s entry into the war had an effect even before American weapons and American troops got there. It lifted Entente morale almost immediately. Victory wasn’t immediate or easy, though. The war on the Western Front remained a bloody stand off. It was looking up for the Entente elsewhere, however. In the Middle East the British, who had stopped a Turkish drive on the Suez Canal, proceeded to destroy the Ottoman Empire. Lawrence of Arabia (T. E. Lawrence) undermined the Ottoman Empire from within by fermenting an Arab rebellion in the Ottoman lands of Middle East. Baghdad fell in to his forces in March of 1917. In December of that same year Field Marshal Allenby took Jerusalem for the Entente. Both of these would have consequences for the British after the war ended. They would fight a war against Iraqi “freedom fighters” in that nation and use aeroplanes to bomb civilian targets while their control over Palestine would lead to conflict between them and Israeli nationalists who wanted Britain to allow them to establish a Jewish state in Palestine and the region.

The first American troops landed in France in June 1917 and were rushed to the Château-Thierry area to help stem a new German offensive. A unified Allied command in the West was created in April 1918 headed by Marshal Foch. In the meantime, the Central Powers, after the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk in March 1918 took Russia officially out of the war, mounted a strengthened offensive in the West. With the resources of Ukraine at their disposal, Germany seemed to be in a position to balance out, to some extent, the effects of the Entente blockade and American entry into the war in the West.

In July and August of 1918 the Germans began an offensive at the Marne. They were stopped just short of Paris. The Entente counterattacked and soon pushed the Germans back to their initial line—the so called Hindenburg Line. The Allied push continued, with the British advancing in the north and the Americans attacking through the Argonne region of France. While the Germans were t losing forces on the Western Front, Bulgaria, invaded by the Allies under General Franchet d’Esperey, capitulated on September 30, and Turkey concluded an armistice with the Entente on October. 30. Austria-Hungary, in the process of disintegration, surrendered on November 4 after the Italian victory at Vittorio Veneto.

German resources at this point were basically exhausted and German morale had collapsed. As a result the German chancellor accepted American President Wilson’s Fourteen Points as the basis of peace negotiations between the Central Powers and the Allies (http://web.jjay.cuny.edu/~jobrien/reference/ob34.html). It was only after a revolution broke out in Germany, however, that the armistice was at last signed on 11 November 1918 at Compiègne. The armistice mandated that Germany evacuate its troops immediately from all territory west of the Rhine. It also voided the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk. 

The Great War was full of paradoxes. The war ended without a single truly decisive battle having been fought and Germany lost the war while its troops were still occupying territory from France to Crimea. Businessmen benefited from the war economy while there were labour shortages on the home front because of military needs. The War brought full employment but also led to a shortage of men at home, so no one really benefited from this full employment. Women did “men’s work” during the war but still made less than the average male did in the same jobs. 

The Great War had an enormous impact not only on the military front but also on the home front. Food production fell all across Europe. Meat was particularly scarce. Germany, for example, simply did not have the food to feed its population. Several towns were destroyed on both the Western and Eastern fronts. So was housing. The Great War was, to some extent, a total war despite the fact that civilians weren’t usually killed by the clash of armies and air forces during the war. Rather they starved as the war and its blockades went on and on. Even rationing on the home front couldn’t entirely stave off death by starvation.

It was the labouring and working classes in particular who paid the price of war. It was largely they who starved and largely they who functioned as cannon fodder during in the militaries of the Great Powers. To give you some sense of scale over 2 million were killed or wounded in the first months of the war. During the war 1.4 million French, over 900,000 Brits, almost 1.8 million Germans, some 116,000 Americans—half from battle, half from disease—and some 1.7 million Russians were killed in the “war to end all wars”. There were battles during the war that resulted in an immense cost in human life. At the battle of Verdun in 1916 alone 340,000 and 380,000 Germans and French were killed respectively. At the battle of the Somme in the same year 419,000 Brits and 200,000 French, died for a five-mile swath of territory.

Men and women also faced mass murder and genocide during the Great War. In Turkey the powers that be there systematically rounded up the Armenians in their midst putting them into concentration camps, deporting them, starving them, and mass murdering them and justified this by claiming that the Armenians were in league with their Russian enemy. Hitler would later ask “Who, after all, speaks today of the annihilation of the Armenians?” before beginning on his quite similar genocidal crusade. 

The Great War was one of the first wars featuring media mass propaganda. Tales of raped nuns, women with their breasts cut off, babies’ impaled on the bayonets of invading soldiers were commonplace in almost every nation of Europe and in America between 1914 and 1918. German soldiers were—wrongly it turns out—accused of each one of these atrocities during their invasion of Belgium. These tales of German atrocity were widely disseminated in the British press and did what they were supposed to do, They inflamed already healthy anti-German feelings on the British home front. And then there was the censorship. The British government mandated that reports on actual conditions at the front be censored by British authorities.

The Great War saw the development of new technologies of war. The machine gun was not used for the first time during the war, it, however, proved quite deadly particularly when armies did not adapt to the new realities of the machine gun on the battlefield. Flame-throwers, mustard or chlorine gas, tanks, and aeroplanes also made their first appearance as did air aces like the Red Baron of Germany (Baron von Richtofen).

The Great War, by the way, was not the only killer of men and women in the early 20th century. The Great San Francisco earthquake and, in particular, the fire which destroyed much of the city afterward, killed thousands (http://earthquake.usgs.gov/ regional/nca/1906/18april/index.php, http://www.sfmuseum.org/1906/06.html, http://memory.loc.gov/ammem/papr/sfhome.html). 

An influenza outbreak which struck in cities in France and Africa, military bases in the US, and in India and beyond, killed 20 to 100 million worldwide (cf. that to WWI which took around 15 million lives). Doctors and medical researches were stymied by the infection which did not seem to spread in logical ways. In some places around the United States armed men stood at the entrances to cities and towns to try to keep the influenza out and the healthy citizens in (a new book tells the tale of one fictional town which tried to do this—Tom Mullen’s The Last Town on Earth). 

On the influenza epidemic see http://www.archives.gov/exhibits/influenza-epidemic/ and http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/influenza/.

Versailles, or Wilson’s Dream Doomed

After the Great War ended Wilson went to France with great optimism. He believed, as he once claimed, that the US would at some point have “the intimate privilege of fulfilling her destiny and saving the world”—note again the American messianism here—and that he would lead the world to a new birth—an appropriate notion, I suppose, for the son of a Presbyterian minister.

Wilson’s vision of the post-Great War world was one in which empires were no more and open door economic policies became the way of the world. He had outlined his plan for the world after the war before Congress in January 1918 (as so many world leaders from the great powers (such as Metternich) had before him, http://net.lib.byu.edu/~rdh7/wwi/1918/14points.html). 

At Versailles and at home–Republicans gained in mid-term elections—however, his hopes for his vision of the post-WWI were dashed.

The treaties ending the Great War were harsh on the vanquished and particularly harsh on Germany. The most famous of the five treaties signed ending the war, the one signed in Versailles in the famous the Hall of Mirrors in 1919—the same hall in which Germany had declared its existence—formally placed the responsibility for the war on Germany and its allies, made Germany admit that it was responsible for the war, and imposed on that country a heavy reparations payments. The treaty made a number of territorial changes. Alsace and Lorraine were returned to France. The former German colonies in Africa and the Pacific were placed under League of Nations mandates. Most of West Prussia, including Poznan and the Polish Corridor, were given to Poland. The old German city of Danzig—contemporary Gdansk—became a free city. Plebiscites were mandated in parts of Germany and these resulted in the transfer of Eupen and Malmédy to Belgium, Northern Schleswig to Denmark, and parts of Upper Silesia to Poland. The Saar was placed under French administration for 15 years. The Rhineland was to be occupied by the Entente Allies for 15 years. The right bank of the Rhine was to be permanently demilitarized. To add insult to injury the German army was reduced to a maximum of 100,000 soldiers and the German navy was also significantly reduced. Finally, Germany was forbidden to build major weapons of aggression. After futile protests against the harshness of the treaty Germany accepted the treaty, it really had no other choice, and it went into effect in January of 1920.

Versailles would reveal tensions among the Entente allies and would have a number of unintended consequences (don’t things always?). The new Soviet Union was not invited to attend the conference while the Brits, French, Japanese, and Americans sent military forces into Russia during the Civil War between the Reds and the Whites to try to turn back the Bolshevik tide. This attack would feed Soviet paranoia about bourgeois counterrevolution for some time. American president Woodrow Wilson’s refusal to recognize secret agreements reached by the Allies during the course of the war, especially the secret Treaty of London (1915) which gave Italy territory and Italy’s refusal to give up these territorial gains led to tensions between the Americans and the Italians. 

Wilson’s plans for the world after the war, his famous Fourteen Points were, to a large extent, sacrificed as he was forced into compromises with England, France, Italy, and Japan. His emphasis on the principle of national self-determination and the formation of the League of Nations were, nevetheless, embodied in the treaty. Many who wanted self determination—nationalists in Ireland and Southeast Asia including Nguyễn Ái Quốc (Nguyen the Patriot, aka, Ho Chi Minh) who petitioned Versailles on behalf of the “Group of Vietnamese Patriots” for peace talks for equal rights in French Indochina but was ignored—were unhappy with the treaty because it did give them a nation of their own. Others who wanted a clause inserted in the treaty affirming racial equality were disappointed when that amendment failed. The United States Senate refused to ratify the treaty and the United States merely declared the war with Germany at an end in 1921. Wilson almost died trying to win support for it. His presidency would never be the same. During the last two years of his presidency Wilson, preoccupied with Versailles and the League of Nations and in ill health, did not pass any progressive legislation whatsoever.  
Links: The Great War

For the Great War see

http://net.lib.byu.edu/~rdh7/wwi/
http://www.worldwar1.com./
For speeches of America’s leaders during the Great War and the 1920s see http://memory.loc.gov/ammem/nfhtml/
Viewings and Listenings: The Great War

The First World War

1. “To Arms”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hgxJu0KKpBo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yb-0MjPPmNQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PNq78iZR8sM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZA8b087bU2w
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-i0ekv2OLi0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8ji17jDTsZg
2. “Under the Eagle”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Cy404Sdp8U4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UIDzxnNoF8A
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eLvo6FPSVr0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ruTIZlIwKWc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VTMH0aBYIpg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=088IF-q_vCc
3. “Global War”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_a1GRBPj038
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qxoahIS-73I
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AzuahU966c0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=p7pEYZsCPqY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_lJ_DSuY_qg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SK3C3w4io3I
4. “Jihad”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KRrLGZdITmc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7aLfNxTrmWY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=related
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5mLzOGNDitg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SFKduFx0Qrg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ci9JakB1SdM
5. “Shackled to a Corpse”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Q-j7_2o0Zww
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MBtgd5ccqOk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oL2ykmJXewE
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3hyjjgvfUH8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QO7VSJGLP-I
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CUn97ks1Z1o
6. “Breaking the Deadlock”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8TOibaunwnM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=o1fCj2vjqoc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=X1nC4oJ5owg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=f6oRtaCFdcA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MiLHw8F1i2s
7. “Blockade”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OQT8w5rFCkI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=d0yZIh2bDjU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KSH2OQtETyk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6MTK0T-DFk4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Q7wl09VD5Sk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jlfhnV9VaZY
8. “Revolution”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=07NOPklv4vI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=14S3GrRLshk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Bl5J232hgxg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=n9E7vj2hMfw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DWdTM7yOuz0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VyIA3STmSf8
9. “Germany’s Last Gamble”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cFsji4T7NM8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WodkCvWLeKU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OI86q2ANJUg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=t0oF4Tq4ciU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GZS3-3dGuzU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2Z6ndRXIVSE
10. “War without End”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kQ_1VsxhqqU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NgsdMwMaYjw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6cJMjEcafTk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MFwU3uig4xo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lMwE6OASvj8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tH6t7aQXhNo
Channel 4/Military Channel

World War One
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zxet3jC3NrU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aGE53NnSwO8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZVDUXPB_sTs
Talking History: Wilson and the Great War, 19 February

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004jan-june.html
The Armenian Genocide

The Armenian Genocide

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JJ-HcshI3cA
BBC

Alice Muggerditchian, survivor, Armenian Genocide

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BHiaiqowsQg
Sam Kadorian, survivor, Armenian Genocide

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AfC0thL5lUc
Versailles

Treaty of Versailles, 1919

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yj_eiyBsSSc
That Other War

Talking History: The Great Influenza, 1 December

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2005july-december.html
Chapter Fourteen
The Twentieth Century:
Communist and Nationalist Revolutions
It was during the Great War, as I mentioned, that Russia experienced a successful revolution. This wasn’t the first revolution in Russian history, however.

The October Revolution was the culmination of a long period of repression and unrest in Russia. Russia was largely an autocratic state that imposed its will on the people, sometimes by force and often with disregard for human life, from the very beginning. With westernization—technological, industrial, and cultural—which began under Petr the Great and continued under Yekaterina and other Russian rulers, however, western humanitarian ideals began to impact and influence Russian intellectual culture. This growing intelligentsia was hardly unitary. A majority emphasised abstractly humanitarian and democratic ideals. A minority were more radical and even revolutionary. Russian universities, particularly elite ones in Petersburg and Moscow, became seats of revolutionary activity, seats of nihilism, anarchism, and Marxism.

As I mentioned earlier the reforms of Alexander II in 1861 emancipated Russia’s serfs, at least legally if not in reality. Serfs, however, remained tied to rural village communes. They still did have any land of their own. These reforms did more than simply end serfdom at least in theory. They opened the way for increasing industrial development in Russia. Russian industrialization didn’t simply “modernize” the country, it also provided further impetus for the radicalization of the intelligentsia since it concentrated people in urban centers and gave radicals an opportunity to preach the gospels of socialism and anarchism and revolution to exploited workers. Many of these urban dwellers would prove receptive to such radical ideas. 

Not everything was changing in Russia. The Russian clergy remained a largely reactionary and were usually more than willing to persecute religious dissenters. Pogroms against the Jews by the military with the support of the state and the church were almost a national pastime in the nation. These too were a radicalizing force turning some Jews to radical political movements and others to Zionism.

By 1903, Russia was divided into several political groups. There was a landed nobility, the clergy, capitalists who desired a constitutional monarchy, a liberal bourgeoisie which constituted the bulk of the Constitutional Democratic party, peasants, a socialist revolutionary intelligentsia, and a Social Democratic Labour party with Menshevik and Bolshevik wings. Menshiviks and Bolsheviks disagreed as to whether revolution could occur in a Russia that had never experienced and a capitalist revolution. Mensheviks (from the Russian term for small), who despite their name were the larger of the two wings of the Socialist Labour Party, believed that Russia had to experience a capitalist revolution before it could experience a communist one. Bolsheviks (from the Russian term for big), who despite their name were the smaller of the SLP wings, believed that the dictatorship of the proletariat could guide Russia to capitalism and then to communism. Workers could be found in both wings of the Socialist Labour Party.

The Revolution of 1905 

October 1917 was not the first revolution in Russia. Peasant uprisings litter the Russian past for understandable reasons. The first great “modern revolution” in Russia was the Revolution of 1905. 

The Russian Revolution of 1905 began in St. Petersburg on 22 January when troops fired on a defenseless crowd of workers, who, led by a priest, were marching to the Winter Palace to petition Tsar Nicholas II for poor relief. “Bloody Sunday”, as that day later came to be called, was followed by months strikes, riots, assassinations, naval mutinies, and peasant outbreaks. These disorders, coupled with the disaster of the Russo-Japanese War of 1904 and 5—the war revealed the corruption and incompetence at the heart of the tsarist regime and introduced a new major power to the world—forced the government to promise that they would establish a consultative Duma, or assembly, elected by limited franchise. These concessions did not satisfy popular demands, however, and a general strike began. The Tsar responded with further concessions. In a document issued in October the Tsar granted civil liberties and conceded to a democratically elected representative Duma.

For the October Manifesto of the Tsar see

http://www.dur.ac.uk/a.k.harrington/octmanif.html
The Tsar’s concessions led to splits amongst those who had led the 1905 revolution and resulted in the formation of political parties in throughout the nation. Those who were satisfied with the concessions formed the Octobrist party. Those liberals who wanted a more powerful Duma formed the Constitutional Democratic Party. Those Social Democrats who had organized a Soviet or workers’ council in St. Petersburg, attempted to continue the strike and compel social reforms through them. The government responded by arresting the leaders of the Soviet and harshly putting down a workers’ insurrection in Moscow in December of 1905.

When order was restored the Tsar backtracked on his promises and promulgated his Fundamental Laws. These limited the power of the Duma. The Tsar, however, did appoint Piotr Arkadevich Stolypin minister. Stolypin would actually attempt, if unsuccessfully, to institute several economic reforms in Russia. He would also simultaneously began to ruthlessly suppress revolutionaries all across the Russian nation. 

For the Fundamental Laws see

http://www.dur.ac.uk/a.k.harrington/fundlaws.html
Then World War I broke out. World War I was a watershed in Russian history. Most Russians supported the war when it started in 1914, the Bolsheviks importantly did not, however. Repeated military reverses, acute food shortages, the appointment of inept ministers, and intense civilian suffering during the war once again created a climate ripe for revolution by 1916. The controversial influence of Grigory Rasputin over Tsarina Alexandra Feodorovna, whom Nikolai had left in charge of the government when he took personal command of the armed forces in 1915, didn’t help. The Tsarina was already widely disliked by the Russian public. She was of German background after all and in times of patriotic fervour xenophobia is generally at play. Many regarded her as reason for Nikolai’s despotic actions. Her relationship with Rasputin ended up destroying almost all support for the monarchy inside Russia all together.

Read the reports of the Okrana, the Russian Intelligence Service, on Rasputin here

http://www.alexanderpalace.org/palace/rasputinreport.html
BBC site on murder of Rasputin

http://www.bbc.co.uk/pressoffice/pressreleases/stories/2004/09_september/19/rasputin.shtml
The February Revolution of 1917 

By February 1917—March by the new calendar—most of the workers in Petrograd—St. Petersburg had been renamed this less German name after the Great War began—and Moscow initiated strikes and riots to try to obtain increased food rations for themselves and their families. Mutiny was afoot even in the military as many soldiers who sympathized with the rioters and strikers simply refused to suppress the insurgents. Nikolai II, in his usual wrong strategy at the wrong time way, attempted to put down the workers rebellion by force. He also attempted to dissolve the Duma. The deputies of the Duma, however, refused to comply with his orders. The Petrograd insurgents now took over the capital and Nikolai was forced to abdicate (2 March old calendar/ 15 March new). The Duma established a provisional government composed mainly of moderates and was headed by Prince Gyorgy Lvov. Other major figures in the provisional government included Constitutional Party leader Pavel Nikolayevich Milyukov and moderate socialist Aleksandr Feodorovich Kerensky.

Although most Russians welcomed the end of autocracy that was about the only thing on which all of them could agree. The provisional government had little popular support and its authority was limited by the Petrograd Workers’ and Soldiers’ Soviet, which controlled troops, communications, and transport. The Soviet played an important role in furthering military breakdown by establishing soldiers’ committees throughout the army and making the officer corps elective. These soldiers’ committees were, by and large, resistant to continuing the war.

Despite its strength, the Soviet at first did not openly seize power. The Socialist Revolutionaries and Mensheviks who initially dominated the Soviet believed that at this stage of the revolution the bourgeois provisional government should rule. No communism before its time was their motto. The provisional government initiated a programme which called for a general amnesty, broad civil liberties, and a constituent assembly to be elected by universal suffrage. The government’s programme failed to address two important burning issues, however. What should be done about the war and what should be done about land redistribution. Should Russia continue to fight or make peace with the German’s, should it be redistributed or left as is were questions Russia’s new leaders asked themselves and others. The government decided to continue to prosecute the war and it decided that the question of land distribution would be dealt with by the future constituent assembly. Neither of these answers played well with various segments of the Russian public.

In March the Soviet demanded that Russia sue for peace. Pavel Nikolayevich Milyukov, the foreign minister, was forced to resign in May after demonstrations against his continuing support of the war toppled him. The cabinet of the provisional government was reorganized at that point and several socialists, including Kerensky, were added to the cabinet. Kerensky took over as minister of war, and Viktor Chernov, a Socialist Revolutionary, became minister of agriculture. The fundamental problem of war remained, however. Kerensky continued to prosecute the war.

The October Revolution of 1917 
In April 1917 Lenin and other revolutionaries returned to Russia after having been permitted by the German government to cross Germany. Lenin had been living in exile residing in Switzerland after being forced to leave Russia because of his political views. The Germans, of course, were counting on Lenin and the Bolsheviks to undermine the Russian war effort. Lenin’s return galvanized the small and heretofore cautious Bolshevik Party into action. The slogans “end the war,” “all land to the peasants,” and “all power to the Soviets” put forward Lenin’s political programme.
The failure of the all-out military offensive against the Germans and Austrians in July increased popular discontent with the provisional government as disorders and violence in capital Petrograd increased popular demands for the Soviet to seize power. The Bolsheviks assumed direction of this movement. Still the Soviet still held back from taking power. The government, in response, took strong measures against the Bolshevik press and its leaders. It outlawed both. Still the position of the provisional government remained precarious.

In July, as I mentioned earlier, Prince Lvov resigned from the provisional government because of his opposition to cautious attempts at land reform. He was replaced by Kerensky, who formed a coalition cabinet with a socialist majority. In the meantime, army discipline continued to deteriorate after the failure of the July offensive. Support for the provisional government was still low. The Soviet was also having its problems. Its failure to act resulted in its loss of support from impatient soldiers and workers. They now began to look to the Bolsheviks for change.

Although the Bolsheviks were a minority in the first all-Russian Congress of Soviets in June they gained ever greater influence in the Congress of Soviets in the following months This frightened more conservative and liberal Russians. Conservative and even some moderate elements who wished to limit the power of the Soviets, rallied around General Lavr Georgyevich Kornilov. In August—September by the new calendar—he attempted to take Petrograd by force. At Kerensky’s request the Bolsheviks and other socialists came to the defense of the provisional government and Kornilov’s “counterrevolution” was put down. This added further to Bolshevik prestige. By mid-September the Bolsheviks now constituted a majority in the Petrograd Soviet. Lenin began to urge the Soviet to seize power.

On the night of 24 October—6 November by the new calendar—the Bolsheviks took power. The coup, as some call it—it should always be remembered that it did have popular support—was engineered by the brilliant Bolshevik strategist Leon Trotsky. It was aided by the workers’ Red Guard and the sailors of Kronstadt. In one of those ironies of history the sailor of Kronstadt would turn against Lenin’s brand of revolution in the 1920s after Lenin turned against and began imprisoning Menshiviks, Socialist Revoltuionaries, and anarchists. Trotsky would brutally put down the “Kronstadt mutiny” with force. But back to our story: Soon Trotsky and his forces captured government buildings and the Winter Palace in Petrograd. A second all-Russian Congress of Soviets met soon afterward and approved the coup. The Mensheviks and Socialist Revolutionaries walked out in protest. For them, as I said, the revolution could only take place after capitalism came to Russia. Shortly afterwards a Council of People’s Commissars was established with Lenin as chairman, Trotsky as foreign commissar, Aleksey Ivanovich Rykov as interior commissar, and Josef Stalin as commissar of nationalities. The Council called for an immediate cessation of hostilities, gave private and church lands to village Soviets, and abolished private property. The Bolsheviks were now Russia’s new bosses.

Soon local groups of Bolshevik workers and soldiers took control of most of Russia’s other cities including Moscow. The remaining members of the provisional government were arrested. Kerensky would flee the country eventually ending up at an anti-Bolshevik think tank at Stanford University. Old marriage and divorce laws were discarded, churches were attacked, workers’ control was introduced into factories, banks were nationalized, and a supreme economic council was formed to run the economy. The long-promised constituent assembly met in January 1918, but given that its composition was predominantly non-Bolshevik Socialist it was soon disbanded by Bolshevik troops. The dreaded Cheka or political police force—a long tradition of secret terror police has existed in Russia since at least the time of Ivan the Terrible—directed by Felix Edmundovich Dzerzhinsky, was set up to liquidate “counterrevolutionary” opposition.

Negotiations with the Central Powers, which had begun late in 1917, resulted in the Russian acceptance in March of 1918 of the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk. This treaty forced Russia to cede lands to Germany. After the Bolshevik coup Finland, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Ukraine, Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan proclaimed their independence from the Russian Empire. Following Germany’s defeat by the Allies and the withdrawal of German troops, the Bolsheviks eventually regained some of the territory they had lost including the Ukraine, Georgia, Armenia, and Azerbaijan during the Russian civil war.

The Civil War of 1918–20 

The civil war between the Bolsheviks or Reds and the anti-Bolshevik Whites ravaged the Russia from 1918 until 1920. Though the Bolsheviks categorized all Whites as counterrevolutionaries the Whites were hardly a unitary movement. There were staunch anti-Communists, members of the old Constituent Assembly, monarchists, and those who favoured military dictatorship. 

There were several theatres of military action during the Russian Civil War. Armed opposition to the Reds began in the South of Russia. Here volunteers under Lavr Georgevich Kornilov and his successor Anton Ivanovich Denikin joined forces with the Don Cossacks to fight the Reds. The civil war between the Bolsheviks and the Whites in the South would ebb and flow. After the Germans evacuated the Ukraine after the armistice of 11 November 1918 the Bolsheviks seized it in early 1919. In August of 1919 Denikin’s troops took Kiev and held it until December of 1919 when the Bolsheviks recaptured it. It was finally captured by the Poles in May of 1920. Poland and the Bolsheviks had clashed when Bolshevik troops moved into Poland. Many argue this Bolshevik force was on its way to Germany to help initiate a German revolution. Denikin, in the meantime, had turned over his command to General P. N. Wrangel, who after the conclusion of the Russo-Polish armistice was driven by the Bolsheviks into the Crimea.

Another centre of anti-Bolshevik opposition was in the east. A White government was organized at Samara by a group of Socialist Revolutionaries who had been members of the Constituent Assembly. It received military support from the Czech Legion, which controlled the Trans-Siberian RR. This force merged in September of 1918 with a more conservative government set up at Omsk, in Siberia and a few weeks later fell under the dictatorship of Admiral Aleksandr Vasilyevich Kolchak. Although at first successful, Kolchak’s forces were eventually driven to the Russian Far East. By January of 1920, all Siberia except Vladivostok and some other Far Eastern territory were in Bolshevik hands.

The Russian civil war was complicated by Allied intervention in Northern and Eastern Russia. Bolshevik saw western intervention as an attempt to restore the old order—French Revolutionaries saw intervention from outside in the 18th century in the same way. In the North British, French, and American forces occupied Murmansk in March 1918 and later Arkhangelsk with the stated purpose of protecting Allied stores against possible seizure by the Germans—remember that Russia had been on the Allied side. Of course, this was not all there was to it. The Entente allies feared what the Russian Revolution might mean for Europe and the United States. British, French, and American forces evacuated the North in November 1919. Japanese forces would remain in the East until 1922. The “invasion”, of course, would impact Soviet-Western relations for decades.

The Bolshevik military victory over the Whites was due partly to the lack of cooperation among the various White commanders. It was also partly due to the effective reorganization of the Red forces after Trotsky became Commissar for War and Trotsky’s successful prosecution of the war against the Whites. As is the case with all wars, the Russian civil war cost human life on both sides and both sides committed atrocities. It also devastated Russia. By 1920 Russia was economically ruined and its cities and countryside were devastated. There was little to eat and few places to live.

The All too Brief Lull
Europe was dominated in the period between the end of the First World War and the beginning of the Second by hopes of a new world of equality on the left and a fear of those leftist hopes of equality by the right. Both of these hopes and fears, of course, were, a byproduct, the victory of the Bolsheviks in Russia and the establishment of a “communist” state in the old Russian Empire.

In the wake of the Bolshevik victory Russia the new government was isolated by virtually every country in Europe. They had, as I mentioned earlier, been invaded by the Entente allies and fought a vicious civil war. World War, revolution, civil war, emigration, and famine brought about, in large part, by the civil resulted in the loss of some ten million Russians. With the end of the civil war between Reds and Whites, Lenin and the Bolshevik elite set about building a communist state (a communist state as they saw it). They bureaucratized the Soviets and in the process undermined both their autonomy and their power.

The early post-war period was a heady time for leftists. The October Revolution had an immediate impact on the rest of Europe in general and in Germany and Hungary in particular. The German Revolution from 1918-1919 began in Kiel in October and November of 1918 when forty thousand sailors and marines took over that port in protest at an order issued by the German Naval Command that the German Navy engage the Royal Navy. Seeing that order as “suicidal” the Workers’ and Soldiers’ Councils seized most of Western Germany. As a result Kaiser Wilhelm abdicated on 9 November, officially ending monarchical rule in Germany. Support for the monarchy would, however, remained strong particularly among the middle- and upper-classes for years afterwards. As a result the German Social Democratic Party/Sozialdemokratische Partei Deutschlands (SPD) and other more radical parties like the Independent Social Democratic Party (USPD) were catapulted to power. Elections were held for workers’ councils across Germany. Some of these were quite moderate. Sociologist, Comparative Historian, and Moderate liberal Max Weber took part in the workers council in Heidelberg. 

The united front among the moderate and radical leftist parties didn’t stay together for long. By in late December 1918 the coalition began to disintegrate when the USPD left the coalition in protest over perceived SPD compromises with the capitalist status quo. Elections in January 1919 made the SPD the largest political party but they didn’t have a majority in the new German parliament. 

By January 1919 a second revolutionary wave dominated by the revolutionary communist Sparticist League swept across Germany.  In response to this “threat”, Social-Democratic leader Friedrich Ebert deployed the nationalist militia, the Freikorps, to suppress the uprising. Suppress the uprising they did and very savagely.  Spartacist leaders Karl Liebknecht and Rosa Luxemburg were killed on 15 January 1919. By May 1919 the nationalist Freikorps had routed the largely unprepared revolutionary Left.

In Munich the communist revolution won a temporary success and established the Bavarian Soviet. The German army and the omnipresent Freikorps were sent by the powers that be to besiege the city. When communists began to execute “class enemies” a bloody war broke out on the streets and the German army and Freikorps moved in. The Soviet was defeated. Afterwards the victors retaliated in typical fashion by executing many leftists. Munich’s right would long remain fearful of a revived leftist movement in their city.

One of the aims of the revolution was to destroy the old institutions which had supported a fanatic expansionistic nationalism. This reflected a reaction among many Germans to the German warfare state. This was unsuccessful. Many including teachers, big industrials, the civil service, and judges continued to be moved by nationalist impulses. And many of these continued to persecute the left and apply double standards in their interactions with left and right. Many judges, for instance, gave lengthy sentences to left-wing radicals while giving comparatively milder punishments to right-wingers. Adolf Hitler received a one-year jail sentence after he lead a failed coup d'état in Munich). 

Civil war in Germany’s cites would continue well into the 1920s until the weak Weimar Republic brought “stability” to the German nation. Weimar Germany saw the decline of the old political and economic powers that be in Germany. The German left felt that it had the opportunity to bring about real political and economic change, even in the wake of the failed revolution. Since the old powers still held enormous political and economic power, however—they owned the land, the banks, the industrial plants—reforms, particularly those during periods of economic contraction, were invariably met with conservative intransigence and power. Conservatives were able to block most leftist reforms in the Reichstag or Parliament or through force. 

The power of the right to block leftist reforms in Weimar was not the only problem in the new republic. Weimar’s constitution reflected and exacerbated the mess that was Weimar. It mandated an extreme form of proportional representation so that even the tiniest groups who received votes had to be represented in Weimar’s parliament, the Reichstag. It also mandated a strong presidency with a president who had law making powers. 

The mid 1920s saw Weimar grow ever more conservative. In 1925 the former German war hero and Field Marshall and very conservative Paul von Hindenburg was elected president. With the economic downturn after a relatively prosperous period in the early 1920s more radical nationalist and racist groups such as Adolf Hitler fascist Nazis would grow more popular and their appeal more broad. These groups made the Jews and the Bolsheviks scapegoats for all the social and economic problems of the Weimar Republic. 

Hungary was also experiencing tensions between right and left. In Hungary the Emperor Charles I (King of Hungary as Charles IV) appointed Count Michael Károlyi premier of the country in October of 1918. Károlyi formed a government that was politically broad. His cabinet included socialists as well as more radical leftists. In November the emperor abdicated and the Dual Monarchy collapsed. Along with this came the collapse of social and economic life in the nation as well as a loss of territory to Romania. After less than six months in power Károlyi was dismissed by a coalition of Socialist Democrats and Communists. 

In March 1919 the communists took power and in April their leader Béla Kun proclaimed Hungary a Soviet Republic. Noted Marxist philosopher and cultural critic György (Georg) Lukács, a student of Weber, became Commissar for Culture. Almost immediately Kun attempted to foster communist revolution in regions that had previously belonged to the Kingdom of Hungary. Kun’s army won a military victory over the Czechoslovak army on June 8. On 16 June Kun declared a Slovak Soviet Republic.

The situation of the new communist government began to deteriorate when, after a failed coup by the National Social-Democrats on 24 June, the new Communist government of Antal Dovcsák resorted to large-scale reprisals. Revolutionary tribunals resulted in the executions of 590 individuals who were suspected of having been involved in the attempted coup (the so-called “Red Terror”). These actions eroded domestic support for the communist government throughout the nation.

In the meantime, Soviet Hungary was also facing problems on its war front. Hungary had gone to war with Romania in early 1919 when Transylvania proclaimed its union with Romania. Hungary’s army had been halted in the North while Soviet Slovakia fell to counter-revolutionary forces at the end of June. Romania also began to attack Hungary from the South-East with the consent of the Entente and advanced across Hungary all the way to the gates of the capital Budapest. In a pitched battle between the Romanians and the Red Guards the communist government was defeated. Kun and other prominent communists fled to Austria on August 1. In Budapest the Workers' Soviet elected a new government headed by Gyula Peidl. It lasted only a few days before the Romanian forces entered Budapest on 6 August putting an end to the Hungarian Soviet Republic.

In the power vacuum created by the fall of the Hungarian Soviet Republic and the Romanian occupation the Conservative forces of István Bethlen and Miklós Horthy gradually took control of Western Hungary which was outside the Romanian occupation zone. Semi regular detachments formally commanded by Horthy, but mostly independent in practice, initiated a campaign of violence against Communists, leftists and the Jews. It became known as the “White Terror”. Many supporters of the Hungarian Soviet Republic were executed without trial. Still others were imprisoned. Most of these were later released to the Soviet Union during a prisoner exchange between Hungary and the Russian Soviet government in 1921.

Europe’s Communists did not take all of this lying down. Communists began to coordinate their actions. The Comintern or Communist International was founded by the Bolsheviks in 1919 to direct communist parties everywhere toward the final global victory of communism. Their were tensions within the socialist movement. Those who regarded themselves as true revolutionaries viewed Social Democratic reformism, socialists willing to work for reform within the “democratic” system, as diverting from the real revolution and came to regard social democrats as social fascists. The Comintern at first regarded fascism in a similar light seeing both it and social democracy as both products of a capitalism in its last gasps. For them the Great Depression (more on this soon) was yet another sign that the end of capitalism was near.

It was in this context that a number of right wing groups came to power in post-War Europe. Dictatorships emerged in Spain, Portugal, and Italy in the 1920s. In the troubled postwar period Benito Mussolini organized his followers, mostly war veterans, into the Fasci di combattimento, which advocated aggressive nationalism and violently opposed the Communists and Socialists. Amid strikes, social unrest, and parliamentary breakdown, Mussolini preached forcible restoration of order. He used his blackshirted militias to bring about this order.

 In 1921 Mussolini was elected to parliament. Shortly thereafter the National Fascist party was officially organized. In October of 1922, with the backing of nationalists and propertied interests, Mussolini’s fascists began their march on Rome. King Victor Emmanuel III permitted them to enter the city and called on Mussolini, who had remained in Milan, to form a cabinet.

As the new premier, he gradually transformed the government into a dictatorship. Opposition was put down through the use of the secret police, the army, and the Fascist party militia (the Blackshirts). The press was brought under the control of the Party. The Fascists sometimes used violence to achieve their ends. In 1924 the Socialist deputy Matteotti was murdered. Left wing unions were suppressed and replaced by a fascist cooperative union. In the The Palazzo Vidoni Pact of 1925 the fascist industrial organization (the Contindustria) and the fascist unions Confederazione del Sicada cati Nazionale) recognized each other. This would benefit of the industrialists as wages fell between 20% and 40% of pre-1922 levels under Mussolini. High tariffs were instituted to protect heavy Italian industries like shipping, armaments, chemicals, and electricity. Capital was concentrated and the Istituto per la Ricostruzione Industriale was created as a massive holding company for capital investment in heavy industry. Parliamentary government ended in 1928. Mussolini was now Duce, the leader, and the state economy was reorganized along the lines of the Fascist corporative state. Even the Catholic Church fell in line with Mussolini when the Lateran Treaty of 1929 ended conflict between church and state.

The Lateran Treaty or Pacts of 1929

http://www.hol.com/~mikesch/treaty.htm
Imperial and imperialistic ambitions were a central part of Mussolini’s fascism. Mussolini wanted to restore Italy to her ancient Roman greatness. This imperial vision found expression in slogans and speeches, rituals and symbols, and in the erection of monuments and monumental buildings. To bring about his new Rome “il Duce” emphasised the need for Italian’s to give birth to ever more Italians (the need for population growth to preserve the national heritage was a theme all across Europe and even the US at the time regardless of political persuasion) and he incited extreme nationalist groups to help him restore Italy to national and international glory.
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Modernity and the Cinema
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Walther Ruttman, 1927

Man with a Movie Camera/Человек с киноаппаратом

http://www.archive.org/details/ChelovekskinoapparatomManWithAMovieCamera
Dziga Vertov/Mikhail Kaufman, Yelisabeta Svilova, 1929

Music, Weimar, and the Left
Bertolt Brecht sings “Mack the Knife” from The Bertolt Brecht’s and Kurt Weill’s Threepenny Opera, 1928
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_QXJ3OXWaOY
Lotte Lenya sings “Mack the Knife” from Bertolt Brecht’s and Kurt Weill’s Threepenny Opera, 1928
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aPG9GcykPIY
The Rise and Fall of the City of Mahoganny, Bertolt Brecht and Kurt Weill, 1930

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QzY36qWXEIk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=J8y9YyAqNnA
Lotte Lenya sings “The Alabama Song” from The Rise and Fall of the City of Mahoganny, 1930

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3fQQ7nesHfI
Britain

Piccadilly, excerpts
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PXb5dWstKPM
1929, fiction film

Scenes from Torquay

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lEK2qeuoNVg
1929

Chapter Fifteen
The Twentieth Century:
The Great Depression

Depression

The depression that began in 1929 would last a full decade. For a televisual representation of the Great Depression and beyond in the US see the television programme The Waltons. While it was not as severe as the famine in the Soviet Union in the early 1920s or the famine in Bengali in the 1943—both would kill millions while the total reported number of deaths from the Great Depression in the US was 110.  Unofficially hundreds and perhaps thousands died in the US from starvation. 

The impact of the Great Depression was mammoth. It would affect every industrialized nation in the world except the Soviet Union—the Soviet economy was in the throes of economic and added 20 million jobs were added in the USSR in the 1930s—and every nation dependent in some way, shape, or form economically on these industrial nations including parts of Africa, Asia, and South America who were dependent on exporting their goods to the industrialized nations of the north. Japan, so dependent upon world trade, suffered immensely as a result of world economic decline. Even countries without bank failures were impacted by the Depression. Canada had no bank failures but the country was hit hard by the Depression despite this.

The Great Depression saw economic collapse. During the Great Depression the United States almost overnight went from one of the wealthiest nations in the world to one of its most destitute. The gross national product of the United States declined from $103.8 million in 1929 to $55.8 in 1933. 

The Great Depression was not only economic. It also had demographic aspects. In the US the population grew by only 7.5% as Americans used a variety of means to cut back on child births. Birth rates declined as a result of the increased availability of birth control devices. Even the Sears and Roebuck catalogue would sell condoms through the mails. Marriage rates dropped at first but recovered by 1935. Even the US population declined as a result of natural decline, immigration restrictions, and a rise in the death rate. Some even engaged in reverse immigration as a number of those who had immigrated to the United States returned to their mother countries.

Historians and economists have argued extensively over the reasons for the Great Depression. For Friedrich von Hayek the Great Depression was the result of the expansion of the money supply in the 1920’s that lead to an unsustainable credit driven boom. For Milton Friedman the Great Depression was caused by monetary contraction that resulted from the Federal Reserve decision to raise rather than lower interest rates. A Fed official would later plead guilty to this in a conversation with Freidman. For Ben Bernanke the constraints policy makers were under at the time of the Depression, namely devotion to the gold standard, magnified the initial economic shock and was a significant obstacle to any actions to try to ameliorate the growing Depression. For him, the initial destabilizing shock may have originated with the Crash of 1929 in the US but it was the gold standard system that transmitted the problem to the rest of the world. For Anna Schwartz it was the unsoundness of its banking system that gave rise to the Great Depression. For John Maynard Keynes the Great Depression resulted from a decline in consumer demand. For Marriner Eccles the Great Depression was the result of inequalities in the distribution of wealth and a decline in consumption among the less wealthy as a result. 

It is true that there was great inequality in the United States. Many Americans, as I mentioned earlier, especially farmers and workers in the steel and coal industry did not share in the booms of the 1920s limiting their ability to spend on consumer goods. Then there was the fact that income in the United States was unequally distributed. By 1929 the wealthiest 5% of Americans received one-third of US income while most of the population made between $1500 to $2500 dollars per year, an income considered at the time to be the minimum for a decent life. Republican tax policies further exacerbated this inequality of wealth by adding money to the coffers of the already wealthy. What this meant in terms of consumption was that many if not most Americans had severe limits on what they could spend for non-necessary goods and since the American economy was grounded in consumption, well you get the picture.

It is also true that the American banking system was unsound. In 1921 there were around 30,000 banks in the US, many with limited assets, one-third of whom were not members of the Federal Reserve System and who were thus vulnerable to runs on banks. During the 1920s about 5000 banks had failed in the United States. Bank failures rose into the thousands in the early 1930s. 

It is true that there was a problem with the increasing number of investment trusts and holding companies. Graft was common in some of these. In some instances the directors of investments trust and holding companies siphoned off company monies for their own use. 

It is true that the Federal Reserve Banks low interest, cheap money policy encouraged questionable speculation in general and in the stock market in particular. 

And it is true that there were collapses in the real estate market. There was the bust of the Florida land boom in 1926, for instance, which the Marx Brothers satirized in their play and film Coconuts (the play ran from 1925 to 1926, the film was produced in 1929).

And then there were the issues surrounding global trade. In the wake of the Great War Germany was dependent upon the US for financial credits. France and Britain were heavily in debt to the US, in part, also as a result of the Great War. As the years passed Europeans were having increasing difficulty repaying their debts to the United States. Moreover, Europe was facing difficulties selling goods to the Americans because of the high tariffs the US had set on European goods. Tariffs, somewhat ironically, were instituted at the same time that corporate and political elites were preaching the gospel of free enterprise to the American public. European nations were under greater and greater economic strain and the imbalance of payments from trade with the US and the high tariffs they had to pay as a result meant that the only way Europe could pay back its trade and war loans to the US was by obtaining more US loans. Inevitably all of this meant that the US and Europe were afloat in the same leaky boat.

For a time none of this seemed to matter. Through most of the 1920s America’s stock market continued to rise. In 1929 the New York Stock Exchange and the Dow were riding high and investors, some of whom had never “played” the market before, were making money hand over fist, as they say. There were dark clouds on the horizon, however. Many investors came to see playing the market as a way to get rich quick. Some tried to get rich quick by paying only a fraction of the purchase price of the stocks digging themselves further and further into debt. 

On the international trade front, as problems in Europe increased European purchases declined and impacted both the European economies and, given the economic interrelationships between Europe and the US, the American economy. Not only was purchasing power declining but so were the opportunities for foreign investment for American companies. Both of these negatively impacted the profitability of American businesses. Tens of thousands of businesses failed. Imports and exports fell.

In the fall of 1929 some large speculators perhaps seeing the writing on the wall began to liquidate their holdings. By mid-September the prices of stocks began to plummet. By October the bottom fell out of the stock market. Stock market gains of the previous months vanished in a few hours. In October alone there was a 40% loss in the paper value of common stocks on both the New York Stock Exchange and the Dow. Hundreds of banks failed. Investors lost their savings. Farm prices and farm income fell—the latter from $22 billion in 1919 to $8 billion in 1929 and $3 billion in 1933. 6 million rural Americans were forced off their land because of debts. US industrial production declined. Between 1929 and 1933 industrial production in the United States fell by half. Unemployment skyrocketed. There were two million unemployed in 1928, four million in April 1930, 7 million in October 1931, 12 to 15 million in 1932. 10 million would still be unemployed as late as 1938. National income fell from $82 billion to $40 billion between 1929 and 1933. Construction of new homes and new buildings almost totally stopped. Crime rates increased and men like John Dillinger, “Pretty Boy” Floyd, “Baby Face” Nelson, and Clyde Barrow and women like Bonnie Parker became household names.

Amidst the collapse there was still some bright spots. Sports continued to flourish. People continued to visit America’s national parks. Visitors to the national parks rose from 6 million in 1934 to 16 in 1938. Americans continued to listen to the radio. By 1940 86% of American had radios. In the early years of the Depression film attendance declined from around 65% in 1930 to 40% in 1932-34, but by 1938 had gone back up to 46%. It would continue to rise again in the 1940s. Writers continued to write. Faulkner and Hemingway would become popular during the period. Left literature condemning capitalism like John Dos Passos’s USA and Michael Gold’s Jews without Money would flourish and impact American intellectual life during the Depression. 

The US responded to the collapse by calling in its debts from abroad. Europe, as I said, was deeply in debt to the US as a result of WWI. And since the US could no longer issue credits to Europe and particularly to Germany, a bad situation was made even worse. 

Germany

The German and Austrian banking system collapsed. German industry collapsed. Unemployment rose to 25%. By 1933 there were 33 million unemployed in the world’s industrial nations. World industrial production fell by 30%. World trade fell by 60%. Governments, even the socialist government in Germany, responded with spending cuts. These cuts, in turn, increased the severity of an already severe depression. One area, by the way, where cuts did not occur was in military spending.

Things continued to get worse. By late summer the German government fell. In Germany in the early 1930s industrial production fell by 50% while unemployment rose to 35%. As John Maynard Keynes had prophesied in his The Economic Consequences of the Peace, the reparations forced on Germany under the Versailles treaty made it particularly vulnerable to economic decline. The socialist government refused to cut unemployment benefits. New elections were called in the midst of economic disaster and a nationalist fervour which blamed the western powers and bankers—a code word for the most part for Jews—for everything bad that was happening in Germany. The socialists won but they did not win a parliamentary majority. Adolf Hitler’s Nationalsozialistische Deutsche Arbeiterpartei, National Socialist German Workers Party (NSDAP) showed impressive gains winning 107 seats in the Reichstag. As the socialist government grew more and more unpopular Hitler’s nationalists grew more and more powerful. In the election of 1932 the NSDAP gained 230 seats. Hitler proceeded to browbeat and threaten Paul von Hindenburg, the conservative president of Germany and ex-German general, and his son into making him chancellor, the head of the German government. Within less than a year Hitler would become a dictator and he would set the country on a path that would result in the Holocaust and in mass genocide just a few years later. 

France

In France the depression was less severe than elsewhere but still severe. Industrial production declined, deflation hit, unemployment rose, wages were cut, and as a result, working class militancy grew. In April of 1936 popular front leftists (leftists of various stripes and colours working together) won the general elections. The communists refused to participate in the government. Almost immediately there were problems for the new government and its socialist prime minister the Jewish born Leon Blum. Workers began strikes and sit-ins. There were more strikes and sit-ins in one month than in the entire previous 15 years. Blum resolved the strikes and sit-ins by raising pay by 15%. But he also alienated French business interests struck. Capital was in flight out of the country. Pressure was being applied to Blum to balance the budget. The right would even hamstring Blum’s ability to act to aid republican, democratic, and leftists brothers and sisters in Spain because of French business investments in that nation. Blum placed a hold on his reforms. This, in turn, led to a national strike. When force was used to put down a leftist demonstration in May of 1937 the left turned against the government. More capital fled the country. By 1938 as fears of war were rising 30% of the French budget was consumed by defence spending.

Great Britain

Between 1869 and 1929 Great Britain experienced massive changes. Yes Great Britain continued to industrialise, yes Great Britain’s Middle Class contined to grow, and yes Great Britain continued to be the world’s “greatest” imperial power on which the sun, as the saying goes, never set, but 1869 changed everything. It was in 1869 that the Bill or Rights was passed creating a constitutional monarchy and a sovereign Parliament. By 1911 the modern British Parliamentary system would be in place as in that year prime ministers were made responsible for guiding legislation through Britain’s two legislative bodies, the House of Commons and the House of Lords (membership in each should be clear from the names of these two legislative bodies). Modern British party politics was taking shape as well. Between 1911 and 1929 there were three Conservative governments, 1 Liberal government, and 3 coalition governments, two involving the Labour Party. 

The British Bill of Rights

http://www.constitution.org/eng/eng_bor.htm
Changes had been taking place in Great Britain even before this watershed year. The franchise had been expanded in 1832 and 1867 and would be expanded even further in 1884 and 1918.

After the Great War Great Britain experienced an economic downturn. The reasons for this began in the early 1900s. By 1914 it was clear that Great Britain was losing its dominance in overseas markets thanks, in part, to the increasing industrial and manufacturing power of the United States and Germany. The US and German coal industry, for instance, were becoming ever more prominent players in the global coal market. Even parts of its own Empire were getting in on the act. As Great Britain’s textile industry was declining it was expanding in places like British India and other parts of the East. Nationalism played a role in Britain’s economic decline as tariffs and customs barriers put in place in industrial nations which put roadblocks in the way of British goods entering their markets. By World War Two Britain faced a full-scale depression.

Britain responded to economic downturn and decline by putting unemployment insurance in place and expanding old age pensions, medical aid, and government subsidized housing in 1911 to try to limit any decline in the British standard of living. Thanks to these conditions politics was changing in the United Kingdom. In 1922 the Labour Party, which began as a loose association of labour union men and women and socialists, surpassed the Liberal Party to become the second largest poltical party in Great Britain. Labour tightened its organizational structure and in 1924 and 1929 were part of coalition governments with one of their own, Ramsey McDonald, as prime minister.

3 May 1926 saw a coal strike hit Great Britain. The strike soon spread to other unions. Within days the Trade Union Council (TUC), Britain’s federation of trade unions, called for Britain’s railway, transport, printer, dock, and iron and steel workers to strike in sympathy. Later engineers and shipbuilders would join the strike. Estimates range of how many went on strike from 1 to 3 million of Britain’s 6 million working men and women. Regardless of the numbers key British industries were grinding to a halt. Critics condemned all of this as the beginning of a revolution in the United Kingdom. Opponents of the strike sometimes violently attacked strikers. The government led by Liberal David Lloyd George with Conservative support, called out the Army and Navy and asked for volunteers to help keep essential services afloat. On 8 May the Army helped break picket lines in London. On 11 May two unions critical of the strike won a court ruling that they could not be forced by the TUC to go on strike. By 13 May the strike was over though any miners would carry on through 1927. In 1927 the government passed the Trade Disputes Act which made general and sympathy strikes illegal.

The Great Depression of 1929 exacerbated an already bad economic situation in Great Britain. Umemployment rose from 1 million to 3 million out of a total population of some 40 million. Labour Prime Minister Ramsey McDonald responded by cutting spending and cutting unemployment insurance. The Labour Party, outraged, read McDonald out of the Party and McDonald was forced to form an national government with Conservatives taking the leading role. Stanley Baldwin and Neville Chamberlain, both Conservatives would lead coalition governments after McDonald. All three would balance the budget, promote nationalist economic policies, and reorganize and rationalize industrial production. Chamberlain, as we will see, would play a major role foreign policy in the years leading up to the Second World War. It would, by the way, be the Second World War that would finally bring Great Britain out of the depression it had been mired in since 1918.

While Italy had imperial ambitions Great Britain was still the epitome of Empire in the early 20th century. It stretched from Canada in North America to Ireland in the Atlantic to Palestine and Egypt in the Middle East to India in the Southeast Asia to Hong Kong, Australia, and New Zealand in the Pacific. 

But Great Britain’s Empire was starting to fray. Increasing Jewish migration to Palestine was raising the temperature in a region dominiated by Muslims. Ireland’s temperature was rising as well. Parliament had voted to give Ireland home rule in 1914 but this had been deffered because of World War One. Some Irish couldn’t wait. 1916 saw the Irish rebellion led by Sinn Fein and funded, in part, by Germany. Britain put it down harshly. It wasn’t until 1922 that Parliament gave Ireland dominion status when it recognized the Irish Free State. Protestant dominated areas in the North refused to join the Irish Free State and Ulster, as it came to be known, remained part of the United Kingdom. In 1937 Ireland now remaned Eire declared itself sovereign. In 1949 Ireland, now renamed the Republic of Ireland, broke with the Commonwealth, an organization of former British colonies. Nationalists, wanting the reunification of the North with the Republic, began a campaign of bombings and assassinations in the North to bring this about. It still hasn’t taken place. In 1931 Parliament gave the Dominions of Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and the Union of South Africa the right to independence in policy making. The British Parliament could now no longer pass a law applying to the Dominions without their permission. They had, in practise, been doing this for years.

The United States

In the United States the Great Depression would destroy Hoover’s reputation. Despite a common sentiment at the time that Hoover didn’t care about those suffering and in misery as a result of the Great Depression, Hoover did care about them, and he cared about them quite a bit. He had, after all, engaged in humanitarian efforts to help the hungry and destitute of Europe during and after WWI early in his public career. 

At first, like a good states righter, Hoover left it up to local and state governments and private charities to try to deal with the problems of poverty and unemployment of the Great Depression. This proved inadequate, however. Private charities and local communities were unable to deal with the scale of the misery. Very quickly churches, cities, and states had almost totally run out of funds to deal with the crisis.
Hoover did do a few things on the federal level to try to alleviate the Depression. Given his continuing belief that all federal charity would do would unbalance the budget causing further depression and misery in the process, the Hoover administration slashed federal welfare payments to the poor in the winter of 1931 and 1932 pushing many needy families off the welfare rolls. Through it all Hoover continued to maintain that the Great Depression was more psychological than economic and tried to uplift America and Americans through optimistic speeches and messages.

At first it looked like Hoover’s policies were having some success. By 1931 US production was beginning to inch up and its unemployment rate was beginning to inch downwards. At that point the Austrian Kreditanstalt bank collapsed causing further economic crises across the globe. Hoover saw this collapse as a purely foreign matter.

By 1931 and 1932 Hoover had finally begun to realize that further more drastic action was necessary to deal with the Great Depression. And contrary to common sentiment Hoover did involve the federal government in attempts to ameliorate the misery caused by the Depression. He signed the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act which increased tariffs on foreign goods to their highest levels ever in order to strengthen American industries. He created the Stabilization Corporation to buy and sell surplus wheat and cotton. He got American businessmen to agree to maintain both wage and production levels. When all of these proved ineffective in stemming the tide of economic decline he cut taxes, liberalised credit, artificially propped farm prices, instituted large public works programmes including government spending on roads and public buildings, instituted the Reconstruction Finance Corporation to loan monies to private corporations including the railroads, insurance companies, and banks, agricultural associations, and eventually, cities, states—$300 million dollars in total—to try to keep them afloat. He signed the Glass-Steagall Act which took the US off the gold standard instead a managed currency and instituted new rules for banks. He signed the Federal Home Loan Act which established a system of loans to building societies. On the global level Hoover succeeded in achieving a one year moratorium on Germany’s war reparations repayments. By 1932 the US would cancel almost all the reparations foreign nations owed it but not the debts. Though some critics demanded that Hoover inflate the currency and establish a federal unemployment relief programme he opposed both. He also did not institute a federal welfare programme. Many Americans simply could not understand how Hoover could provide federal monies to the banks but not to needy Americans. Despite his use of the government to intervene in the economy and the misery caused by the Great Depression, Hoover continued to believe that voluntary cooperation between industry and local communities and local charity operations were the best cure for the Depression.

Because of class inequality in the US the depression did not hit poor people, middle class people, or wealthy people alike. Many of the middle class lost their jobs, their savings, and their sense of security. The income of doctors, lawyers, and architects shrank as did their clients. Many college students could no longer afford to go to school and for those who did graduate employment opportunities were obviously limited. Colleges and universities in general suffered from a lack of money and a lack of students during the Great Depression. Millions of unemployed Americans took to the roads and in particular the rails in a new kind of nomadism. One scholar estimates that around 5 million Americans men and women, boys and girls, became “vagrants” and “hobos” during relied on soap kitchens for food and on government programmes for jobs during the Great Depression. Many Americans turned to selling apples in the streets of American cities, to scavenging in order to make money, and to charity bread lines in order to feed themselves during the Depression. 

Soon many families were making as little as $2 to $3 dollars a week. A 1932 survey found that 20% of America’s children were suffering from malnutrition. As late as 1935 the president of the American Medical Association (AMA) reported that 20 million Americans were still malnourished. Cardboard shack communities called “Hoovervilles”—named derisively after the president who many Americans came to see as inactive and uncaring amidst all the misery—arose on the outskirts of many American cities to house the homeless. 

In some areas of the country it seemed like nature was adding to human woe. The Depression and the drought and Dust Bowl that resulted in Oklahoma and parts of Kansas, Texas, and Arkansas from the latter, forced many farmers off the land and on to the roads. “Okies” left the Dust Bowl for greener pastures only to face discrimination, prejudice, and exploitation in places like California which tried to keep them out. John Steinbeck’s Grapes of Wrath and John Ford’s film of the same name vividly portrays their plight. The drought, by the way, like the Depression itself, was largely a man made crisis.

For Blacks the Great Depression was catastrophic for a group that faced racism and exploitation almost everyday and everywhere including in government aid programmes. 

By 1930 about one-third of African American families were on New Deal relief. Some New Deal programmes—which we will talk about soon—like the Civilian Conservation Corps had segregated programmes. Others like the Tennessee Valley Authority programme excluded them entirely. During the Depression Blacks would continue to be attacked and lynched. FDR did very little about either. He did appoint Black leaders to New Deal administrative posts—Mary McLeod Bethune, William Hastie, and Robert Weaver—and he formed an informal Black cabinet to advise him on African American issues. The president’s wife Eleanor Roosevelt, however, spoke out very forcefully in favour of civil and human rights. 

First Peoples given their poverty were even more vulnerable to the ravages of the Depression than were African Americans. Tuberculosis often destroyed their health. Grasshoppers and drought often destroyed their crops. Hoover turned the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) over to his fellow Quakers in the hope that they could do something about the situation on Indian Reservations. He appropriated money for Indian relief, for Indian schools, for Indian hospitals. FDR appointed John Collier as superintendent of the BIA and his ideas served as the basis for the Wheeler-Howard Act of 1934 which restored communal ownership to First Peoples reservations, provided loans for First Peoples ventures, and expanded educational opportunities on Indian reservations. The so called Indian New Deal brought millions of acres of First Peoples lands under cultivation and led to a decline in the death rate and a rise in the population of First Peoples for the fist time in centuries. It didn’t end the Depression on reservations, however. Nor did it solve the continuing and severe alcohol problem that characterised Indian communities. It exacerbated both.

The least impacted by the Depression were the rich and wealthy. For them life went on much as it had before. They were able to largely and legally avoid taxes on their wealth. One government committee in 1933 found that “captain of industry” JP Morgan and others like him had not paid taxes for two years. The wealth of some millionaires was negatively impacted by the Depression. Others, however, managed to increase their wealth during the period and used it to buy the newest thing in conspicuous consumption, the Cadillac. 

Not every millionaire hoarded his or her wealth. The Mellon’s, Kellogg’s, and Sloan’s established philanthropic foundations in their name to help the poor. One oil millionaire Edward Harkness contributed millions to educational institutions, art institutions—the Metropolitan Museum of Art in Harkness’s case—and to medical research. John D. Rockefeller contributed millions for the reconstruction of Colonial Williamsburg and for national parks in Wyoming—Grant Teton National Park—and Maine—Arcadia National Park. Andrew Mellon donated his prized art collection to the National Gallery of Art in Washington, DC.

Despite the misery caused by the Great Depression and Hoover’s lack of success in doing anything to ameliorate it there were few violent protests in the country. One of the few that did occur took place when American World War I vets demanding immediate cash payments for insurance provided them by the federal government during WWI set up a Hooverville in Washington, DC. The violence that resulted was largely of government making. Hoover sent in the troops under the command of Douglas MacArthur who used tear gas and tanks to drive the vets out. MacArthur pursued them all the way to the Anacostia River burning their shantytowns as he went rather like a modern day Sherman.

With Hoover’s reputation at all all-time low he was challenged for the presidency in 1932 by former New York state senator, former assistant of the navy, former Democratic vice-presidential candidate, and present governor of New York State, Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR). Roosevelt was the son of a wealthy NY family and distant relative of former president Theodore Roosevelt and had been educated at elite Groton and Harvard. As a moderate two-term governor FDR championed social welfare, welfare relief, social security, public works programmes, regional planning programmes, and labour reform programmes in the Empire State. Accepting the Democratic nomination for president FDR promised “a new deal for the American people”, criticized Hoover for overspending, and promised to balance the budget. FDR became president in a landslide taking 57% of the popular vote to Hoover’s 40% and Norman Thomas’s—the socialist party candidate—2. FDR took 479 of the electoral votes to Hoover’s 59.

FDR and the New Deal

Historians typically distinguish between the First, Second, and Third New Deals or first, second, and third phases of the New Deal. Over the years historians, journalists, and polemicists have accused the New Deal of experimenting in socialism, of being an extension of American progressivism and American reform, of being a middle way between chaos and tyranny and laissez-faire and collectivism (Arthur Schlesinger), and of being an extension of corporate capitalism. The New Deal, in other words, has meant different things to different often ideologically and politically driven people. What the New Deal really did, however, was to save capitalism.

The First New Deal

In the period between the election of FDR and his inauguration in March the American economy continued to nosedive. Banks failed. In 1933 alone there were around 4000 bank failures. States declared bankruptcy. Hunger and malnutrition continued. In 1932 one survey reported that 20% of New York City’s children continued to suffer from malnutrition. 

On his first day in office FDR declared a temporary bank holiday closing all of America’s banks in the hope of trying to stem bank panics and bank runs. For a sense of what this was like take a look at the bank panic scene from Frank Capra’s wonderful It’s a Wonderful Life in which the citizens of Bedford Falls try to obtain their monies from Bedford Falls’s bank and Savings and Loan. Next he called a special session of Congress.  Within ten hours of his inauguration Congress had passed the Emergency Ban which placed all banks under federal control and reopened only those banks which were financially solvent. He then went on radio and in a “fireside chat” told the American public that their savings were safe. By 1934 bank failures had dropped to 57.

In the following “100 days” FDR urged Congress to make proposals and draft bills to deal with problems associated with the Great Depression. Congress—which still had a number of old Progressives in it and which, as a result of the Roosevelt landslide had increased their numbers—responded by passing 15 bills including bills for unemployment relief, industrial relief, agricultural relief, labour reform, transport reform, and currency reform. 

At first FDR continued what Hoover had begun. He continued to loan money to businesses and he continued the programme of refinancing home and farm mortgages through the Reconstruction Finance Corporation (RFC). He signed the Economy Act which lowered government spending—many thought this was the cause of economic decline. He signed the Trade Agreements Act which gave him the power to negotiate low tariff agreements in order to revive foreign trade. 

FDR also began to break new political ground. He created the Federal Emergency Relief Act (http://tucnak.fsv.cuni.cz/~calda/Documents/1930s/EmergRelief_1933.html) which appropriated $500 million dollars for direct unemployment relief in the form of grants to states. He instituted work relief projects to give the unemployed jobs—they were given jobs repairing roads, repairing schools, building parks, and constructing playgrounds. He created the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC, http://newdeal.feri.org/library/ browse_topics.cfm?catID=17) to put young men to work on conservation projects. He created the Public Works Administration (PWA) putting men to work building schools, courthouses, dams, bridges, public buildings, and even aircraft carriers. He created the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) putting the unemployed to work building dams, building hydroelectric plants, building recreational areas, building schools, producing cheap fertiliser, and planning for floods along the Tennessee River in Tennessee and parts of Alabama, Mississippi, Kentucky, Georgia, North Carolina, and Virginia (for a cinematic representation of the project see Elia Kazan’s Wild River). He signed the National Housing Act of 1934 which provided insurance loans to Americans in order to promote the repair and modernisation of homes, farms, and small business plants.

On the TVA see http://newdeal.feri.org/tva/
As for currency in 1933 and 1934 FDR took the US off the gold and silver standards. The Department of the Treasury began to buy up gold at high prices. This lowered the exchange rate between the dollar and other international currencies and made US products more competitive abroad. 

With regard to agriculture FDR signed the Agricultural Adjustment Act (AAA, http://www.access.gpo.gov/uscode/title7/chapter35_.html) in 1933 which attempted to raise farm prices by limiting production—cotton fields were ploughed under, six million pigs were slaughtered, part of the tobacco harvest was destroyed—and reducing acreage under production. Farmers were to be compensated for the latter via funds raised through levies on the producers of certain far products. By 1935 farm prices had risen less perhaps because of the programme than as a result of drought and dust storms in the Plains. By the way, as is so often the case with government programmes large farmers benefitted from the AAA but not the poor. The lot of share croppers and tenant croppers actually declined.

As for industry FDR signed the National Industrial Recovery Act (NIRA, http://www.historicaldocuments.com/NationalIndustrialRecoveryAct.htm, http://newdeal.feri.org/texts/browse.cfm?MainCatID=79) in 1933. This was a joint government-industry project whose goal was to stabilize industrial prices, restrict competition, expand industrial purchasing power, relieve unemployment, and improve working conditions for labourers. Manufacturers were urged to draw up codes of fair competition which were also to include production controls and minimum wage and maximum working hour provisions. While businesses did draw these up—they were by and large of the one size fits all variety—they used them primarily to strengthen monopolistic practices. In the end, these codes were difficult to enforce, they didn’t stimulate either job creation or stop prices from rising faster than wages, and business interests as usual disliked what they saw as the acts pro-labour provisions. The Supreme Court would rule NIRA unconstitutional in 1935. Finally, FDR suspended anti-trust actions.

As for financial institutions FDR signed the Glass-Steagall Banking Act of 1933 which extended the Federal Reserve System, forbade commercial banks from engaging in the investment sector, and created the Federal Bank Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) which insured deposits under $5000 dollars. He signed the Federal Securities Act of 1933 (http://www.law.uc.edu/CCL/xyz/sldtoc.html) which mandated full disclosure of information of securities issues and required securities firms to be registered with the Federal Trade Commission (FTC). He created the Securities Exchange Act in 1934 (http://www.law.uc.edu/CCL/xyz/sldtoc.html) to regulate stock exchanges and which forbade buying stocks on margins without a down payment of at least 55% of the purchase price.

Some had been urging governmental intervention on this scale for some time. One of the most prescient analysts of the Great Depression economist John Maynard Keynes argued that governments could stimulate the economy, increase the money supply, and create investment by lowering interest rates and increasing public spending and in this way stimulate the world’s way out of the Great Depression. Others were critical of this first wave of the New Deal, as FDR’s presidency has come to be called. The American Liberty League, founded in 1934 with funds donated by the wealthy DuPont family and other wealthy businessmen (note where the money comes from) claimed that the New Deal was an assault on American free enterprise. Those on the left, in the meantime, condemned the New Deal for not going far enough. They pointed out that FDR’s programme had only resulted in a partial recovery and that millions remained unemployed and malnourished. Some Americans put forth alternative proposals. Francis Townsend urged that each American over sixty be given $200 dollars which they had to spend in 30 days in the hope that it would do something about poverty in the US and stimulate the economy. By 1935 5 million Americans had joined Townsend Clubs to promote their namesakes ideas.

The Second New Deal

Elections in 1934 reinforced Progressive strength in Congress. Congress led by long time Progressive stalwarts Robert LaFollette and Robert Wagner of New York began to push for legislation that was even more progressive than that of the first phase of FDR’s New Deal despite the fact that the economy was better than before. There was a sharp rise in production and prices. 

On the negative side the Plains in particular was experiencing a severe drought (more about this later). Despite the supposed “radicalism” of this the new legislation it, like the legislation in the first phase of the New Deal, was meant to preserve capitalism, not destroy it. 

In April of 1935 Congress passed the Works Progress Administration (WPA, http://newdeal.feri.org/texts/browse.cfm?MainCatID=50, http://www.indiana.edu/ ~liblilly/wpa/wpa.html) to replace the emergency relief scheme enacted in 1933. Cognizant of localism and states rights in the US, the WPA left direct relief up to local and state authorities and concentrated instead on work relief programmes. During its eight years of operation the WPA employed 8.5 million Americans and spent $11 billion dollars repairing and improving roads, bridges, schools, hospitals, aeroport runways, and clearing slums, reforesting the United States, and bringing art and culture to Americans. The National Youth Administration of 1936 (http://newdeal.feri.org /texts/browse.cfm ? MainCatID=276) provided jobs for secondary school and college age youth. In 1935 Congress passed the Social Security Act (http://www.ourdocuments.gov/ doc.php?doc=68&page=transcript, http://newdeal.feri.org /texts/browse.cfm? MainCatID=42) which created a compulsory system of old age pensions and a joint federal-state unemployment insurance programme. Before only 27 of 48 states had the former while only progressive bastion Wisconsin had the latter. The unemployment insurance programme was financed out of contributions unlike those in Europe which were financed via taxation. Benefits were based on earnings not subsistence level—unlike many in Europe—and were limited to 20 weeks. Millions of workers—farm labourers, casual workers, domestic servants— the workers that needed them most—were exempted from both of these programmes. In 1935 FDR and Congress passed the Wealth Tax Act which moderately taxed income, levied surtaxes, and instituted an excess profits tax. In that same year Congress passed the National Labour Relations Act (NLRA, http://www.ourdocuments.gov/doc.php?doc= 67&page=transcript). This act, the brainchild of New York’s Robert Wagner, was embraced by FDR only after the Supreme Court struck down his National Industry Recovery Act which guaranteed collective bargaining. The NRLA created the National Labour Relations Board (NLRB) and gave it the power to bargain on behalf of workers and to restrain management from using “unfair labour practises” such as blacklists and instituting company unions. Conservatives and big business hated both the Wealth Tax Act and the NLRA though the first bill did little to redistribute wealth and the second was rather moderate in its impacts. No bills, perhaps, did more to estrange these two important elements in American life from the New Deal. 

The WPA art and culture programmes also proved to be quite controversial. The WPA’s Federal Writers Project (http://memory.loc.gov/ammem/wpaintro/wpahome.html, http://lcweb2.loc.gov/wpaintro/exinterv.html) put unemployed writers, actors, and artists to work writing state and regional guidebooksand gathering oral histories of former slaves—these are both quite useful to historians today. The Federal Art Project (FAP, http://newdeal.feri.org /texts/browse.cfm?MainCatID=253) gave thousands of out of work artists the chance to paint murals and create frescoes throughout the country in America’s post offices, colleges and universities, libraries, courthouses, and other public buildings. Corporate magnates sometimes followed suit. One fresco by famous artist Diego Rivera would prove too controversial, i.e., too leftist, for Rockefeller Center in NY and prove a cause celebre. The Federal Music Project (FMP) provided symphony concerts and provided for free music classes for millions of Americans. The Federal Theatre Project (FTP, http://newdeal.feri.org/texts /browse.cfm?MainCatID=76 and http://memory.loc.gov /ammem/fedtp/fthome.html) employed around 12,000 actors and technicians to put on plays, ballets, circuses, and puppet shows for millions of Americans. The young theatre directors Orson Welles and John Houseman put on an all black performance of Macbeth transplanting it to Haiti. Welles’ and Housman’s attempts to stage Marc Blitzstein’s controversial pro-union “labor opera” The Cradle Will Rock, was cancelled after some Congressmen proclaimed it Communist propaganda and forced the doors of the theatre to be locked and guarded by National Guardsmen so that it couldn’t be performed. Welles and Houseman announced to ticket-holders that the show was being taken to another theater, The Venice, about twenty blocks away. Cast, crew and audience walked the distance on foot. Ironically, unions forbade the actors and musicians from performing the play on stage so they performed it in the audience. Despite this the show proved a hit with audiences. These controversies among others would lead Congress to cut off all funding for the FTP for what they said were the leftist and marxist leanings of the project and its propagandising for the New Deal.

In 1936 FDR once again faced election. Many, including many Republicans and most journalists, had become critical of FDR particularly during the second phase of the New Deal and were accusing him of usurping the powers of Congress and of centralising the government in Washington. In 1936 Republicans chose progressive Alf Landon, former governor of Kansas as their standard bearer. FDR won in a landslide carrying every state in the Union except Maine and Vermont and winning almost 61% of the popular vote. There was a downside, however. Democratic party numbers in Congress had declined in Congress.

The Third New Deal
Between 1935 and 1936 the US Supreme Court struck down several important elements of FDR’s New Deal by 5 to 4 margins. In 1935 in Schecter v. United States (http://newdeal.feri.org/court/295US495.htm) the Supreme Court ruled that the National Industrial Recovery Act (NIRA) was unconstitutional because it delegated legislative power to the executive branch. In 1936 in United States v. Butler (http://newdeal.feri.org/court/297US1.htm) it held the Agricultural Adjustment Act unconstitutional on the grounds that it was a misuse of tax power. The Court also found the New York State minimum wage law unconstitutional that same year (http://newdeal. feri.org/court/298US587.htm).

Documents on the Supreme Court controversy can be found at http://newdeal.feri.org/texts/browse.cfm?MainCatID=66 

FDR was upset that a Republican and laissez-faire dominated Supreme Court could render the federal and the state courts and federal and state legislatures essentially powerless to deal with important economic and social problems of the time. Immediately after he was re-elected in 1937, therefore, he submitted a plan to Congress that would allow him to reorganise the Supreme Court (http://newdeal.feri.org/speeches/1937b.htm).

The bill FDR sent to Congress would have allowed him to appoint one additional judge for every member of the Supreme Court who was over the age of 70. Since six of the Supreme Court judges fell into this category FDR would have been able to appoint six new members of the US Supreme Court.

A storm of protest arose against the “court-packing” proposal as critics called it not only from the Republican Party and not only from conservatives but also from his own party and even from big p and little p progressives. Opponents of the plan accused Roosevelt of trying to undermine judicial independence and of trying to expand the power of the executive branch. Those as concerned as Roosevelt about the conservative and the laissez fair nature of the Court argued that a constitutional amendment allowing for Supreme Court expansion rather than a bill was a better way to solve the problem.

Debate over the bill in Congress was quite long and quite divisive. Events would make the debate irrelevant, however. Conservative Supreme Court justice Willis Van Devanter announced his retirement allowing FDR to appoint the more liberal Hugo Black to the Supreme Court in 1937. The Court also began to reverse course in a number of important decisions. In March and May it upheld the constitutionality of the Social Security Act and the National Labour Relations Act and upheld the constitutionality of Washington State’s minimum wage law, a minimum wage bill almost exactly like that of New York State’s which it struck down a year earlier. Over the next four years FDR would fill seven vacancies to the US Supreme Court significantly changing it from what it had been.

The controversy, however, took its toll on FDR and the New Deal. It gave Southern Democrats who had long been concerned about the New Deal and its policies—its appointment of intellectuals, its appointments of African Americans, its appointment of labour leaders, its appointment of those sympathetic to labour, its retreat from laissez-faire—an excuse to desert FDR and the New Deal and join the emerging anti-New Deal coalition emerging in the late 1930s.

An important factor in the decline of support for FDR and the New Deal was industrial strife. During the 1930s labour unions were growing rapidly. They were helped, of course, by actions of the US federal government. The Norris-LaGuardia Act of 1932, for instance, restricted the use of injunctions against the unions by federal courts and made “yellow dog” contracts—the derogatory term those contracts workers were forced to sign which mandated that they not join a union while employed were called—unenforceable. Additionally, the labour provisions of NIRA and the Wagner Act helped create an atmosphere conducive to union growth. Between 1933 and 1938 union membership jumped from 2 million to 9 million.

The CIO set out to organise skilled and unskilled workers particularly in the mass production industries. They launched a campaign to organise the steel, automobile, rubber, and glass industries, for instance, and by 1937 they claimed to have already unionised 3.7 million Americans.

The CIO’s demand for a closed shop—a situation where every worker in a given business or industry is required to be a member of the union—however, proved unwelcome to many of America’s corporate and business leaders. They used lock-outs, strike breakers, company spies, armed private armies, and local police against the CIO—10 were killed and 70 injured during battles between management and workers in Chicago during a strike at Republic Steel. Unions responded with intimidation, flying pickets, and most effectively with the sit-down strike—a strategy where the workers physically occupy a plant keeping keeping management and others out. The Supreme Court would find this unconstitutional in 1939 (National Labor Relations Board v. Fansteel Metallurgical Corporation, http://supreme.justia.com/us/306/240/case.html). Before they did, however, it allowed the United Automobile Workers to organise every automobile plant save Ford. Ford would become a union plant in 1941.

On labour unions during the Great Depression and New Deal see http://memory.loc.gov/learn/features/timeline/depwwii/unions/unions.html. On the Flint sit down strike see http://www.reuther.wayne.edu/exhibits/sitdown.html.

These union strategies had their down side. The sit-down strike in particular alienated many, including many in the middle class, since it was seen as an attack on private property. Corruption in labour unions also alienated many, again particularly in the middle class, from unions.

1937 not only saw the controversies over “court packing”. It also saw a downturn in the American economy after four years of partial recovery. Industrial production declined. The stock market fell. Unemployment rose by four million. FDR brought it on himself, however. Worried about the national debt FDR decided to balance the budget by cutting federal spending. Instead of a balanced budget he got a recession. After hesitating FDR began a Keyensian programme of deficit spending to restore economic prosperity.

FDR now began to urge Congress to pass more reform legislation. Congress responded with monies for poor relief and public works. The Farm Security Administration (http://www.loc.gov/rr/print/coll/052_fsa.html) was established to lend money to sharecroppers and tenant farmers, to help sharecroppers and tenant farmers purchase farms, to help small farmers during emergencies, and to provide camps and medical care for migrant workers. The Wagner-Steagall Act of 1937 established the United States Housing Authority to provide for slum clearance. The new Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (http://www.access.gpo.gov /uscode /title7/chapter35_.html)—remember that the previous AAA had been found unconstitutional—sought to stabilise farm prices by fixing market quotas and acreage allotments and by introducing “parity payments” whereby a Credit Community Corporation made loans to farmers on surplus crops and stored surplus crops to be used during times of shortage. Finally the Fair Labour Standards Act of 1938 established a minimum wage of .25 cents and a maximum work hour standard of 44 hours—both would rise in two years to .40 cents and 40 hours. 

FDR had to work hard for these measures given the changed political realities. Southern Democrats were particularly opposed to the Fair Labour Standards Act. Not all of FDR’s legislation was successful. Congress ignored or rejected plans to build seven more TVA like regional authorities. It also rejected his Executive Reogranisation Bill which would have streamlined several federal government agencies in the name of efficiency. What legislation did pass was having an effect, however. By the summer of 1938 the economy was once again on rising if slowly. 

Opposition to his programmes led FDR to try to purge his Democratic Party of anti-New Deal elements, especially anti-New Deal Democrats from the South. Roosevelt urged voters to replace anti-New Dealers with pro-New Dealers. They didn’t. Almost all the candidates FDR campaigned against in off year races were re-elected. The off year elections also saw the Republican make gains in the federal Congress for the first time since 1928. Increasingly and for good reason FDR would now turn his attention to foreign matters.

Vignette: Father Charles Coughlin

Charles Coughlin was born to an Irish-Canadian family in 1891 in Hamilton, Ontario, Canada. After graduating from St. Michaels College in Toronto he trained for the priesthood at St. Basil’s Seminary graduating in 1916. After graduation Coughlin was assigned to parishes in the Detroit area, later in Kalamazoo, and finally at the newly established Shrine of the Little Flower Church in Royal Oak, Michigan (1926).

In the same year that Coughlin became priest at the Shrine of the Little Flower Church he also began his ministry on the radio airwaves (radio was changing America and Americans at the time), the “Golden Hour of the Little Flower” on radio station WJR in Detroit. In 1930 “the Radio Priest” (Coughlin) struck a deal with the new national radio network CBS, the Columbia Broadcasting System (the National Broadcasting Company or NBC arose as a national rival to CBS). Soon his radio ministry was reaching an audience of 25 to 40 million listeners, many of them Irish and German Catholics. By 1934 Coughlin was so popular that he was receiving more mail than Franklin Delano Roosevelt, the president of the United States. 

Soon Coughlin’s radio ministry began to take a political turn. Coughlin was at first a supporter of FDR and the New Deal and FDR wooed him. His attacks on Herbert Hoover led CBS to drop his programme (good old American corporate censorship). Coughlin responded by forming his own radio network which eventually grew to thirty stations. Coughlin advocated silver inflation and the nationalization of the banks—his anti-semitistm grew as his hatred of international bankers grew—and urged FDR to restructure the Federal Reserve Bank and to establish a central bank in the United States. 

By 1935 Coughlin turned against FDR and the New Deal (Joseph Kennedy, JFKs and RFKs wealthy and powerful Catholic father would attempt to reconcile Coughlin and FDR, http://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/charlescoughlinrooseveltorruin.htm) seeing it as moving in the direction of Sovietism. He attacked Communism accusing the Soviet Union of being anti-family, pro-divorce, and anti-God (anti-Communism as we know had become a cottage industry in the US). He attacked Judaism (anti-Semitism was hardly unknown in the country—the KKK and Henry Ford had propounded anti-Semitic views) seeing it as part of an international banking conspiracy to take over the world. Coughlin saw the attempt to get the US into the Second World War as a British-Jewish-FDR conspiracy (many Americans were opposed to America’s entry into the war for a variety of reasons). His National Union for Social Justice advocated a strong state like that in fascist Italy. Some of its members were arrested by the Federal Bureau of Investigation (the FBI) in 1940 after that organization uncovered a plot to murder Jews, Communists and “a dozen Congressmen” among its ranks and a cache of weapons. Coughlin was not implicated in this. Coughlin would remain steadfast in his views until he died in 1979. If nothing else Father Coughlin shows that anti-socialism and anti-communism had deep roots in the America of the 1930s, 40s, 50s, 60s, and 70s.

On Father Coughlin see http://www.ajcarchives.org/main.php?GroupingId=6060
Vignette: Huey Long, the Kingfisher
Huey Long was born the seventh son of a poor family of nine in Northern Louisiana in 1893. After graduating from high school he worked as a salesman in Texas and Tennessee before enrolling in the Tulane University Law School in New Orleans in 1914. Eight months later he graduated and entered upon a career in law. As a lawyer Long had a reputation for defending the “underdog”. “I have never taken a suit against a poor man”, he once claimed. Several of Long’s lawsuits targeted big business. He would, in fact, use the resentment of the poor against big business to stir up anger at the big businesses which dominated Louisiana life. Long won compensations for injured workers in may of these lawsuits. He lost his suit against Standard Oil, however. 

Soon Long parlayed his increasing notoriety as a lawyer into a political career. In 1918 the Democrat Long (the South was dominated by Jim Crow Democrats) was elected state railroad commissioner for the northern district of Louisiana. In 1921 he became chairman of the Louisiana Public Services Commission. During his tenure there he lowered telephone rates, gas and electric rates, railroad and streetcar fares, and instituted a severance tax on oil. 

Using the radio airwaves to campaign beginning in 1924 Long became governor of Louisiana in 1928. As governor of Louisiana Long built highways, reformed the state’s educational system, expanded Louisiana State University, established night schools (these lowered illiteracy rates among Louisiana’s White and Black populations), opposed the actions of the Ku Klux Klan, and treated Louisiana’s African American population with respect winning, in the process, their political support. He replaced the state bureaucrats of the old order with those of his own thereby gaining control of the state Hospital Board, state Highway Commission, state Levee Board and state Dock Board. He mandated that state employees distribute his newspaper the Louisiana Progress. He tried and failed to take over the state Democratic Party Committee. He tried and failed to impose a revenue tax on the state’s oil industry—the Louisiana legislature opposed it. As a result Standard Oil tried, but failed to impeach him. Critics increasingly accused him of being a dictator. In 1930 Long ran for and won (using a sound truck to speak to large crowds—the first time this was done in the US) election to the United States Senate. Long would continue as governor of Louisiana until 1932 when his protégé OK Allen was elected to the office.

At first Long supported FDR and the New Deal. By 1933 he had turned against both because, some claim, FDR did not provide Long with the patronage he wanted. As a senator Long opposed legislation that would hurt small banks and small farmers, and worked for legislation that would aid both. In 1934 he abolished the poll tax in Louisiana allowing Blacks to vote and called in the National Guard to make sure it was not still being put into practise.  At the same time, he did little to register Blacks to vote. In 1934 he and Gerald L.K. Smith organised the “Share Our Wealth” campaign which sought to tax the fortunes of the wealthy over $1 million dollars, give a $5000 allowance to every family, provide a guaranteed income of $2000 annually to all in exchange for a 30-hour work week and cancel all personal debt (Long’s influence was neither socialism or communism but instead the Biblical Year of the Jubilee), provide free education even through the college years, and provide a pension for anyone over 60. By 1935 there were 27,000 “Share Our Wealth” clubs in every state of the Union, though most were in the South, with around 7 million members.

In September of 1935 Huey Long was assassinated by a young physician whose father had run afoul of “the Kingfisher” in the Louisiana State House. Long’s nickname, by the way, came from his love of the Amos n Andy radio show. He was said to be planning a run for the presidency. His life would provide the basis for Robert Penn Warren’s All the King’s Men and the two film adaptations of that novel. In Huey Long American populism was alive and well.

On Long see http://www.hueylong.com/.

Hear Long’s Share our Wealth speech here: http://historymatters.gmu.edu/d/5109/ and here http://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/hueyplongshare.htm 
The Depression in Canada and New Zealand

The collapse of the stock market in 1929 and the worldwide fall of prices in its wake left Canada and other countries, like Argentina and Australia, with decreasing demand for their products. The result was increasing unemployment. With a population of 10 million unemployment rose in Canada from 116,000 in 1929 to 741.000 in 1932, and 826,000 in 1933. It declined to 411,000 in 1937 but rise again to 529,000 in 1939. Numbers sometimes don’t tell the entire story, however. Farmers, fishermen, and women were not counted in these numbers.

At first care for the unemployed and poor was largely left up to Canada’s municipalities and private charities. Canada’s provinces, by and large, claimed they did not have the taxing power to deal with the collapse. Neither were able to cope with the scale of the problems. By 1935 the Conservative government of Prime Minister R.B. Bennett finally acted announcing a “New Deal for Canada” which included legislation on working conditions, unemployment insurance, and credits for Canadian farmers. The Canadian New Deal was too late, however. The Tories never got the chance to initiate their reform legislation as Canadian voters went to the polls and swept the Liberals of William Lyon Mackenzie King back into power. King had been P.M. in 1921, 1925, and 1930. He and the Liberals had introduced old age pensions in 1926 and many Canadians expected similar reforms now. Though King and the Grits had promised to to restore order out of Depression chaos they did little at first to try to alleviate the impacts of the Great Depression. They did reduce trade barriers between Canada and the US in 1935 and Canada, the US, and UK in 1938. 

1938 finally saw King and the Grits do something beyond trade policy measures to try to alleviate the miseries associated with the Great Depression. In 1938 they implemented the National Housing Act to increase housing starts, established the National Employment Commission to do something about unemployment and working conditions, and transformed the Bank of Canada from a private company into a crown corporation. The 1930s version of King and the Grits also had an immense impact on Canada beyond legislation to alleviate the impacts of the Depression. They created the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation (CBC) in 1936, Trans-Canada Airlines (the precursor to Air Canada) in 1937, and the National Film Board of Canada in 1939. 
More “radical” or innovative attempts to deal with the ravages of the Great Depression took place on the provincial level. In Alberta the Social Credit Party led by William Aberhart a radio preacher called for the distribution of monies to the masses to stimulate consumption. In 1935 the aptly names Social Credit Party swept to power in the province taking 56 of 63 seats. They immediately passed legislation, including mortgage, debt, and banking legislation, most of which was disallowed by the courts and the federal government in Ottawa. Social Creditors parlayed criticism of Ottawa into electoral success remaining in power in Alberta until 1971.

In Quebec Maurice Duplessis influenced by the Catholic social action theory of the Ecole Social Populaire and the liberal radicalism of the Action liberale nationale (ALN) called on the government to redistribute wealth, protect farmers and workers, to initiate agrarian reform, to regulate large corporations, to promote small industry and commerce, to put an end to the lagre banks of the province, and to end colonialism and imperialism in Quebec. In 1935 Duplessis was instrumental in the merger of the ALN with the Conservative Party in Quebec. Campaigning on the ALN reform platform the new party took 76 out of 98 seats in the province in 1936. As “prime minister” of Quebec Duplessis abandoned the reform elements of the party platform and instead concentrated as much power as he could into his own hands. He stayed popular and in power by emphasizing Quebec nationalism and called for autonomy in relations between Quebec and English Canada. At the same time he allowed American entrepreneurs pretty much free reign to develop Quebec’s resources.

As the 1930s came to an end Mackenzie King’s attention was increasingly drawn to the dangerous situation in Europe and the need for rearmamament at home. As a former colony of Great Britain and a loyal member of the Commonwealth Canada followed the “mother country” to war on 10 December 1939.

New Zealand too was hit hard by the Great Depression. The country lived and died by its exports and it was dying as export prices declined by 40% between 1928 and 1931. Falling export prices led to a fall in government revenue. Government revenues shrank by 5 million pounds in 1930 and eight million in 1931 to half of what they were before the Depression. 

Liberal Prime Minister and former rugby player George Forbes’s solution to this crisis was to cut government programmes. Public works programmes were slashed. Public service wages were cut. The Court of Arbitration was given the power to cut wages and they used it. Minimum wage rates were slashed. Old age and war pensions were cut. It was only when Forbes left NZ for the Imperial Conference in London in 1931 that the NZ Parliament passed relief for New Zealands’s increasing numbers of unemployed. When Forbes returned he announced that no relief would be paid to those who refused to work.

Things went from bad to worse. Unemployment in February of 1931 stood at around 23.000. By June it stood at around 51,000. In July 1933 it was at its peak of around 80,000. The population of the country was around 1.6 million. Once again the numbers don’t tell the entire story. Many historians estimate that around 100,000 Kiwis were out of work, about 40% of the male workforce of the nation.

In September of 1931 Forbes called for a unity government. The Labour Party refused to join but the United and Reform parties did. In December this Coalition government won 51 seats to Labour’s 24 to the NZ Parliament in Wellington. 

By 1932 Depression was stirring dicontent. In April and May meetings of the unemployed in Auckand, Wellington, and Dunedin led to riots. Many expressed contempt for and even hatred of politicians. In response the Coalition government passed the Public Safety and Conservation Act which gave police increased powers to detain New Zealanders. The riots quieted.

The Public Safety and Conservation Act wasn’t the only draconian measure initiated by the Coalition government. After 1933 single and later married males were required to go to rural relief camps if they wanted to qualify for relief. Conditions at these camps were often harsh. Wives and children of married relief workers remained at home and were often forced to resort to begging and scavenging in order to survive. As in the US, many wealthy Pakeha (as the Maori called European New Zealanders) barely noticed the Great Depression. Those poor and middle class Kiwis who did notice it sometimes returned to rural areas of the nation to engage in sustenance agriculture in order to survive. It wasn’t only NZ economic culture that was impacted ty the Depression. So was NZ political culture. Some influential Pakeha increasingly looked to the Communist Party of New Zealand for answers why there were periodic crises in capitalism and what could be done about them.

Some in the Coalition government did try to do something about the misery wrought by the Great Depression. Works and later Finance Minister Gordon initiated the Small Farms Bill to give workers farm land in 1933. Parliament passed the Reserve Bank of New Zealand Bill in the same year creating a state bank that was partly private and partly public at Coates’s urging. The central bank allowed New Zealand’s banks to pool their resources and it took over the issuance of all bank notes in the country. In 1935 Coates created the Mortgage Corporation of New Zealand that allowed farmers to refinance loans they had previously taken out at lower loan rates. Coates was eventually fired from the Finance Ministry as a result of all of this “intervention in the economy”. Many in New Zealand and many in the Coalition government were still true believers in laissez faire and found Coates’s interventions too extreme.

By 1935 the one thing that could lead to economic recovery in New Zealand was finally beginning to happen, export prices were recovering. It was to late for the Coalition government, however. Labour led by Michael (Mickey) Joseph (Joe) Savage won the election in November of 1935 in a landslide taking 55 to the Coalitions 19.

Upon taking office Labour issued a Christmas bonus to the unemployed. It restored old age pensions. It reopened the Teacher’s Colleges that the Coalition government had closed in order to save money. If made secondary education free, primary education already was. It established a state radio network which broadcast parliamentary debates for the first time in New Zealand histry. It instituted a guaranteed dairy price for farmers. It restored industrial arbitration. It made membership in unions compulsory. It mandated that the Court of Arbitration institute a 40 hour work week for some categories of workers. It brought back minimum wage rates though this time it was mandated that they provide a family with three children support. It launched a state housing programme. The Reserve Bank was ordered to finance it with interest free credit. It spent the surpluses the Coalition left it on public works programmes. It passed the Social Security Act of 1938 which instituted a largely free health system in NZ, a means tested old age pension system at 60, and a universal pension system at 65. 

Labour had transformed New Zealand into a socialist state. From the perspective of some Labour had brought the humane welfare state back to the nation that had created it. Even NZ’s indigeneous population, the Maori benefitted from the socialist welfare state as Maori birth rates rose and death rates fell. 

Labour easily won re-election in 1938. In 1940, the centenary of New Zealand’s founding, New Zealand nationalism and pride was once again in evidence at the Centennial celebrations all across the nation. By that time the country was once again at war. New Zealand declared war against Germany on 1 September 1939 along with Australia and the mother country, the United Kingdom. 

Links: The Great Depression

On the Great Depression see

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook41.html 
For the New Deal see

http://newdeal.feri.org/
For links to New Deal sites see: http://www.besthistorysites.net/USHistory_GreatDepression.shtml
For life histories of the New Deal period see: http://lcweb2.loc.gov/wpaintro/wpahome.html
On America in the 1930s see

http://www2.let.uu.nl/solis/ams/xroads/1930proj.htm and http://xroads.virginia.edu/~1930s/front.html.
Viewings: The Great Depression
United States

Talking History: Great Depression and World War II, 3 December (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2001.html
Images of the Great Depression

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TCNKq0-9p3w
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pgR2Buke5MQ
Talking History: The Crash, 2 October

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2003july-december.html
Charley Palloy and His Orchestra, “Brother Can You Spare a Dime”, 1932

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YsJGagKWrds
“We’re in the Money”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sqbuS7U1SWQ
from “Gold Diggers of 1933”

The New Deal

Hoover Campaigns in 1932

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Rhqa739ZVxo
American Experience: “Roosevelt”

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/presidents/
PBS

FDR inaugurated

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oblTN1ojsAA
FDR’s Inaugural speech

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NMgGbI-hZvU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rNlj-MbpgQc
5 March 1933

FDR signs the Social Security Act

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aVZijG4WSOw
14 August 1935

The EPIC (End Poverty in California) Campaign

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AS77eZVIsXc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=16xdCQIae4w
1934

Huey Long on the Democrat and Republican Leadership

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bwdqeeuGc6g
Lives

Talking History, Eleanor Roosevelt, 19 December

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2002july-december.html
Populism

Talking History: Frank Capra’s Populism, 25 February (Real Media)

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch99jan-june.html
Huey Long, “Share Our Wealth”, 24 January and 4 November

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2008jan-june.html
http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004july-december.html
2 April 1935

Talking History: An American Nazi, 20 October

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2005july-december.html
Dust Bowl

Pare Lorentz and Virgil Thompson, “Plow that Broke the Plains”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rvtpZG2ZggQ
1936

Talking History: Steinbeck on the Dust Bowl, 8 January

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004jan-june.html
Images from the Dust Bowl

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xAQsGdcLl4c&NR=1
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mmSTg6vEhCo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=e9hIR7Mudtg&NR=1
Crime
Talking History: Public Enemies, 15 December

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2005july-december.html
Talking History: Gangsters, 22 July (MP3)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2002.html
Science and Society

American Experience, “The Polio Crusade”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/americanexperience/polio/
Sports

Talking History: Baseball during the Great Depression, 12 August (MP3)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2002.html
Talking History: Seabiscuit, 5 June

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2003jan-june.html
Seabiscuit versus Man of War

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WVT2MPNCqgM
1938

Media

Talking History: “Amos n Andy”, 29 July (MP3)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2002.html
Orson Welles’s, “The War of the Worlds”

http://www.war-of-the-worlds.org/Radio/
1938

Music: Classical

Samuel Barber, “Adagio for Strings”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lV3SHBFyDZM
1938

Music: Jazz Swings
Talking History: Swing, 4 April (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch1999.html
Gene Krupa with the Benny Goodman and His Big Band, “Sing, Sing, Sing”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=j9J5Zt2Obko
1937

Count Basie and His Orchestra, “One O’Clock Jump”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WpPehptG3yw
1937

Benny Goodman and His Big Band with Helen Ward, “These Foolish Things (Remind Me of You)”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4D9bLQ4Tkrc
1938

Duke Ellington and His Orchestra, “Take the A Train”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=azHbjNMaEFc
1941

Glenn Miller and His Orchestra, Dorothy Dandridge, and the Nicholas Brothers, “Chattanooga Choo Choo”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=00giGIsauiQ
1941 from the film Sun Valley Serenade
Benny Goodman Sextet, “Ain’t Misbehavin”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DLJzEwBYpgs
1948

Music: The Blues

Robert Johnson, “Cross Road Blues”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Yd60nI4sa9A
1936/1937

Chapter Sixteen
The Twentieth Century:
Wars, Genocides, and More Wars
In the Soviet Union the triumph of Stalin’s “socialism in one country” and the triumph of the “worker’s state” led to changes in the USSR. Unlike the West, which was hit hard by the Great Depression, the Soviet economy was, as I mentioned earlier, in the throes of economic growth. The Soviet steel industry grew tremediously. 20 million jobs in the steel industry were added in the 1930s alone. On the agricultural front, where agricultural prices were falling and famine was afoot, Stalin collectivized Soviet agriculture. The cost in human lives and productivity was heavy.

In Sweden the Social Democrats took power and thanks to an alliance of labourers and farmers Sweden instituted a welfare state. An agreement between unions and employer’s organizations in 1938, the Saltsjobaden Agreement, created a new social compact and social harmony in Sweden that has lasted until this day.  

On Sweden see

http://www.sjsu.edu/faculty/watkins/sweden.htm
On the Saltsjobaden Agreement see

http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/emire/SWEDEN/ANCHOR-SALTSJ-Ouml-BADSAVTALET-SE.htm
Fascism, like Communism and socialist democracy was on the march in the 1930s. By the mid-1930s Mussolini was able and willing to put his plans for the new Roman Empire into action. In order to do this he felt he had to break the Anglo-French control of the Mediterranean and turn it into an “Italian lake”. So in October 1935 he invaded Ethiopia taking it in a bloody struggle by May of the next year (the cost of this adventure cost Mussolini dearly in terms of his popularity at home). In 1936 he signed a non-aggression pact with Hitler.

Hitler, in the meantime, was busy rearming Germany. He signed a non-aggression pact with Poland in 1934 and a naval treaty with Great Britain in 1935. This last allowed Germany to build a fleet one-third the size of the British. By that time the British had turned a blind eye to German rearmament. In March of 1936 he marched into the Rhineland incorporating it into the third German Reich. In March of 1938 he annexed Austria (the Anschluss). Immediately afterwards he demanded the German speaking areas of Czechoslovakia, the Sudetenland, be “returned” to Germany. In September the British and French urged the Czechs to comply with Hitler’s demand and in October Hitler annexed the Sudetenland to the Reich and began to ethnically cleanse the Czech population from “German territory”. In March of 1939 Hitler annexed the remaining “Bohemian lands” of Czechoslovakia as that nation became no more.

The Spanish Civil War 

In the early to mid-1930s a coalition of moderate socialists and middle class liberals controlled the government of Spain and tried to institute moderate reforms in the Spanish nation. Right wingers, of course, balked at these reforms and successfully resisted them. This successful resistance of reforms, in turn, led socialists to break away from their coalition partners and fight the 1933 election alone. As a result the right won. Throughout 1934 the right overturned the minimal social and religious reforms instituted by the liberals and the leftists.

Fearful that the right was intent on establishing a fascist state, communists, socialists, and anarchists rose up in the mining districts of Spain. The “rebellion” was savagely put down by an army under the leadership of the fascist Francisco Franco. 

By 1936 the left was once again united and in February of 1936 they won a narrow victory in the Spanish elections. They sat about once again to reform Spain. The right, in the meantime, prepared for war. The fascist Falange Espanola established terror squads to create disorder and justify a rightwing takeover of the government. The assassination of a monarchist leader on 13 July gave them the perfect pretext to occupy Leon, Old Castille, Burgos, Salamanca, and Avilla. The left held onto Madrid, Barcelona, the industrial cities of the north, and most of the countryside in the south. The Spanish Civil War had begun. 

In Cadiz, Seville, and Granada the right brutally eliminated the left. The left, however, won a victory when they took control of Spanish navy ships and managed to keep Franco’s fascist army from returning from Morocco.

Both sides in the war looked for outside support. Falangists got it from fascist brethren in Italy and Germany. Leftists and liberals got it from the USSR and from International Brigades that came to their aid from Britain, France, and even the United States (the Lincoln Brigade) and from individuals loyal to the republican cause like George Orwell who wrote his Homage to Catalonia about his experiences fighting in Spain. Western suspicion of the USSR kept many who might have aided the Republicans from doing so. The left and liberals, as is typical, were also hampered by sectarianism throughout the course of the war.

Though they fought well the Republicans were exhausted and short of ammunition by 1938. The fascists, on the other hand, were receiving German and Italian materiale including aeroplanes. By January of 1939 he Republican stronghold of Barcelona fell to the Falangists. By March of that same year Madrid fell. The war was over. As a result of the fascist victory 400,000 Republicans fled Spain, 1 million spent time in prisons or in labour camps, and 200,000 were executed. 

The Road to War

The savagery, brutality, and human costs of the Great War shocked Europe. When “the war to end all wars” ended most Europeans yearned for peace and stability.

When the Great Powers—Britain, France, Italy, and the United States—met after World War I at Versailles in France there was unanimous consent amongst them that war should be outlawed and the peace enforced. The mechanism for ending war once and for all was the League of Nations. Versailles committed all the signatories to the establishment of the League of Nations to “uphold the collective security and to begin a programme of disarmament”.

The League was established in Geneve/Geneva in 1920. But it was not the League that had been envisioned at Versailles. The French actually proposed that a League Army be created to keep the peace but this was rejected by other powerful member states. There were fundamental problems with the League of Nations right off the bat because the League did not include all the nations of the world let alone all the nations of Europe. Germany and the USSR were deliberately excluded from the League. The US did not join, as I mentioned earlier, when the Senate rejected the Treaty of Versailles.

On the League of Nations see

http://www.indiana.edu/~league/
As for disarmament, well it was promoted inconsistently. Germany, as I mentioned earlier, was forced to disarm by the Entente powers. Its army was to be no more than 100,000. It was not allowed to maintain a general staff, have offensive weapons, fortifications, or aircraft. Her military facilities were destroyed. For everyone else, however, disarmament was voluntary. Britain and France did scale down military spending but they still remained well armed. The Great Depression when it arrived of, of course, disrupted military spending but even in the midst of economic and governmental decline, military spending still occurred, as I noted earlier.

Military planners did not disappear any more than did military forces after the “war to end all wars”. Since the Great War had been, in part, a total war, it had involved civilian populations in the war effort all across Europe—the British blockade of Germany was specifically aimed at the civilian population of that nation as was the long range bombing that arose in 1917-1918—military planners all across Europe began planning for a total war. The period “between the wars” saw further developments in aeroplane technology (from biplanes to monoplanes, further development of long range bombers, the development of the first jet engines), further developments in tank technology, further development of military arms (machine guns, for instance), further development of rocket technologies, the development of radio and radar, and further development of defensive strategies and fortifications (the French Maginot Line was only one fortification network developed in this period; others existed in Belgium, Italy, Czechoslovakia, and later in a rearmed Germany).

In fact, most European planners believed that the best way to plan for war was to plan for a strong defence. It was only a minority of European military planners who looked at developments in aircraft, tanks, armed vehicle technology, military vehicles in general, and military weaponry of all types, and pushed, as a result, for a “pierce and destroy” offensive strategy. Among these few were a number of German and Soviet military strategists. It was during secret military exercises in which the Germans and Soviets were involved that the potential of these new more mobile forces were recognized. As a result both the Germans and the Soviets would begin to develop offensive minded military strategies. Soviet offensive minded strategy would fall from Stalin’s grace along with one of its major proponents, General Mihail Nikolayevich Tukhachevsky. New developments in military technologies would also give impetus to the incorporation of an educated and technical elite into the militaries of a number of European nations, though not without conflict since military traditionalists tended to view any change with suspicion. 

The Great Depression, as I noted earlier, had immense impacts on the nations of Europe. It didn’t stop many of these same nations from expanding their militaries, however. Almost everywhere there was an emphasis on strategic industries and high levels of military production. The Soviet Union began a massive programme of industrial and military development in the 1920s and 1930s. The giant steel and iron city of Magnitogorsk was built during the 1930s  helping to turn the USSR into an industrial and eventually military power. Germany and Japan would begin to expand their militaries in the mid- to late-1930s. Germany created an air force in violation of the Treaty of Versailles in 1935. By 1939 two-thirds of German industrial development was in war related industries while one-quarter of Germany’s workforce was engaged in war industry work. By 1939 23% of German national product was military spending. In 1934 both Britain and France began to expand military spending and production. By 1939 military spending constituted half the budgets of both Britain and France. By the end of the 1930s fascist Italy’s economy would be dominated by war industries. To get a sense of the scale of what we are talking about here we can compare Great Power military aircraft production in 1935 with that in 1939. In 1935 the Great Powers produced 10,000 military aircraft (mostly biplanes). In 1939 they produced 42,000 (mostly monoplanes).

By the mid and late 1930s war sentiment was giving way to an often-reluctant realisation that war was likely to rear its ugly head in Europe once again. Italy, as I mentioned earlier invaded Ethiopia in 1935 while Hitler marched into the Rhineland in 1936. There were still those who wanted to avoid war as long as possible hence Britain’s and France’s willingness to look the other way while Germany rearmed and to allow Hitler to occupy the Sudetenland at Munich in 1938 which British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain declared to be “peace in our time” after returning from peace negotiations with Hitler in Munich . But even Munich could not stop the momentum for war. By 1939 Germany was developing long range bombers that could hit New York with tons of bombs while Britain was defended by a chain of radar warning systems. Both bombers and radar would prove important during the coming war.

The Racial State 

Almost as soon as Hitler came to power the Nazis began their assault on the Jews, gypsies, ill, and asocials or decadents in their midst in order to “purify” the German race. 

Hitler and Germany, however, were not alone in their concerns over national purity and health during the interwar years. All across Europe many were concerned with the falling birth rate, particularly the falling white birthrate. Many German elites feared what a decline in Germans meant vis-à-vis the “teeming Slavic Horde”. Many Hungarians feared what fewer Hungarians meant for their nation relative to its Slavic, German, and Romanian neighbours.  In response to the falling birth rate a number of nations established health ministries to promote family values and pro-natalism all across Europe and North America for that matter. 

Some Europeans were concerned not only with quantity but with quality of its citizens. Some began to apply the language of medical science to social forms and believed that the worst elements of society had gained the ascendancy and threatened to destroy the best. Juvenile delinquents and the sexually permissive were sometimes seen as jeopardizing family stability and social order. The Hitler Youth, in part, was formed to combat the Hamburger Swingjugend who were non-conformist in their dress and in their musical taste—they liked American jazz. In Bavaria in 1926 laws were passed to combat the “gypsy problem”. Those same laws labeled the unemployed as “work shy anti-socials” and allowed for them to be placed into militarized groups.

Many were concerned about what seemed like the increasing numbers of mentally ill in their midst. As a result eugenics—the Nazi’s called it racial hygiene—spread across Europe from Britain to the USSR and from Scandinavia to Italy and across the US. Groups formed to improve the cities and to improve human bodies. In Hungary and Czechoslovakia, for instance, citizens were urged to join sports organizations. In California eugenics laws were passed to promote better breeding and genetic selection. Between 1910 and 1980 20,000 sterilisations would be performed in the Golden State.

On eugenics see

http://www.hsl.virginia.edu/historical/eugenics/index.cfm
On Nazi eugenics see

http://www.ushmm.org/museum/exhibit/online/deadlymedicine/
On eugenics in the US see 

http://www.eugenicsarchive.org/eugenics/
For eugenics in California see

http://www.csus.edu/cshpe/eugenics/
Of particular concern to many in Europe and European Settler Societies were the mentally ill.  British Prime Minister Anthony Asquith once confided to Winston Churchill in private that he was concerned with the high birthrate of mental defectives. In Switzerland, Germany, Denmark, Sweden, Finland, Estonia, and several American states laws were enacted which allowed for the voluntary sterilization of the mentally ill. No country took the notion of racial hygiene further than Nazi Germany, though Sweden wasn’t too far off at one point. The Nazis moved from sterilization to more final solutions to the problem of the ill and the mentally infirm when in 1939 between 70,000 and 90,000 inmates of asylums and clinics were gassed in what looks like a rehearsal for the Final Solution.

Racialism was also a pan-European (as well as a world phenomenon) pandemic in the interwar period. Some biologists and anthropologists divided up the world into racial groups and asserted that different racial groups had varying cultural, civilisational, and intellectual capabilities. At the bottom were primitives. At the top were Westerners. That this division between primitive and civilized corresponded with race was no accident. A popular riff on Darwinism, Social Darwinism, would tie human evolution and presumed civilisational achievement together and see Western Civilisation as the end point of a linear evolution that separated the human fit from the human unfit.

Some made even finer racial distinctions. British born racial theorist Houston Stewart Chamberlain (he would have a major influence on Nazi thought) argued that Aryans were the pinnacle of racial and cultural evolution and that of the Aryans the Germans and Nordics were the most “fit” in the Darwinist sense. Nazi intellectual Alfred Rosenberg argued that Aryans were the most evolved race (and that Nordic Aryans were the supreme Aryans) while blacks, Jews and other Semitic peoples were at the very bottom of the evolutionary ladder.

Anti-Semitism has a long history. With the triumph of Christianity in the Roman Empire during the reign of Constantine and Theodosius’s acceptance of Christianity as the state religion of the Roman Empire, east and west, Jews came to be regarded as god killers. During the Middle Ages accusations of blood libel against Jews became common. According to these tales a Christian child, who had not yet reached puberty, was kidnapped by Jews, taken to a secret location (often a synagogue), tortured, tried, ordered executed, crowned with thorns, tied or nailed to a wooden cross, and finally killed with a thrust through the heart from a spear, sword, or dagger. After the child’s death blood dripping from his or her wounds would be caught in bowls or glasses and drank in a mock version of the Christian Eucharist. Accusations of blood libel against the Jews would continue well into the nineteenth and even twentieth centuries. 

As a result of these myths Jews faced pogroms throughout the Middle Ages and beyond all across Europe. Pogroms against Jews would take place in Russia well into the late nineteenth century. Jews were even expelled from some European countries: France in 1254, 1322, 1359, and 1394, England in 1290, and Spain in 1492. 

One new fairy tale about Jews became common in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. In this fairy tale the secular Jews and Masons were said to be conspiring to take over the world.  The Protocols of the Elders of Zion (http://ddickerson.igc.org/The_Protocols_of_the_Learned_Elders_of_Zion.pdf), which were a nineteenth century forgery probably perpetrated by a Russian military officer, played a riff on this theme by arguing that a group of Jewish Elders, through their domination of world banking, were plotting to take over the world. The Protocols would prove influential in both Nazi Germany and the US where automobile magnate Henry Ford would publish it in his Dearborn, Michigan newspaper. In yet another variation on this theme some would assert that Jews and Bolsheviks were plotting to take over the planet.

On Henry Ford’s anti-Semitism see

http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/anti-semitism/ford1.html
Another fairy tale about Jews was the racial one I noted earlier. This one was often synthesized with the world domination myths mentioned above. Hitler often spoke of the Jewish-Bolshevik conspiracy to take over the world. He also often asserted that it was the Jews who stabbed Germany in the back in 1918 allowing the Entente to humiliate and debase her.

Hitler, of course, came of intellectual age in two hotbeds of ideological and political activity, Vienna and Munich. Vienna was a hothouse of anti-Semitism and the home of prominent anti-Semites like Guido von List, Lanz von Liebenfels, Karl Lueger (founder of the Christian Social Party and mayor of Vienna who equated Jews with banking, atheism, liberalism, and social democracy), and Georg Ritter von Schönerer. It is almost certain that Hitler read List and was influenced by his occult and Manichean brand of anti-Semitism which saw the Jew as an evil principle. Hitler was also very likely influenced by the Munich poet and journalist Dietrich Eckert who, like List, saw the Jew as the evil principle, but in Eckert’s case, the evil principle responsible for Germany’s defeat in WWI and for bolshevism. We know that Hitler admired the operas of Richard Wagner with their epic tales of the Germanic gods. Wagner was an anti-Semite. We know that Hitler was interested in Mediaeval Austrian and German history. We know that Hitler thought of himself as an ubermensch, a Nietzschean superman. And we know that Hitler imbibed many of the fairy tales of anti-Semitism—the notion of a Jewish world conspiracy, the notion that Jews and Bolsheviks are evil, the contention that Aryans were the master race, and the tale that an apocalyptic struggle was going on between the Aryans and the Jews the result of which would determine the fate of the world. All of these fairy tales are present in his autobiography Mein Kampf, written while he was serving a prison sentence for his attempted coup in Munich in 1928, the Beer Hall Putshch.

That Hitler saw the struggle with Jews as critical (this does not mean that he did not also have imperial ambitions vis-à-vis the British, the French, and so on, or that he did not see the struggle against the mentally ill, the decadent, and the Gypsies as important for he did in all these cases) became clear as soon as he took power. In 1933 Nazi SA militia initiated anti-Jewish riots in towns all across Germany. In April of 1933 Hitler approved boycotts against Jewish businesses.  In September of 1933 Hitler signed the Nuremberg Laws

(http://www.mtsu.edu/~baustin/nurmlaw2.html) 

which systematically defined what constituted a Jew (someone with at least three Jewish grandparents or who had two grandparents, was married to a Jewess, and who belonged to a Jewish community). That Hitler could have signed a harsher version of the laws than this doesn’t change the fact that the Nuremberg Laws were closely followed by the criminalisation of interracial sexual relations and the prohibition of mixed marriages. Purity of the race. 

After conservative element who remained in the German government after Hitler had taken over departed between 1937 and 1939, Hitler accelerated attempts to deport Jews. One plan called for the creation of a Jewish homeland in Madagascar. In autumn of 1937 Jews were excluded from all state benefits and state aid. Jews were no longer German citizens, they were now German subjects. That same fall the German economy and Jewish businesses were “Aryanised”. Only Aryans could be the captains of German industry. In March of 1938 Jewish synagogues were no longer guaranteed legal protection. That same month Jews were deported to Palestine and Latin America. They were not allowed to take any of their possessions with them. In October of 1938 the Gestapo arrested and deported Polish Jews who had been living in Germany. In November of 1938 Jewish synagogues, cemeteries, and department stores were vandalized and had their windows smashed during Kristalnacht, the night of broken glass. 30,000 Jews were taken to Buchenwald and Sachsenhausen soon afterwards.

Links: Wars, Genocides, and More Wars
On Nazism see

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook43.html 
On the Spanish Civil War page down to the relevant links here http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook42.html 
Viewings and Listenings: Wars, Genocides, and More Wars
Hitler and Nazism
Trailer for Max
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YV_uGuu1Cz0
2002

Hitler Speaking

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_Q-6H4xOUrs
1932

Triumph des Willens

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TnBs8KoHfkk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nztVERym1ho
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vEmLjc_lJuU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1HDodNbO0Kc
Leni Riefenstahl, 1934

Olympia, excerpts

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wFlxJGvzMSE
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Z0oWrqpaKN0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yV28uGic5hs
Leni Riefenstahl, 1938

Hitler’s Children

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Oxc52JhOgEA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xJ-W1d2SAOI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Y6hZhL5OJbA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ocYW_5Wf60k
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uTHNVzLJrtI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rj2GpvosZ88
Discovery

Representations: The Eternal Jew 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2eNere08kDc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lc9p9eZ8gZc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rwZBvmRU5Wo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GIwxNrSNpe4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Yh11UWZsp3s
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Mwe965brDjQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vB1HhR1xhho
1940
The Growing Crisis
Talking History: Father Coughlin Speaks, 23 October

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rawwMraLLl4
11 April 1937

Talking History: Reinhold Niebuhr, 18 January

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2007jan-june.html
1939

Talking History: Hearst Talks Isolationism, 22 January
http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004jan-june.html
18 February 1939

Talking History: Lindbergh on Isolationism, 30 October

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2003july-december.html
23 May 1941
Chapter Seventeen
The Twentieth Century:
World War II

One can easily argue that World War Two started long before the 1939 date we usually think of as the year World War Two began. In some ways the cold part of World War Two began at the end of World War One with the punitive treatment of Germany in the Treaty of Versailles. Germans would not forget their treatment at the hands of the victorious allies, specifically the harsh punitive reparations they were required to pay to the victors, particularly to France, nor would they soon forget the humiliating experience of being forced to admit to being the sole cause of the World War One.

Though the Great Depression had immense impacts on the nations of Europe it didn’t stop many of these same nations from expanding their militaries as I mentioned earlier. Almost everywhere there was an emphasis on strategic industries and high levels of military production. The Soviet Union began a massive programme of industrial and military development in the 1920s and 1930s. The giant steel and iron city of Magnitogorsk was built during the 1930s, for instance, helping to turn the USSR into an industrial power. Germany and Japan would begin to expand their militaries in the mid- to late-1930s. Germany created an air force in violation of the Treaty of Versailles in 1935. By 1939 two-thirds of German industrial development was in war related industries while one-quarter of Germany’s workforces was engaged in war industry work. By 1939 23% of German national product was military spending. In 1934 both Britain and France began to expand military spending and production. By 1939 military spending constituted half the budgets of both Britain and France. By the end of the 1930s fascist Italy’s economy would be dominated by war industries. To get a sense of the scale of what we are talking about here we can compare Great Power military aircraft production in 1935 with that in 1939. In 1935 the Great Powers produced 10,000 military aircraft, mostly biplanes. By 1939 they produced 42,000, mostly monoplanes.

The 1930s saw the peace that kindo of was begin to break down. In 1931 Japan invaded Manchuria setting in motion the Second Sino-Japanese war violating treaties it had signed. In February of 1932 Japan established the puppet state of Manchukoko in Manchuria. In January of 1933 Adolf Hitler became chancellor of Germany. He would begin to remilitarize Germany in violation of the Treaty of Versailles. In October 1935 Fascist Italy invaded Ethiopia taking it after a bloody struggle by May of the next year—this ill fated adventure to restore the Roman Empire cost Mussolini dearly in terms of his popularity at home. In 1936 Mussolini and Hitler would sign a treaty of alliance with one another. 1936 to 1939 saw the Spanish Civil War with the Soviets and many leftists around the world supporting the Republicans and the Germans and Italians supported the Fascists and their leader Francisco Franco. In March of 1936 Hitler marched into the Rhineland incorporating it once again into the German Reich. In 1937 the Sino-Japanese war was in full swing. On 7 July 1937 Japanese and Chinese forces battled at the Lugou or Marco Polo Bridge. Following this battle Japanese troops occupied Shanghai, Nanjing and Southern Shanxi . Around 300,000 Chinese probably perished in the Nanjing Massacre perpetrated by the Japanese after the fall of that city. The Marco Polo Bridge Incident as it was called not only marked the beginning of an open, undeclared, war between China and Japan, but also led to a tension filled and tenuous alliance between Chiang Kai-Shek’s nationalists and the army of the Kuomintang-Communist Party of China (CCP) of Mao Zedong.  In March of 1938 Hitler annexed Austria (the Anschluss). Immediately afterwards Hitler demanded the German speaking areas of Czechoslovakia, the Sudetenland, be “returned” to the Reich. In September the British and French urged the Czechs to comply with Hitler’s demand and in October Hitler annexed the Sudetenland to the Reich and began to ethnically cleanse (in the running them out of the region sense) the Czech population from the newly acquired German territory of the Sudetenland. England’s Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain thought that the agreement between Britain and Hitler giving Germany the Sudetenland would bring “peace in our time”. In March of 1939, however, this “peace in our time” proved short lived as Hitler annexed the remaining “Bohemian lands” to the Reich. By 1939 Germany was developing long range bombers that could hit, at least theorectically, New York with tons of bombs while Britain was establishing a chain of radar warning systems all across the country. Both bombers and radar would prove critically important during the war.

While Europe, which wanted to avoid another deadly war, was struggling to keep the “peace in our time” the United States was largely focusing its attention on domestic matters for obvious reasons—the Depression. While America and its leaders followed what was happening in Europe and Asia most Americans wanted their country to stay out of the war. In the early years of his administration FDR stayed away from foreign policy if for no other reason than not to alienate the isolationist wing of the Democratic Party. The Republicans, by the way, also had an isolationist wing.

During the 1930s isolationism—somewhat a misnomer since isolationists weren’t opposed to international diplomacy in general—and pacifism were strong in the United States. Women’s Clubs protested against the manufacture of toy soldiers and other symbols of the military claiming they made young boys susceptible to the propaganda of militarism. They remembered the propagandistic manipulations that had gotten Americans into World War One. Significant numbers of students marched for peace. Clergy vowed not to make an about face as they did in The Great War and become shills for war. Articles and books were published arguing that it was arms dealers and their profit motives which tricked America into the Great War in the first place. Congress took up the investigation of these charges after promptings from the National Council for the Prevention of War and the Women’s International League of Peace and Freedom and found some merit to them. American industrialists, the report noted, did significantly profit from the Great War. These findings increased the feelings of Americans that the US should stay out of European and Asian squabbles.

This skepticism and cautiousness about going to war had an impact in the American Congress. Between 1935 and 1937 Congress passed a series of Neutrality Acts by significant margins. The 1935 Act mandated that the president declare an arms embargo on all belligerents engaged in wars and that he advise American citizens about the dangers of traveling on ships of registered to these combatants. Remember the Lusitania? The provisions of the Act were put into effect for a year. The 1936 Act extended the provisions of the first for another year and prohibited the issuing of loans or credits to nations engaged in warfare. The 1937 Act renewed the provisions of the earlier acts, made travel by Americans on combatant ships illegal, added a “cash and carry” provision to the acts which allowed belligerents to pay cash for goods bought in the United States and allowed them to carry them away on their own ships. Needless to say, these Acts were heavily influenced by what happened during the Great War.

FDR was alarmed by what was happening in Europe and Asia. In Chicago in October of 1937 he denounced the lawlessness afoot in the world and began, if cautiously, criticizing American isolationism. In his speech the president called upon “peace-loving” nations to “quarantine of the aggressor nations” 

(http://history.sandiego.edu/GEN/text/us/fdr1937.html). 

Later, after his words provoked a hostile response among some Americans, FDR said he was not suggesting that the US involve itself in the collective security of the world.

Some nations were trying to figure out how to quarantine “aggressor” nations. Isolationism at home tied FDR’s hands when it came to quarantining aggressor nations, however. In the late 1930s Great Britain proposed an Anglo-American alliance against the Japanese to the Americans. FDR, fearing isolationist backlash, however, rebuffed the proposal. At the Brussels Conference in November 1937 the US and other nations condemned the Japanese for their aggression in China but took no military actions to quarantine the Japanese “aggressor”. When the Japanese bombed a US gunboat on the Yangtze River in China the US protested and Japan agreed to pay an indemnity. Many Americans believed this showed that the US should withdraw from China altogether. Others proposed that an amendment mandating that a referendum be held before the US could go to war. This barely failed.

In this context FDR began to look for other ways to counter aggression in Europe and Asia. In 1938 he secretly, if half-heartedly, floated an international conference to promote agreed upon standards of behaviour among nations, reducing armaments, and promoting peace and economic stability by facilitating access to raw materials for the British. The Japanese recall had few and this drove much of their actions. The British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain dismissed it fearing it would negatively impact his plans to maintain “peace in our times” with Hitler.

With war on the horizon in 1938 many isolationists now began to support FDR’s call for US rearmament. Congress passed the Naval Rearmament Act which authorized the expenditure of 1 billion dollars over the next ten years to create a navy the size of Germany’s, Italy’s, and Japan’s. In 1939 FDR obtained additional funds to upgrade America’s air defences. He failed, however, to obtain repeal of the embargo provisions of the 1937 Neutrality Act.

We shouldn’t be too harsh on those who didn’t want the US involved in European affairs, American and European pacificts, and European and American “appeasers”—an ideologically driven word if there ever was one. It is easy to Monday morning quarterback from the vantage point of post World War Two. As is often the case people at the time by and large viewed events through the prism of the present and the immediate past. The prism of the immediate past was the Great War. Many felt that Germany had been unjustly and excessively punished by Versailles. And many wanted to avoid a repeat of the Great War with its terrifying death toll, its impacts on nations, national economies, world economies, cities, and human life at all costs. They did not think that the next war would be different than the earlier. Almost no one expected a holocaust. Why should they?

By 1939 the World War II and the Holocaust writing was on the wall. On 23 August 1939 Germany and the Soviet Union signed the Molotov-Ribbentrop Non-aggression Pact agreeing not to attack one another. Was Stalin playing for time? The treaty divided up Poland between Germany and the USSR and allowed the Soviet Union to move into the Baltics and Finland. With the non-aggression pact signed Germany attacked Poland on 1 September 1939 without a declaration of war. Britain and France, who had treaties with Poland, declared war on Germany on 3 September. The war was brief. The German blitzkrieg or lightning war, with its use of new techniques of mechanized and air warfare, crushed the Polish defenses quickly and the conquest was almost complete when Soviet forces entered Eastern Poland on 17 September 1939.

For the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact see

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/1939pact.html
On 9 April 1940 Germany invaded Denmark and Norway. Denmark offered no resistance while Norway was conquered by 9 June. On 10 May German forces overran Luxembourg and invaded the Netherlands and Belgium. On 13 May they outflanked French defences at the Maginot Line. Their armored columns raced to the English Channel and cut off Flanders. Allied forces, in the meantime, were evacuated from Dunkerque/Dunkirk (26 May–4 June). 

In the Pacific front Japan stepped up its war in China. On 22 June France signed an armistice with Germany which created the Vichy government in France. Britain was now the only remaining Allied power. Japan used the French defeat to gain bases in French Indochine/Indochina. In September Germany, Italy, and Japan sealed a military alliance.

With Western Europe under its control the Germans attempted to bomb Great Britain into submission. While Germany was receiving its first setback in the Battle of Britain, fought entirely in the air, the theater of war was widened by the Italian attack on the British in North Africa and by the Italian invasion of Greece on 28 October 1940. 

As they had during the Great War the Germans began submarine warfare in the Atlantic Ocean. Hungary, Romania, and Bulgaria joined the Axis late in 1940. On 6 April 1941 Germany attacked Yugoslavia and Greece (the Greeks had repelled the Italians) and won rapid victories. By May, Crete had fallen.

On 22 June 1941 Hitler and his Italian, Romanian, Hungarian, Slovakian, and Finish allies invaded the Soviet Union. By December 1941 German mechanized divisions had destroyed a substantial part of the Soviet army and had overrun much of European Russia. Both the harsh Russian winter and a Soviet counteroffensive near Moscow, however, halted the German advance at the gates of Moscow. The Soviet Union and Soviets would suffer tremendously under Nazi attack and Nazi rule. Leningrad—now St. Petersburg—would be under siege by the Germans for almost 900 days. Between 600,000 and 900,000 Leningraders died in the three years the Nazis almost totally surrounded the city of Petr.

FDR like Wilson before him proclaimed American neutrality at the beginning of hostilities. Unlike Wilson, however, FDR did not urge Americans to remain neutral. Most Americans, including FDR, while wanting the US to remain out of the war, wanted the Allies—Britain and France—to win the war. Roosevelt therefore began to look for ways he could help the Allies. FDR called a special session of Congress and urged it to revise the Neutrality Acts. After six weeks of often stormy debate Congress passed a new neutrality act which repealed the arms embargo and allowed combatants to purchase arms from the US on a cash and carry basis. It forbade America to loan money to any of the belligerents and prohibited American ships from entering combat zones as designated by the president. Some Americans made personal decisions to fight in the war. Just as Americans signed up to fight the fascists in Spain during the Spanish Civil War, some Americans went to Canada and to the United Kingdom to join the anti-fascist cause. Many Amrican volunteers ended up in the Royal Air Force (RAF).

The way the war played out in 1939 through 1941 was a shock to most Americans. Most Americans believed that the Allies would win the war quickly. The fall of France not only shattered these assumptions but also necessitated a change in American strategy since many Americans believed that the Atlantic would soon be under German control. FDR reacted to the situation in Europe by strengthening America’s defences. He asked Congress for and received from them monies to expand the American army and navy. He boosted aircraft production to 50,000 a year. In 1940 he established the National Defence Research Committee to develop new weapons. The proximate fuse and the atomic bomb would be the fruits of this committee. Later that year he successfully got Congress to institute the first peace time draft in US history, the Selective Service and Training Act.

FDR’s policy changes were not only focused on the home front. In June of 1940 he, with support from groups like the Committee to Defend America and Arm the Allies, announced a policy of aid for Great Britain which was on the verge of collapse. Finding a loophole in the new Neutrality Act the President ordered the Army and Navy Departments to transfer “surplus” plans, guns, and ammunition to the British. He exchanged old American destroyers for 99 year leases on British bases in her western hemisphere possessions to the annoyance of Winston Churchill. 

There were homegrown critics of these policies. America First, for instance, advocated staying out of the European war and building up America’s defences at home. Among its supporters were Herbert Hoover, Republican Senator Gerald Nye, Senator Burton Wheeler, future president Gerald Ford, socialist leader Norman Thomas, priest of the air Father Charles Coughlin, and aviator hero Charles Lindbergh. Despite this FDR would win a third term in office defeating Republican internationalist Wendell Wilkie of Indiana in an election that was closer than many anticipated. Wilkie was a compromise candidate after the candidacies of isolationists Thomas Dewey and Robert Taft floundered in the wake of Nazi victories in Europe.

By 1941 Great Britain was desperately in need of further American supplies but basically out of gold, silver, or dollars to pay for them. FDR was prohibited from loaning the British by the Johnson Act because they had defaulted on their WWI war debts to the US. So he decided to lend goods to them instead. In 1941 FDR submitted a bill to Congress which allowed him to loan arms, munitions, other war supplies, and food to Great Britain. Congress passed the Lend Lease Act on 11 March 1941. To get these goods and supplies, however, FDR forced Britain to prove she was bankrupt. She did this by getting one of her private companies to sell out its American Viscose Corporation for a below market value price.

Now the problem became how to get these goods to Great Britain. German U-Boats were sinking 500,000 tonnes of British shipping a month, twice as much as Great Britain and US shipyards produced. FDR therefore gave permission for British warships to dock in American ports for repairs. He gave permission for RAF pilots to train in Florida. He extended the neutrality zone agreed to in Panama in 1939 halfway across the Atlantic. He ordered American naval patrols to comb the seas for German U-Boats and forward that information to the British. He sent US troops to Greenland and to Iceland to impede any German occupation. He froze German and Italian assets in the US. He ordered US convoys to travel as far as Iceland. He instituted secret talks between the Americans and the British in DC in 1941 to set strategy should the US enter the war on the British side. He and Churchill issued the Atlantic Charter in August of 1941 which emphasized national self-determination, freedom from fear and want, freedom of the seas, equal access to raw materials, international collaboration for economic advancement, national security, and disarmament. An informal Anglo-American alliance was taking shape.

This informal alliance did not lead to American-German hostilities. Hitler was quite circumspect in attacking American ships at sea. When a German U-Boat fired on the US destroyer Greer, however, FDR used this to announce that American ships would sink Axis U-Boats on sight. FDR now asked Congress to revise the Neutrality Acts and allow American merchant marine ships to be armed. When the US destroyers Kearney and Reuben James were attacked with loss of life, Congress passed the revisions FDR wanted, swept away the ban on loans to belligerents and the ban on Americans traveling on the ships of combatants, and allowed all US ships to legally enter war zones. By the fall of 1941 the US was essentially at war with Germany.

Things were also heating up in US-Japanese relations.  Isolationism at home would impact FDR’s policies in the East just as they did in Europe. As with Europe, FDR intention was not to allow the Japanese Empire to dominate the South East Asia. FDR responded to Japanese military aggression by hitting them where it hurt. He supported an economic boycott against Japan and supported denying Japan access to raw materials. In July of 1940 he banned the export of strategic materials including oil without a license. Japan was dependent upon foreign oil then as today. In September he issued an embargo on the export of all types of scrap metal, iron, and steel save to the Western hemisphere and Great Britain. In December he cut off the export of machine tools, chemicals, and a number of other vital war materials to Japan. He warned the Japanese of the consequences should they move against British and Dutch possessions in the Far East, and encouraged Britain to reopen the Burma Road which it had closed because of Japanese threats. The Burma Road was an important route for aid to China. 

For a while the Japanese were deterred from further action in Asia by fears of a two-front war against the USSR and the US. With the signing of the Japanese-Soviet Neutrality Pact in April 1941 after exchanges of fire between the USSR and Japan, Japan once again began to make demands for territorial concessions in French Indochina. Fearing a Japanese attack on Malaya and the Dutch East Indies FDR froze Japanese assets in the US, closed the Panama Canal to Japanese vessels, and mobilized the US militia in the Philippines. In August he banned all oil exports to Japan. Holland and Great Britain followed suit. Japan now had less than 18 months oil reserves.

While some in Japan favoured war with the US others didn’t. The Japanese navy was skeptical about war with the US fearing it would inevitably lead to a Japanese defeat. The Japanese Prime Minister, Fumimaro Konoye decided to try to solve these problems with the US via negotiations. Japan promised to cease expansion in Asia and withdraw from Indochina if the US ceased aiding Chiang Kai-Shek’s Chinese nationalists and end the ban on oil exports to Japan. The US rejected these proposals and instead demanded that Japan withdraw from China and end its alliance with Germany and Italy. On 6 September 1941 one last attempt was made by Japan to solve the problems between it and the US diplomatically. An Imperial Conference was held in Tokyo to try to work out the problems between the US and Japan. The Japanese powers that be decided that if this effort failed Japan would go to war with the United States. When no settlement was reached in October the deadline for achieving a settlement was extended until December. Neither side budged from their positions. On 26 November the Japanese cabinet prepared for war.

On 7 December 1941, a “day of infamy” as FDR later put it, the Japanese navy and its torpedo bombers, dive-bombers, level bombers and fighters attacked Pearl Harbour in Hawaii, home of the US Pacific fleet destroying or immobilizing much of it all without a formal declaration of war. Recent research in Japanese archives strongly suggests that Japanese officials deliberately delayed the declaration . Simultaneously, Japan attacked Siam, the Philippines, the Dutch East Indies, and Malaya. On 8 December the US declared war on Japan. Within a few days Germany and Italy declared war on the United States.

The attack on Pearl Harbour has been controversial. Some argue that FDR and other American strategists let it happen to create a public groundswell for American entry into World War Two. The fact that America’s aircraft carriers—which were to become essential during World Ware Two—were out to sea has fueled these conspiracy theories as has the supposed report of Soviet spy Richard Sorge to Stalin indicating that an attack on Pearl Harbour was forthcoming. It is true that US code breakers had deciphered Japanese cables revealing their intention to attack the US. Almost all American leaders, military and civilian alike, believed that the attack would come in the Philippines, however. Few believed that the Japanese would attack Hawaii. Additionally, there was human error here.  Intercepts of Japanese cables were not properly evaluated or effectively delivered up the chain of command and incoming Japanese planes were mistaken for American B-52s. 

Later reports on the catastrophe at Pearl Harbour—one done by secretary of the Navy Frank Knox and a later one done by a commission headed by Supreme Court Justice Owen Roberts—found the Pacific Command derelict of duty. Two army commanders, Kimmel and Short, were relieved of their duties as a result of the Knox report. Anti-New Deal conservatives claimed that Kimmel and Short were being made scapegoats for negligence that went all the way to DC.

The first phase of the war in the Pacific was disastrous for the Allies. Japan swiftly conquered the Philippines, Malaya, Burma (Myanmar), Netherlands East Indies (Indonesia), and many Pacific islands, destroyed an Allied fleet in the Java Sea, and reached, by mid-1942, its furthest points of advance in the Aleutian Islands and New Guinea.

The United States may have been down but it was not out. Australia became the chief Allied base for counter attacks against Japan. The US’s first naval successes against Japan were achieved in the battles of the Coral Sea and Midway, where US bombers knocked out the major part of Japan’s carrier fleet and forced Japan into retreat. Midway was the first decisive blow against the Axis by Allied forces. On land the Allies took the offensive in New Guinea and landed (7 August 1942) on Guadalcanal in the Solomon Islands.

Meanwhile, in North Africa, Axis forces under Field Marshal Rommel were sweeping into Egypt. In the USSR the Reich had penetrated into the Caucasus and launched a massive assault on Stalingrad. In North Africa Montgomery routed Rommel at Alamein in North Africa (October 1942). American forces, in the meantime, landed in Algeria (8 November 1942). After heavy fighting in Tunisia, North Africa was cleared of Axis forces by 12 May 1943.

At Stalingrad a Soviet counteroffensive began which resulted in the surrender of the German 6th Army on 2 February 1943.  The Soviets now began to advance against the Germans. In the Mediterranean the Allies followed up their African victory with a successful attack on Sicily (July–August 1943) and the invasion of Italy. In Italy the German army fought rearguard actions against the Allies. The Allies finally managed to take Rome on 4 June 1944. In the Atlantic, the submarine threat was virtually ended by the summer of 1944. Throughout German-occupied Europe, underground forces, largely supplied by the Allies, began to wage war against their fascist oppressors.

By the beginning of 1944 air warfare had turned overwhelmingly in favor of the Allies. Allied planes bombed German cities and transport and industrial facilities throughout German-held Europe. This air offensive prepared the way for the landing (6 June1944) of the Allies in Northern France and a secondary landing (15 August) in Southern France. After heavy fighting in Normandy, Allied armored divisions raced to the Rhine, clearing most of France and Belgium of German forces by October of 1944. The use of V-1 and V-2 rockets by the Germans proved as futile an effort as their counteroffensive in Belgium at the Battle of the Bulge. 

On the Eastern Front in 1944 Soviet armies swept through the Baltic States, eastern Poland, Belorussia, and the Ukraine. Soon Romania (23 August), Finland (4 September), and Bulgaria (10 September) fell. Having evacuated the Balkan Peninsula, the Germans resisted in Hungary until February 1945. In January 1945 the Soviets entered Eastern Prussia and Czechoslovakia and marched into Germany all the way to the Oder River (January 1945).

On 7 March the Western Allies crossed the Rhine after having smashed through the strongly fortified Siegfried Line and overran Western Germany. German collapse came after the meeting (25 April) of the Western and Russian armies at Torgau in Saxony, and after Hitler’s death amid the ruins of a Berlin, which was about to fall to the Russians. Germany surrended on 7 May.   

In the Pacific, after the successful completion of the campaigns in the Solomon Islands (late 1943) and New Guinea (1944), the Allied advance moved in two lines that converged on Japan, through scattered island groups—the Philippines, the Mariana Islands, Okinawa, and Iwo Jima. Japan with most of its navy lost fought on. At the Yalta Conference, the USSR secretly promised its aid in the waragainst Japan, which still refused to surrender even after the Allied appeal made at the Potsdam Conference. On 6 August 1945, the United States dropped an atomic bomb on Hiroshima devastating it. Three days later the Americans dropped a second bomb on the city of Nagasaki. The On 8 August the USSR declared war on Japan and invaded Manchuria. On 14 August, Japan announced its surrender and formally signed the treaty ending the war on the US battleship Missouri in Tokyo Bay on 2 September.

Total War

During World War II civilians were both the instruments and the victims of total war. During the war it was citizens that kept the war machine going. Increasingly in agriculture and industry in those still nations still fighting women replaced men in agricultural and industrial work all across Europe and North America. By 1945 over half of the German workforce was female. It Britain one-third of the workforce was female. 

Civilians were also the victims of total war. Poles, Russians, and Serbs were killed by the Nazis either outright or as slave labour in the camps. In general all civilians ended up suffering and dying during the Second World War. Over 7 million Russian, 3 million German, 1.7 million Jugoslav, and over 6 million Poles (many of these Jewish Poles) died during the Second World War. A large proportion of the German civilian war dead resulted from Allied bombing. The bombing of Dresden, later depicted by an American POW in Dresden, Kurt Vonnegut (Slaughterhouse 5), would show just how brutal and deadly those bombing raids could be. So many bombs were dropped on Dresden that a viscious firestorm occurred in the city.

The Holocaust and a holocaust
During World War II the Nazis were fighting not only a war against the Allies but also a racial war against Jews, Gypsies, Slavs, the mentally ill, political leftists, and the “depraved”. During the war Jewish civilians were forced into ghettos and, after the summer of 1941, exterminated first by mobile Einsatzgruppen units and then, even more systematically, exterminated en masse by transporting them to camps equipped with Zyklon-b killing machines. Somewhere around six million Jews would die during the Shoah

The American use of the Atomic bomb on the largely civilian targets of Hiroshima and Nagasaki would, like these earlier incidents, blur the distinction between civilian and combatant during World War II. Atomic weapons would give rise to a potentially new and even more deadly type of total war.

Whither World War Two

Combatant deaths were high in World War II. Allied forces suffered approximately 17 million military deaths of which more than 10 million were Soviet. Axis forces suffered  losses of about 8 million of which more than 5 million were German. In terms of total human losses the Soviet Union suffered far and away the largest death toll of any nation in the war. Around 28 million Soviets died during World War Two, about 14% of its pre-war population. The United States, on the other hand, lost around 300,000 or about 0.25% of its population. Total deaths numbered around 50 million. Compare that with the 8 million deaths of World War I. In terms of combat, the USSR, particularly the European part of the USSR had been a battleground for much of the war. The US, on the other hand, had not been attacked, occupied, or bombed. Remember Hawaii did not become a state until 1959).
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http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zKIDvy499_E
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HhU7E1emq04
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=x9pQQu5oN5c
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Gb8FOdr4o5Y
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=R3-B5u9G370
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rRuGZhVKxb4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BRezY_RW6SU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=A1cIYOq9FnU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=m888nlVxZu8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ODMSh9zrDPw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RTzUpXL3Fbw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rc8lmDQxVyk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ufeyLsfmvQ8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vaqX0y9nVwk
Penny Marshal, 1992

Music: Classical Folk Populism

Aaron Copland, “Fanfare for the Common Man”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jiB8B4XsBRk
1943
Aaron Copland, “Appalachian Spring”, excerpt

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=26cmyrtcTNk
1944

Music: Folk Populism

Woody Guthrie, “This Land is Your Land”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XaI5IRuS2aE
1940

the song is a response to Irving Berlin’s “God Bless America”

Music: Blues

Lead Belly, “Where Did You Sleep Last Night”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PsfcUZBMSSg
1944

Theatre

Rodgers and Hammerstein, “Oklahoma”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RwiFqjyBJ2o (1955 film)
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KyaAZKwYXxg (revival with Hugh Jackman)
1944

Chapter Eighteen
The Twentieth Century:
The Cold War

The Beginnings of the Cold War
Europe, from east to west, was after World War II, almost completely devastated. Two-thirds of Europe’s industrial output was gone. More than half of her national output was gone. France’s railways were paralysed, most of her bridges were destroyed, and her coal production was at one-half its pre-war levels. Britain had lost one-quarter of her national wealth and had become the world’s largest debtor nation. It was war and not the welfare state, socialism, or communism that led to economic problems in both France and the UK in the wake of the war. Social Democrats in both nations tried to deal with the devestation of that war. 

In the midst of this economic, political, social, and cultural crisis the United States initiated relief aid to Germany and Italy to keep them afloat. The US could do this because it alone among the combatants in World War Two emerged as the strongest economic and military power on the planet. It had not been a battlefield. It had not been a victim of air-raids. Its industrial capacity dwarfed that of any other nation including the USSR. And it, of course, had a monopoly on a terrible new weapon—the atomic bomb.

At first the political beneficiaries of World War II seemed to be the political left. Many saw the USSR, the home of communism, in a positive light since it was the Soviet Union that had broken the back of the Nazi beast. There was also a strong sentiment among the common European men and women that they, common Europeans, had done more than their fair share in the war and thus everyone regardless of class and status was now entitled to a piece of the national wealth as a result. This feeling that everyone but particularly working class men and women had contributed immensely to the war effort was an important impetus to the expansion of the welfare state in the wake of World War II.

Between 1945 and 1946 there were left leaning coalition governments in France, Italy, and Belgium. In Britain the government of conservative war hero Winston Churchill was replaced by that of Labour socialist Clement Atlee. Socialists took control of France, Italy, Czechoslovakia, Belgium, and mounted ambitious welfare and industrialization campaigns. Sweden—which elected a Socialist government in 1932—and Norway would experience economic booms and become home to two of the highest per capita gross domestic products in the world. In Eastern Europe many socialist, communist, and agrarian parties formed coalitions to eliminate large landholdings and to bring heavy industry under state control.

On the broader front at first it appeared that the Grand Alliance between the US, the USSR, and Great Britain would hold. Strains between the Allies had, however, appeared even before the war was over. At Yalta the Great Powers wrangled over what the post-war world would look like. At the United Nations Conference in San Francisco US and Soviet delegates wrangled over what the new international organisation would look like. After the war Stalin’s failure to allow free elections in Soviet areas of Eastern Europe pricked at the Americans while Truman’s ending of lend lease aid to the Soviet Union in May 1945 pricked at the Soviets.

When Stalin, Truman, and Atlee met at Potsdam relations between the Big Three were noticeably chillier than they had been previously. Agreement was reached on reparations, the military occupation of Germany, and peace treaties with Germany’s allies but after much intense debate. Moreover, how to implement these policies became a source of contention particularly between the US and UK and the USSR. 

It was the German problem that split the Allies irrevocably. Virtually everyone in Europe was fearful of a restored Germany. Stalin, for instance, was determined to guarantee Soviet security vis-à-vis Germany and moved to create a buffer zone between Germany and the Soviet Union in accordance with Yalta. Stalin was not alone in fearing a revived Germany. France too was afraid of a reunified and resurgent Germany. The United States, on the other hand, had a different view and a different vision for a post-war Germany. It envisioned a revived and economically strong and politically democratic Germany at the centre of a new Europe. 

Post-war Germany had been divided into four occupation zones in the wake of World War II. Each of the allies—the US, Great Britain, France, and the USSR—occupied parts of the defeated nation. The German capital Berlin was also divided into US, British, French, and Soviet occupation zones. All of these were supposed to be administered as a single economic unit. In the early years after the war the US and Great Britain were growing increasingly weary of their role in keeping Germany afloat. Both wanted a self-sufficient German nation. Stalin, however, in 1945-1946 was busy dismantling the German economy in the east and using it to rebuild the Soviet economy as part of reparations for the German assault on the USSR and the devestation that resulted from it. Additionally, he was withholding foodstuffs produced in the east from the common German economic market. Since the US and UK had to make up the deficit Truman responded by ending the dismantling of German industries in the west which were supposed to be part of Germany’s reparations to. Instead the US began to expand German industrial production and promote German self-sufficiency. During the harsh winter of 1947 the European economy plummeted even further and the United States decided to act unilaterally on 5 June 1947 to solve its German problem.

There were also other friction points. With respect to Hitler’s allies the US wanted lenient treatment of Italy. The USSR wanted to treat the Italians more severely. When the treaties were finally signed all of them provided for some degree of reparations to the Soviet Union from other Axis members in Europe.

And then, of course, there was the US monopoly on the bomb. The Soviets were not happy with this to say the least. Truman tried to allay Soviet fears by submitting a proposal to the United Nations Commission on Atomic Energy which would have given control of the bomb to an international committee and mandated the destruction of atomic stockpiles, the outlawing of nuclear weapons, and the establishment of an international inspection committee to verify these on condition that UN imposed controls on atomic development. The proposal explicitly said that the plan would not be subject to UN Security Council veto. The USSR balked on the last after the commission approved the motion. They were, of course, in the process of developing their own bomb. And they wanted to continue to do so.

Throughout this period the US was growing more and more alarmed at Soviet actions and the Soviets at the actions of the Americans. They thus began to develop a policy and a strategy of containing communism, i.e., the Soviet Union. The purpose of containment was to block any further extension of communism and Soviet influence in Europe 

Read Truman’s foreign policy doctrine here  http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/trudoc.htm 

hear it here: http://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/harrystrumantrumandoctrine.html 

The first battleground between the two in this new “cold war” was Greece and Turkey. The USSR was supplying arms and supplies to the communist guerillas during a civil war in the Hellenic peninsula. They were also pressing for concessions from Turkey particularly in the Dardanelles. They wanted access to the Mediterranean for their growing navy. On 12 March 1947 Truman acted. He asked the US Congress for $400 million in economic and military assistance for Greece and Turkey and expressed support for any nation “threatened” by Soviet communist “subversion” or “aggression”. After opposition from conservatives and liberals in Congress Truman got the monies he wanted and American financial support for Greece and Turkey began pouring into those countries. 

Increasingly the Truman administration came to realise that Greece and Turkey weren’t the only problems. The entire continent was, they thought, at risk. It was impoverished and devastated and seemed ripe for communist “rhetoric” and a communist “takeover”. In response to this problem the Truman administration drew up a plan for economic assistance to Europe.  In March of 1948 the US initiated the European Recovery Act. It would come to be called the Marshall Plan after its director General George Marshall. 

Since the Marshall Plan involved the rebuilding of Germany the Soviets felt that the Americans were directly interfering in and challenging them in their sphere of influence. The Soviets warned the Czechs not to participate in the Plan and created the Cominform—the Communist Information Bureau—to coordinate Communist activities all across Europe and the world to respond to it and to coordinate communist action in Europe and around the world. The Cominform ruled out cooperation with other parties on the left. In the meantime, Soviet influence on Eastern Europe was now hardening into domination. Czechoslovakia once independent now, after a coup, became friendly toward the USSR. In early 1948 Czechoslovakia was stalinised as agriculture and heavy industry came under state control and all but communist parties were proscribed.

The Marshall Plan did what it was intended to do. It brought economic recovery to western parts of Europe and diminished, in the process, the appeal of communism and socialism in those areas. Moreover, since Marshall Plan monies had to be spent in the US for the most part it stimulated the American economy. Between 1948 and 1951 the United States pumped $13 billion dollars into its sphere of influence in Europe. The Soviets pumped about as much into its sphere. 

The Marshall Plan

http://www.archives.gov/exhibits/featured_documents/marshall_plan/
In June of 1948 the early Cold War reached its zenith when the United States, France, and Great Britain announced that they were going to create a sovereign German state in the areas of the former Reich they controlled. Stalin decided to make one last stand against a reinvigorated western Germany. In June of 1948 he instituted a blockade on Berlin. Truman had no interest in risking war by sending American troops into the Soviet sector, Berlin was surrounded by the Soviet sector. Nor did he want to jeopardise his European recovery plan. He felt American inaction would do just this. The Americans and the British, therefore, responded with an airlift and by May of 1949 Stalin backed down. The blockade backfired on the Soviets in more ways than this one. It also severely damaged the USSR’s and Stalin’s reputation all across Europe and particularly in France. The end result was that by 1949 there were two German states, the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) in the areas governed after the war by the US, Britain, and France, and the German Democratic Republic (GDR) which was created out of the Soviet sector.

Many European nations, and particularly the elite of Europe’s nations now began to fear the USSR. By 1948 the UK, France, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxembourg formed the Brussels Alliance which mandated mutual aid in case of attack. On 4 April 1949 the US, Canada, the Brussels Pact, Portugal, Italy, Norway, Denmark, Iceland, and three years later, Greece and Turkey, established the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation or NATO (http://www.nato.int/docu/basics.htm). The US Senate ratified the treaty on 21 July. By 1955, after French intransigence finally ended, a rearmed West Germany, as the FRG came to be popularly called, would become part of NATO. Setting a pattern that would remain pretty much for the existence of the organisation the US would foot two-thirds of NATO’s budget. The US was now intimately involved in European affairs. Quite a change from the America of the 1920s and 1930s.

The Soviets didn’t take this lying down. They responded by forming a defensive organization as well, the Warsaw Pact consisting of itself, Albania—which would withdraw its support in 1962 and fully withdrew in 1968—Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, Romania, and, after 1956 East Germany as the GDR came to be called. Setting a pattern that would remain pretty much the rule for the existence of the organisation the USSR would foot four-fifths of the cost for the Warsaw Pact.

Things were also heating up in the cold war in the Far East. When the war ended the US initially envisaged China as the stabilising power in the region. China was thus given a seat on the UN Security Council. But China was still wracked by a civil war between the nationalist forces of Chiang Kai-Shek and the communist forces of Mao Zedong. The US, therefore, tried to broker a cease fire and power sharing agreement between the two. Truman sent Marshall to China in December of 1945 to do just this. When Marshall’s mediation failed the civil war in China resumed and this time it was an all war. 

The communist forces began to advance steadily against the nationalists. The US began to help Chiang but only half-heartedly. They could not even entertain the notion that Chiang’s forces could be beaten by Mao’s communists. Things continued to deteriorate for the nationalists. By early 1949 the communists took Beijing and Tientsin. By April they had crossed the Yangtze. By the end of May they had taken Shanghai. What was left of the nationalist army and its sympathisers retreated to the island of Formosa—contemporary Taiwan—later that year.

The US was shocked by Mao’s victory. The “loss of China” to the communists, as it came to be called in American higher poltical circles, had an immense impact in the United States. The loss of China was seen by some as evidence of world communism on the march. Soon a metaphor began to appear in American political culture and in the American press, the metaphor of dominos falling. When one domino, one nation, fell to world communism, the next could not be far behind if we, the “free world” do not do something to stop it. While this metaphor was inaccurate empirical reality was irrelevant to the whole equation. Powerful politicians, experts, and media figures believed it just like most Christians believe in god.

The “loss of China” also had an immense impact on US policy toward Japan as well. At the end of World War II the US instituted policies to reduce the island nation to a second-class power and to “democratise” Japan, i.e., make Japan into an economic mirror of the United States. Under the proconsular rule of General Douglas MacArthur Japan was stripped of her conquests and colonies, her army was disarmed and demobilised, steps were taken to ensure that her military would not revive, her educational system was reshaped toward more “democratic” purposes, a new constitution which renounced war was enacted, and the influence of the military on Japanese political life was ended. After the “loss of China” and the later Korean War, however, the US began to see Japan as a bulwark against the communist “threat” and began to flood the nation with money to restore its economy and revive its military. In 1951 over the objections of the USSR Japan and the US signed a treaty giving the US military bases in Japan. Can you blame the Soviet Union for feeling as though they were being surrounded?

In the early years of the Cold War the Soviets relied primarily on their conventional forces because they didn’t yet have the bomb. The US, on the other hand, relied on its monopoly on the bomb to deter a Soviet invasion. This emphasis on nuclear weapons allowed the US to keep costs associated with stationing a conventional military abroad down. American strategy was rethought, however, when the Soviets shocked the world by successfully testing their own atomic bomb in 1949. The US responded by sending conventional forces into Europe. Plans on how to block a Soviet invasion into Central Europe were now drawn up. 

The Korean War

It would be in Korea that the Cold War would turn hot. After World War II Soviet and American troops had occupied Korea—Japan recall had conquered it—and divided it into Soviet and American occupation zones. The Soviets controlled Korea north of the 38th parallel, the US south of it. As the cold war between the two heated up, however, this dividing line on the Korean peninsula began to take on a more permanent character.

In January 1949 Soviet troops withdrew from the area north of the 38th parallel after installing a communist government in power and leaving that new government well armed to defend itself against the forces of bourgeois aggression. The US would withdraw from South Korea—as the area south of the 38th parallel came to be called—after installing a “democratic”—really a right wing repressive government—in power and leaving it able to defend itself against “communist aggression”.

When Secretary of State Dean Acheson neglected to include South Korea in the “American defence perimeter” in January of 1950 North Korean forces—with or without Soviet encouragement—attacked the South on 24 June 1950. Truman immediately ordered MacArthur—recall that he was proconsul of Japan—to give naval and air support to South Korea. A few days later he authorised the deployment of American ground forces in Korea after the Soviet delegation had walked out in protest. When the UN Security Council endorsed these actions and passed a resolution condemning North Korean aggression other forces joined those of the US in Korea. Still it was the US’s war. The US supplied 48% of the troops in Korea and virtually all the air and ground forces. South Korea supplied 42. MacArthur was put in charge of the Allied forces. 

In the early days of the Korean War it looked like the North might quickly overrun the South during their initial offensive. By September of 1950 the front had stabilised as US troops started to arrive. MacArthur soon launched a counteroffensive against the North Koreans and begin to drive them out of the South which mandate given him by the UN required him to do. 

When MacArthur reached the 38th parallel, however, he kept going. By the end of November his forces were approaching the Yalu River in the northern part of North Korea, the river which divided that country from Chinese Manchuria. China had warned the US that such “aggression” was unacceptable and threatened to intervene in the war if McCarthur and his forces kept moving northward. MacArthur, in the meantime, was urging the US to blockade China, bomb her, and support a nationalist invasion of the Chinese mainland. Truman was hesitant to pull troops out of Europe for such a dangerous cause. He felt that the Soviets might see it as an invitation to invade Europe. The Joint Chiefs of Staff sided with Truman. MacArthur, in the meantime, was trying to win Congressional support for his plan for China. 

On 11 April 1951 Truman relieved MacArthur of his command. Many Americans reacted negatively to this. MacArthur returned home to a hero’s welcome but soon the controversy and MacArthur “faded away” from Americans memories.

But back to the war, on 14 October 1950 Chinese forces came pouring across the Yalu River into North Korea. Chinese forces began pushing back US and Korean troops from the North including out of the North Korean capital of Pyongyang. By January of 1951 the Chinese and North Koreans had taken the South Korean capital of Seoul. Offensives and counteroffensives would continue for several years and basically end up back at the beginning, stalemate at the 38th parallel 

In July of 1951 armistice negotiations began between all parties in Korea. Talks would go on for two years before a cease fire agreement was reached. The US suffered losses of around 25,000. 10,000 Americans were missing. 103,000 were wounded. Around 415,000 South Koreans died while around 145,000 Chinese died.

The Decline of European Imperialism
“Communism” versus “democracy” wasn’t the only game in town during the Cold War. Europe’s empires were falling apart. In 1946 France lost Syria and Lebanon. Between 1946 and 1954 France fought a war in Indochina against the Vietminh and lost. The US, of course, would step in when the French stepped out and new Vietnam War starring the Americans resulted. The US would fare no better than the French. The US pulled out in 1975 and Ho Chi Minh got what he had been fighting for since Versailles, an indpendent Vietnam free of imperialist powers. In 1947 Britain gave up India after mass pacifist actions led by Mohandas Gandhi caused an economic, political, and public relations nightmare for the Brits. Between 1954 and 1962 France fought a war and with liberation forces in Algeria and lost again despite its resort to torture. The Anglo-French attack (with Israel, Israel had been created in 1948 with US and Soviet support) on Egypt and its attempt to maintain control of the Suez Canal in 1956 ended with Anglo-French retreat after the Soviets threatened to come in on the Egyptian side and the US urged the British and the French to evacuate.

Eisenhower and the Cold War

One of the first things Eisenhower did when he entered office was to try to end the Korean War. When armistice talks dragged on Eisenhower threatened to use tactical nuclear weapons on North Korea if armistice talks didn’t pick up. An armistice was finally signed on 27 July 1953. It left Korea divided at the 38th parallel and called for further talks at a later date to decide Korea’s future. With the war over in the Korea peninsula Eisenhower now began to focus on the troubles in French Indochina. To counter “communist expansion” in the Far East Eisenhower and Secretary of State John Foster Dulles set up SEATO, the South East Asia Treaty Organisation in September of 1954

http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/intdip/usmulti/usmu003.htm  

As a result of this treaty the US, Australia, New Zealand, the UK, Pakistan, Thailand, and the Philippines agreed to consult each other in the event of attack. The organization was fully dependent on US forces for its defence. To its north the US and Canada built a Distant Early Warning (DEW) line to warn of an “impending Soviet attack”.

China continued to be a sore point in the US during the Eisenhower years. In a revision of US China policy Eisenhower announced that the US would no longer restrain the nationalists on Formosa from trying to re-take the mainland. The nationalists tried but they were only able to dislodge a couple of islands off the Chinese coast from communist hands. 

In the Middle East the developing relations between Egypt’s nationalist leader Nasser and the Soviet Union led to difficult relations between US and Egypt. The US now refused to build a dam that would bring water and hydroelectric power to that country. Fears of “communist influence” in the Middle East would lead “Ike” to ask Congress for monies for any country in the region threatened with a “communist takeover”. Congress complied with Eisenhower’s request. When Egypt threatened Jordan and Lebanon Eisenhower ordered the Sixth Fleet into the region and sent marines into Lebanon. When Iran’s newly appointed popular Prime Minister Mossadgeh nationalized Iran’s oil industry both the British and the Americans, whose corporations had “interests” in the country, helped to overthrow his government and restore the Shah of Iran to power. Soviet “Communism”, by the way, had little if anything to do with these tensions.

During the Eisenhower years tensions begin to arise in the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO). Ike’s activist Secretary of State John Foster Dulles was not particularly liked by America’s European allies. They often found him devious and self-righteous. When the French, British, and Israelis invaded Egypt rifts between the US, the French, and the British emerged. 

Relations between Russia and other members Warsaw Pact weren’t that much better. Tito’s Jugoslavija followed its own path of economic devolution and self-management and non-alignment. Albania began to accept aid from the USSR’s communist competitor the People’s Republic of China—Communist China. Romania likewise accepted aid from China and also from the West. These nations weren’t in the heart of the Soviet area of concern, however. In areas where German aggression had come from in the past—through Czechoslovakia, Poland, and Hungary—deviation from the Soviet party line, particularly in foreign policy, was unacceptable to the powers that be in the Kremlin. When Hungary attempted to withdraw from the Warsaw Pact in 1956 it was invaded by Soviet forces and a new regime friendly to the USSRs foreign policy was put in place. Still there was some “liberalization of Soviet policies even in these areas. Hungary, under Janos Kadar (1956-1988), was allowed to engage in economic experimentation. Economic enterprises were allowed to establish their own wage and price levels in response to profits. Poland too, which wasn’t given some room for experimentation by the USSR. Polish leader Wladyslaw Gomulka, ended attempts to collectivize Polish agriculture. It had never really taken hold anyway as 80% of Polish land remained in private hands.

Building the New Western and Eastern Europes
Military alliances like NATO and the Warsaw Pact weren’t the only cooperative organizations arising in Europe in the 1950s. In 1952 France, West Germany, Italy, Belgium, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands formed the European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) to pool its steel and coal resources. This organization proved to be crucial to western European recovery. In January 1958 the European Economic Community or the Common Market was formed by the ECSC countries—Belgium, France, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and West Germany. The Common Market abolished internal tariffs and instituted a single external tariff. In 1960 these same nations established a Common Agricultural Policy. France would later join both after that nation was promised preferential treatment. France vetoed the entry of Britain into “the Six”, as the six nations who joined these organizations were sometimes called, and blocked majority voting in the organizations. In June of 1963 the French and the Germans signed a friendship treaty. 

Western Europe was emerging in the Eisenhower years from its post-war economic funk. More than anything else it was German economic might that allowed this to occur. Of course, the fact that the United States was now footing the bill for Western Europe’s security didn’t hurt either.

In the East mass industrialization and collectivization had its benefits as well as its downsides. The transformation of the East from a peasant society to an urban modern one provided the masses with free education, free health care, and full employment. Soviet domination and economic integration also led to a type of broader cultural cohesion in Eastern Europe as it did to some extent in the West. 

Industrialisation, however, also had negative impacts on the environment in both East and the West. East and West were not fully isolated from each other despite the raising of an “iron curtain” between the two. The proximity of East Berlin to West Berlin, for instance, offered opportunities for East Berliners to escape into the consumer world portrayed on television. To stop this migration the Berlin Wall was built in 1960.

Soviets and Americans

As for Soviet and American relations these ebbed and flowed. The problem of Austria was finally solved in 1955 when Austria became ostensibly neutral in its relations with West and East. The thaw in relations between West and East would start freezing again after the USSR invaded Hungary in 1956. The US condemned Soviet actions but could do little about it. The so-called U2 incident (http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/u2.htm, http://www.eisenhower.utexas.edu/dl/U2Incident/u2documents.html)--the Soviets shot down a spy plane over there territory on Mayday—1 May—which US authorities claimed was not there, capturing the pilot Gary Powers alive—negatively impacted US-USSR relations and led Soviet leader Khrushchev to cancel a summit between him and “Ike” scheduled for Geneva in 1960. Khrushchev had taken over after Stalin’s death in 1953 and even condemned his predecessor for the Terror he had set in motion.

1959 was a particularly bad year for American foreign policy. US prestige around the world took a hit because of American support for Belgium and perhaps involvement  with Belgium in the Congo. The US may have been involved in the assassination of anti-colonial independence figure Patrice Lumumba in that former colony. Relationships between the US and Japan began to deteriorate as many Japanese, despite the signing of a new treaty between the US and Japan, remained upset by what they saw as Japan’s client state status vis-à-vis the US. Thousands protested against American influence on their island nation. The overthrow of the brutal Battista regime in Cuba—the US actually supported the revolution against Battista at first—became a concern for the US when Fidel Castro took power, began to confiscate American property, and gradually move into the Soviet orbit. American officials began to accuse Fidel of communist sympathies and actions.

As had happened before in American history the Cold War brought a renewed anti-communism to America. The House Committee on Un-American Activities (HCUA or HUAC) attempted to ferret out supposed Communist influence in America’s political domain, in America’s universities, and in Hollywood. The FBI and Representative and later Senator Richard M. Nixon attempted to inhibit communist attempts to gain access to America’s security secrets. Two captured “spies” Ethel and Julius Rosenberg would be executed. They were accused of helping the Soviets steal atomic bomb secrets. Another, Alger Hiss, would be sent to prison.

In Eastern Europe things were changing as well. When Stalin died in 1953 a power struggle resulted.  One of the competitors for power, Lavrenty Beria, Stalin’s hit man, even floated German reunification to the West which dismissed it as a ploy. Eventually Nikita Khrushchev succeeded Stalin as party secretary and in 1956 denounced him and Stalinism in a spectacular speech before the party faithful. He began to reform agriculture, increase the production of consumer goods, fostered a building boom, and emphasized the rule of law. No longer would terror be so brazen in the Soviet Union. 

Read Khrushchev’s secret speech denouncing Stalin here

http://www.uwm.edu/Course/448-343/index12.html
Eastern Europe and the Warsaw Pact wasn’t that much more in lockstep than NATO and the Common Market as I mentioned earlier. In the East mass industrialization and collectivization had its benefits as well as its debits. The transformation of the East from a peasant society to an urban modern one provided the masses with free education, free health care, and full employment and it provided a type of broader cultural cohesion. Industrialisation also, of course, had negative impacts on the environment. The proximity of East Berlin to West Berlin offered opportunities to escape into the consumer world portrayed on television and so the Berlin Wall was build at the behest of East Germany in 1960.

The Sixties and After

By the late 1960s both Keynesian capitalism and Soviet style communism were providing Western and Eastern Europeans with undreamt of wealth. For the sons and daughters of the post-war generation, however, wealth was relative. In the East cynicism took hold in some of the younger generation. The Soviet Union sent tanks into Czechoslovakia during the Prague Spring of economic reform, the opening up of the political process to other parties. What sent the Soviets in was likely talk that the Czechs and Slovaks would pull out of the Warsaw Pact; Czech writer Milan Kundera’s brilliant Nesnesitelná lehkost bytí/The Unbearable Lightness of Being which takes place in and around Prague during these years, nicely captures the atmosphere in Prague during the Soviet invasion that resulted in the crushing Czechoslovakian “socialism with a human face”. 

In the West young people and old leftists were reacting to the conformism and consumerism they saw dominating Europe and the US. Some critics eventually turned to more radical attempts to overthrow the “bourgeois state”. The student uprisings in Paris which began when the culture minister Andre Malraux fired Henri Langlois, head of the venerable Cinematheque in Paris. Riots, which shut down of the Cannes film festival follwed as noted French nouvelle vague directors Jean-Luc Goddard and Francois Truffaut led the boycott at Cannes and the charge to get Langlios, reinstated. They succeeded. Mai 68 followed soon after. This revolution, which for a short time united students and workers in France, came close to bringing down the Republic. It did bring down French war hero and president Charles De Gaulle. As usual the old boss De Gaulle was replaced by a new boss of similar stipes and colour Georges Pompidou.

By the early 1970s the US and the USSR had each come to accept a live and let live policy with each other. West German chancellor Willy Brandt led the way when he recognized the GDR as well as Germany’s post-WWII border with Poland and both he and his East German counterpart initiated visits between East and West Berliners. American president Richard Nixon and Soviet party secretary Leonid Brezhnyev soon followed suit as they began to negotiate the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks Agreement or SALT Treaty in 1969. Agreement would be reached in 1972 at Helsinki on SALT which limited the anti-ballistic missile systems each nation could have. In 1975 the US, the USSR, Canada, and most of the nations of Europe recognized the sovereignty of all signatories to the Helsinki Treaty including the nations of the “Soviet Bloc”. The treaty also mandated that signatories respect the rights of all within their borders. A new era in human rights had begun

In the West the Common Market continued to expand. Denmark, Ireland, and Britain joined in 1973. Greece joined in 1981 after the brutal American backed junta which held power in that country fell. The once authoritarian nations of Spain and Portugal joined in 1986 after the death of Franco and fascism in Spain and democratization in Portugal. 

The East continued to be dominated by central planning rather than profit or efficiency (was it more human because of this?). Poland at this time was one of the world’s fastest growing economies. It was a paper tiger, however. In fact, Polish economic growth was all done with smoke and mirrors, by borrowing from the west and squeezing living standards at home. A trade union, Solidarnosc/Solidarity arose to protest the latter. Fear of Soviet invasion led the Polish powers that be to repress the union. Continued economic problems forced the USSR to increase economic aid to Poland during a period where she herself was feeling the economic pinch.

In the midst of all of this Ronald Reagan come to power in the United States (1980 and 1981). Reagan and company increased American defence spending by 40% (Carter, by the way had increased it before Reagan as a response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan). They approved construction of the B-1 bomber and of “Star Wars”, a space defence shield that would protect America from any missile or other threats from the air. They moved a new generation of ICBMs into Europe precipitating protests in Britain, West Germany, and Holland. They expanded support for the Mujahideen rebels (the same Mujahideen rebels the US is at war with today in Afghanistan and around the world) fighting the Soviets in Afghanistan that had been begun under Carter.

By the late 1980s Reagan’s policies vis-à-vis the USSR would, in part, pay off as the youthful reformer Mikhail Gorbachev came to power in the USSR and instituted glasnost and perestroika, political liberalisation and economic modernisation. The Soviets who spent around one-fifth of their GDP on the military sector were having a hard time keeping up with the American Jones’s and the prospect of Star Wars and other high tech military spending frightened them. In response Gorbachev reopened a dialogue with the US, which resulted in he and Reagan signing a treaty removing intermediate missiles from Europe in December 1987. Gorbachev needed to cut defence spending to make economic reform and political modernization work. At this Reykjavik Conference in Iceland Gorbachev had actually proposed eliminating nuclear weapons entirely and cutting converntional weapons. While Reagain almost agreed to Gorbachev’s proposals his handlers balked. The military-industrial complex at home was too tied to American economic prosperity. 

Gorbachev’s efforts at reform all came to nothing. By the late 1980s the Eastern bloc was beginning to collapse. Many of the other Eastern bloc states began to follow Gorbachev (he urged them to do so) and instituted political and economic reforms themselves. Hungary instituted a multiparty political system and opened its border with Austria. Soon East Germans and others were fleeing to the West. By the early 1990s mass movements were pushing for change all across the Eastern Bloc. East Germany instituted elections, opened their borders, and soon the wall came down. The Czechs and Slovaks had their generally peaceful “Velvet Revolution”. Romania’s revolution was bloody and ended in the death of Nikolai Ceausescu and his wife. On 3 October 1990 Germany once again became a united country after the American assured the USSR that a reunited Germany would not be brought into NATO. Reunification, however, caused a strain on the German economy. By 1991 the USSR ceased to exist.

The fall of the wall brought back a number of things that had been dormant in European life since WWII. A renewed blood and soil nationalism reared its very ugly head again particularly in the Balkans where bloody wars between the Serbs, Croats, Bosnian, and Kosovan Albanians erupted and brought violence, ethnic cleansing, and mass murder once again to the Continent. Bosnian Muslims were the real loosers in these conflicts as Croats and Serbs divided up the spoils amongst themselves.

The fall of the wall would eventually bring European Union expansion as the former Eastern block nations of Poland, the Czech Republic, the Baltics, Slovenia, Slovakia, Romania, and Bulgaria became part of the EU as did Sweden and Finland both of which had been neutral at least in theory. The other thing that the fall of the wall brought to the East was a new class of robber barons. In various parts of Eastern Europe including the USSR former apparatchiks acquired the wealth of their nations at bargain basement prices and used this to build massive personal fortunes. Russian president Vladimir Putin would attempt to turn the clock back on this in the early twenty-first century. The masses saw prices skyrocket, their pensions decline as a result of currency revaluations, their jobs end as companies went out of business, and their former welfare nets rent asunder in the name of becoming just like the West. In the Czech Republic Czech women now became the latest fad on the western pornography meat market. 

Vignette: Vietman, Imperialism, Anti-Imperialism, and the Cold War

The French had taken control of the Indochine peninsula in the nineteenth century as part of the broader movement of Europeans into the world to colonise and imperialise it. In the wake of the periodic remakings of the world that political and economic elites were so good at and so bad at at the same time (good at remaking the map of the world, bad at because of the consequences their remappings usually had), nationalists from Indochina urged those gathered at Versailles to remake their world by remaking Indochina from an imperialistic colony of France into a self-governing nation. US president and Democratic liberal Woodrow Wilson was calling on European powers to allow self-determination at this time. Neither Vietnamese nationalists nor Woodrow Wilson were successful in their calls. 

After the fall of Indochina to Japan in WWII the victors set up a protectorate and took direct control of the peninsula. Vietnamese nationalists calling themselves the Viet Minh led by Ho Chi Minh, fought a guerilla war against the Japanese occupiers and on a number of occasions aided the Allies. They were aided in this by China and the US. They even rescued and returned American pilots on several occasions. 

In the wake of WWII the great powers—as was usually the case wars, remember the Congress of Vienna?—gathered once again to remake the world. They hoped that this time it would bring peace to the planet once and for all. Those Vietnamese nationalists who fought against the Japanese urged the Great Powers to create a free Vietnam just as they had done after World War One. Once again, they didn’t. In fact American troops occupying the former colony allowed the Japanese to continue to govern the peninsula until the return of the French.

This imperialistic status quo was unacceptable to the Viet Minh. They declared independence from France and began an anti-colonial struggle against the occupier. Seeing the French as a bulwark against communism and fearing that yet another domino was about to fall to communism both Truman and Eisenhower began pumping aid, materiale, and American “advisors” into Vietnam to try to prevent, unsuccessfully it turns out, a French defeat. During the Eisenhower years the US was funding 80% of the French war effort. The war would last until 1954 when the Viet Minh defeated the French at Dien Bien Phu under the leadership of General Giap.

Interested parties met in Geneva to draw up a treaty to end the war in Vietnam. While negotiations were going on in Switzerland between the French and the Viet Minh, however, the US tried to keep the war going. Though they had aided the Viet Minh during the war and a number of analysts in the US State Department had urged their government to support a free and independent Vietnam, others in the State Department and in the American government saw the struggle between the French and the Viet Minh through the prism of the Cold War. For them it was a war between “freedom” and “tyranny”, between “democracy and communism”. And for them if Vietnam was allowed to go communist communist triumph in other nations was inevitable. The Geneva Accords between the French and Viet Minh was signed in 1956. It divided Vietnam at the nineteenth parallel, promised elections to determine a national government for the peninsula in 1956, and created Laos and Cambodia out of French Indochine. The US refused to sign the accords. Both they and the new government in Saigon believed that elections would result in an easy victory for Ho Chi Minh and hence, at least in their minds, the communists—recall that the Americans were upset by the loss of China to the communists and that many US officials saw everything through the eyes of the metaphor of the domino theory, the notion that a unitary international communism led by that evil empire the Soviet Union was knocking down each country like dominos.

For the Geneva Accords see

http://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/genevacc.htm
As the French left, the Americans entered. The United States now set about pouring money and advisors into the South to rebuild it in their image with the help of francophone elites who were largely Christian in a Buddhist dominated “country” (a legacy, of course, of French imperialism and colonialism). Emperor Bao Dai—a French puppet who was now supported by the Americans, British, and UN—from his home in France appointed Ngo Dinh Diem as Prime Minister of South Vietnam. In 1955 Diệm—with US support—used a referendum to remove Bảo Đại as monarch and turned South Vietnam—at least in theory—into a republic. The referendum was widely regarded as fraudulent. Bảo Đại abdicated once again and remained in exile in Paris. Diem and the Americas refused to conduct the elections mandated by the Geneva Accords. War, once again, was on.

Between 1961 and 1968 Viet Minh in the south, the Viet Cong, fought back and were aided in their largely guerilla struggle by the North Vietnamese. The United States sent “advisors” to aid the south. JFK expanded the military budget in general, US air force, navy, and Special Forces at home, and US financial and military support for Vietnam, along other bulwarks against communism abroad. Kennedy advisor Walt Rostow urged the president to use the “counter-guerilla assets at his disposal”. When Diem proved ineffectual he was assassinated by dissident officers in the South Vietnamese military. The US had informed these officers that they would not interfere in the coup.

All of this did not help, however, as the National Liberation Front (NLF), as the southern Viet Minh now called themselves, were making ever increasing territorial and ideological gains. In 1965, therefore, LBJ began bombing North Vietnam and committed himself to sending American troops into the region. He needed an excuse or a rationale to do so, one that would allow him to convince the American people that the United States was being threatened. He found it in an incident that occurred in the Gulf of Tonkin. 

On July 31, 1964, the American destroyer USS Maddox (DD-731) began a reconnaissance mission in the Gulf of Tonkin when it was attacked in “international waters” by five North Vietnamese patrol boats on 2 August 1964. The Maddox suffered only very minor damage from a North Vietnamese single machine gun shot. On August 4 the Maddox was on yet another patrol along the North Vietnam. This time the destroyer reported that radar and radio signals indicated they and the C. Turner Joy were under North Vietnamese attack. For some two hours the ships fired on radar targets and manoeuvered amid electronic and visual reports of foes. Johnson launched retaliatory strikes against the North Vietnamese and went on national television on 4 August 1964 telling the American public about these “unprovoked attacks”. Shortly thereafter Johnson’s Secretary of Defense Robert McNamera told Congress that the attacks were “unprovoked” and that the US government had “unequivocable proof” of an “unprovoked” North Vietnamese attack against the Maddox. As a result of McNamara's testimony Congress passed a joint resolution (H.J. RES 1145)—unanimously in the House, with only 2 nay votes in the Senate—the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, on 7 August. This authorized increased U.S. involvement in the Vietnam. Although it did nor formally declare war against North Vietnam this Resolution gave President Johnson the authority “to take all necessary steps, including the use of armed force, to assist any member or protocol state of the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty requesting assistance in defense of its freedom”. Johnson and later Richard Nixon used this Resolution as a justification for escalating involvement in Indochina.

The Gulf of Tonkin Resolution

http://www.hbci.com/~tgort/tonkin.htm
As to the “unequivocable proof” for the attack there was none. Maddox Captain John J. Herrick would later admit that the radar and radio signals were nothing more than an “overeager sonar man…hearing his ship's own propeller beat.” North Vietnamese General Vo Nguyen Giap, commander-in-chief of North Vietnamese forces at the time of the incident also disavowed any involvement with the 4 August incident though he did confirm the 2 August attack. Nor were the attacks, even if we assume that they took place, unprovoked”. The USS Maddox was providing intelligence support for South Vietnamese attacks at Hon Me and Hon Ngu. Does this sound familiar?

As a result of the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution Johnson escalated the war. US troops grew from 6000 in 1965 to 565,000 (and perhaps more since troop levels were underestimated intentionally by authorities) in 1968. As a result US troops now began search and destroy missions into the South Vietnamese countryside in search of the enemy. Some of these missions resulted in mass murders and brutalization of civilians (as happens in virtually any war). Meanwhile, American planes were bombing North Vietnam (and killing civilians as happens in every war) and dropping Agent Orange over the Vietnamese countryside. Agent Orange struck friend and foe alike.

The presence of American forces and their search and destroy missions, their bombings of North Vietnam, and their napalming—napalm is a flammable liquid fuel weapon—of the South Vietnamese countryside to eliminate the hiding places of the “commies”, was having an effect on the war. American authorities, in fact, were claiming that the war was basically over for all intents and purposes. Then the Tet offensive happened. 

The Tết Offensive—called Tet because operations began on during the Vietnamese lunar new year) between 30 January 30, 1968 and 8 June 1969—was a series of operational offensives coordinated between the National Liberation Front's People's Liberation Armed Forces (PLAF) or “Viet Cong” and a number of divisions of the North Vietnam's People's Army of Vietnam (PAVN) against South Vietnam’s Army of the Republic of Vietnam (ARVN) and United States military and other allied forces. 

The Viet Cong and the North Vietnamese struck and soon took control of significant territory from the Americans and the South Vietnamese. They even managed to strike the American Embassy in Saigon. Fighting was particularly fierce around Hue. The American media showed it all on the small screen back home. It wasn’t long, however, before the Americans and South Vietnamese had managed to take most of the territory back.

Though the Tết Offensive resulted in a crushing operational defeat for the North Vietnamese and the Viet Cong—they achieved none of their strategic goals and Viet Cong capabilities were severely impacted—the offensive is widely seen as a turning point of the war for the NLF and PAVN for it revealed a number of important things about the war. It showed that South Vietnamese government of Nguyễn Văn was almost totally reliant on the United States militarily and perhaps more importantly politically. It showed that contrary to American claims that the war was over it was not. As a result of Tet the United States lost the propaganda and media war to the North Vietnamese and the Viet Cong. US public opinion polls in its aftermath of Tet while they continued to show continued to support American involvement in the war also showed that the US public was becoming increasingly critical of Lyndon Johnson’s prosecution of the war. It also showed Americans the brutality of the war and made them question the morality of the South Vietnamese who they were ostensibly there to defend. Speaking of the media, Tet produced one of the Vietnam War's most famous images, Eddie Adams’s Pulitzer Prize-winning image of the brutal and summary execution of a bound Viet Cong prisoner on 1 February by a high South Vietnamese police official. He shot him in the head in front of the cameras. Can you say public relations disaster? American support for the war began to decline rapidly. 

Nixon and his NSC head and later Secretary of Defence Henry Kissinger contined to prosecute the war in Vietnam after LBJ left office prematurely—the war undermined his presidency. They sent the American military on search and destroy machines. They bombed the North. They tried to replace American troops with South Vietnamese troops  (sound familiar?). And they negotiated with the North Vietnamese. Additionally, their pragmatic approach to improve relations with the USSR and China eventually isolated the North Vietnamese and get them to the peace talks table in Paris. A peace treaty was finally signed in 1973. The US began to pull out. South Vietnamese troops replaced them. By 1975 with Nixon driven from office by the Watergate scandal President Ford presided over the final act in the tragedy or farce of the US-Vietnamese War. North Vietnam attacked across the demilitarized zone and quickly conquered or reunited Vietnam some 55 years after Ho Chi Minh had called for a Vietnamese nation in Paris.

The Sixties Culture War on the Small Screen

The 1960s and 1970s was, all across North America, Europe, and even Japan, an era of protest. There were protests against Jim Crow in the United States by Whites and Blacks alike. There were protests against the war in Vietnam around the globe and even in the Eastern Bloc. There were protests against the political status quo. There were protests against the military-industrial bureaucratic state in North America, South America, Europe, Asia, and Africa. Students and workers helped bring down the Gaullist state in France only to see it replaced with another form of Gaullism. There were protests against gender inequality, inequalities associated with sexual prefernces, inequalites associated with being indigenous. There were protests against socialism without a human face. Almost everywhere the powers that be reacted to the forces of protest sometimes harshly. Most of these protests were relatively non-violent. Some were not. And then there was the sexual revolution with its “free sex” and “zipless fucks”

The culture war playing out in America at large was also playing out on America’s TV screens. One of the hottest battles in televisions cultural cold war was between CBS and the Smothers Brothers.

The Smothers Brothers Comedy Hour went on the air in 1967. The hosts of this variety show were the folk singing duo that gave the show its name, the Smothers Brothers—Dick and Tom. The programme which was on CBS opposite NBC’s highly rated Bonanza, began to attract a youthful audience as a result of its irreverent digs at many of America’s dominant institutions including organized religion and the presidency, its sketches celebrating hippie drug culture, and its anti-Vietnam rhetoric. All of this, of course, made the show one of the most controversial on American TV and got it into trouble with the networks and the censors on a number of occasions. 

Skirmishes between the Brothers, who tried to push the boundaries of acceptable speech, and the network and its censors continued throughout the late sixties. Throughout the presidential year of 1968 Brothers regular Pat Paulsen campaigned for the presidency on the show to the consternation of Democrats who feared that he might take votes from their candidate Hubert H. Humphrey. Brothers regular Leigh French performed a skit in which her hippie character urged viewers to “Share a Little Tea with Goldie”. “Tea, of course, to those in the know, was a countercultural code word for marijuana. CBS would eventually censor the “Goldie” skits arguing that they promoted drug use.

The long arm of CBS censorship didn’t only come down on “Goldie” and “tea”. When longtime folkie Pete Seeger’s wanted to sang his anti-Vietnam war song, “Waist Deep in the Big Muddy” the network said no. When many condemned CBS’s actions the network relented and allowed Seager to perform the song later in the season. In another instance of political censorship CBS cut images taken from the riots that occurred during the Chicago Democratic Convention in 1968 that were being shown behind Harry Belafonte as he sang his calypso tune “Don't Stop the Carnival”. 

CBS political censorship didn’t’ stop there. When folk singer Joan Baez dedicated the song a she was about to sing to her husband who was about to go to prison for refusing to be drafted into the American military CBS pulled the plug. When the Smothers Brothers decided to put noted pediatrician and peace activist Dr. Benjamin Spock on the show CBS said no because he was, a “convicted felon”. Spock had been arrested protesting the war in Vietnam. 

The battle between Brothers and the networks culminated on 4 April 1969, one week before the end of the television season, when CBS cancelled the show. The reason, claimed network president Robert D. Wood, was that the Brothers had not submitted a review tape of the upcoming show to the network in a timely manner so it could be reviewed. The Brothers, in turn, accused CBS of infringing on their First Amendment rights. It would be twenty years before the Smothers Brothers again appeared on CBS

(watch excerpts from The Smothers Brothers Comedy Hour—the Airplane doing “White Rabbit” and “Somebody to Love” live here. http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Q1cfTMdjkYM).

READ AN ESSAY ON THE SMOTHERS BROTHERS COMEDY HOUR HERE http://www.museum.tv/archives/etv/S/htmlS/smothersbrot/smothersbrot.htm 

Another controversial programme that aired during these years was All in the Family (CBS, 1971-1979 later Archie Bunker’s Place 1979 and 1983). Based on the British TV show Till Death Do Us Part, All in the Family, like its British parent, brought many of the controversies associated with the sixties to the small screen. The American version of the show was the brainchild of TV auteur Norman Lear. The show was set in Queens and starred Carroll O’Connor as the angry loud, mouthed, conservative bigot Archie Bunker. Jean Stapledon played Archie’s ever suffering and always-trying-to-mediate-between-generational-conflicts-in-the-family wife Edith. Sally Struthers played Archie’s mini-skirted liberal daughter Gloria. Rob Reiner played Gloria’s long haired college student liberal Polish son-in-law Michael “Mike” Stivic. Archie calls him “Meathead”.

Controversy over the show arose even before the first episode show aired. Most of the criticism of the show concerned Archie’s straightforward racism and his use of racist terms like “spic”, “yid”, “spade”, “wop”, “dago”, “gook”, “coon”, “spook”, “heeb”, “jig”, “polack”, “chink”, “jungle bunny”. Also controversial, though not as controversial,  were Archie’s tirades against his wife and against the slacker “Meathead”. Debate still rages today over how audiences “read” Archie. Did those who shared Archie’s reactionary views enjoy his tirades against Blacks, Asians, women, and hippies? Did even those who disagreed with Bunker’s views come to see Archie as crusty but also lovable? These are questions that still resonate among critics who reflect on the show today.
READ AN ESSAY ON TILL DEATH DO US PART HERE http://www.museum.tv/archives/etv/T/htmlT/tilldeathus/tilldeathus.htm
READ AN ESSAY ON ALL IN THE FAMILY HERE

http://www.museum.tv/archives/etv/A/htmlA/allinthefa/allinthefa.htm
All in the Family proved to be incredibly popular and would provide a number of characters for other almost equally successful Norman Lear television programmes. Edith’s feminist cousin Maude (Beatrice Arthur) and her family became the focus of Maude (CBS, 1972-1978). Archie’s next door neigbour George Jefferson (Sherman Hemsley) and his wife Louise (Isabel Sanford) became the focus of The Jeffersons (CBS, 1975-1986). Gloria (Sally Struthers) got her own show Gloria (CBS, 1982-1983). Now abandoned by “Meathead” Gloria tries to make a new life for herself and her son (Christian Jacob) as a veterinary assistant.

Lear would become a power house on American TV during the era and go on to develop other shows for television. One was Sanford and Son (NBC, 1972-1977) an American version of the British show Steptoe and Son, which focused on a crusty and bigoted black junk dealer (Red Foxx) and his son (Demond Wilson). Another was Good Times (CBS, 1974-1979) which focused on a poor Black family (Esther Rolle, John Amos, Ja'net Du Bois, Jimmie “Dynomite” Walker, BernNadette Stanis, and Ralph Carter) living in the Chicago urban housing project Cabrini Green. Another was One Day at a Time (CBS, 1975-1984) which centred, in the early episodes, around a divorced single mother (Bonnie Franklin) and her daughters (Mackenzie Phillips and Valerie Bertinelli) trying to make it in Indianapolis, Indiana 

(watch the introduction here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=M82CUd6isyY). Another was Hot L Baltimore (ABC, 1975). Still another was Mary Hartman, Mary Hartman (syndicated, 1976-1978). Mary Hartman, Mary Hartman a five day a week soap opera parody, satire, and sitcom that was perhaps Lear’s most controversial show. Mary starred Louise Lasser as Mary along Greg Mullavey, Mary Kay Place, Graham Jarvis, Debralee Scott, Dody Goodman, Philip Bruns, Claudia Lamb, and Victor Kilian.
Another show that spawned a media empire was The Mary Tyler Moore Show (CBS, 1970-1977). The Mary Tyler Moore Show was produced by MTM (get it? Mary Tyler Moore Enterprises. The show was created by Allan Burns and James L. Brooks. The show began with the single Mary Richards (played by Mary Tyler Moore) arriving in Minneapolis. Originally Mary was going to arrive in Minneapolis looking for a job after her divorce but executives at CBS nixed this idea so Mary instead arrives in the Twin Cities as single and looking for work. Mary eventually lands a job in the news division of local TV station WJM. 

During the course of the show Mary never married. She did, however, acquire a family, a family of the heart that is, which included her colleagues at work, cynical news writer Murray Slaughter (Gavin Macleod), news room boss Lou Grant (Ed Asner), arrogant airhead newsman Tex Baxter (Ted Knight), barbed tongued, over sexed, cooking show maven Sue Ann Nivens (Betty White), her neighbour and eventual best friend single white Jewish female Rhoda Morgenstern (Valerie Harper), and her married landlady Phyllis Lindstrom (Cloris Leachman).

Mary Tyler Moore reversed the traditional sitcom formula in several ways. First, Mary Richards is a single career woman working in a what was traditionally a man’s world. Second, single females Mary and Rhoda enjoy healthy fulfilling lives while their married downstairs neighbour does not. Finishing outside of the top 25 for the first time in its history in the 1976-1977 season MTM Enterprises took Mary off the air with an episode in which everyone at WJM, save the incompetent Ted Baxter, is fired by the new management group that has just purchased WJM.

READ AN ESSAY ON THE MARY TYLER MOORE SHOW HERE http://www.museum.tv/archives/etv/M/htmlM/marytylermo/marytylermo.htm
MTM Enterprises would, like Norman Lear, turn out to be a TV hitmaker. Shows produced by the company included The Bob Newhart Show (CBS, 1972-1978) starring Bob Newhart and Susanne Pleashette as psychologist husband and wife, Rhoda (CBS, 1974-1978) a spinoff of MTM which focused on the trials and travails of Rhoda Morgenstern, the controversial Lou Grant (CBS, 1977-1982), another spinoff of MTM which saw Lou Grant move from the world of TV news to newspaper journalism taking up a position at a Los Angeles newspaper. Other MTM shows included WKRP in Cincinnati (CBS, 1978-1981), Hill Street Blues (NBC, 1981-1987), and St. Elsewhere (NBC, 1982-1988). 

And then there was M*A*S*H* (CBS, 1972-1983). M*A*S*H* was the brainchild of writer/auteurs Gene Reynolds, Bert Metcalfe, and Larry Gelbart and was based on Robert Altman’s successful film of the same title. Set in Korea but really about the Vietnam War that was being fought and debated during the early years of the shows run, M*A*S*H* starred Alan Alda as the witty, wisecracking, humane, somewhat nihilistic, prankster doctor Captain Benjamin Franklin “Hawkeye” Pierce, Wayne Rogers as his physician conspirator in arms Captain Trapper John McIntyre, Loretta Swit as the hypocritical, on the make, flag-waving, nurse Major Margaret “Hot Lips” Houlihan, Larry Linville as the whining, sniveling, flag-waving, and talentless doctor Major Frank Burns, Gary Burghoff—reprising his role from the film—played the premonitory chief clerk Radar O’Reilly, McLean Stevenson was the reluctant doctor head of  MASH 4077 Lt. Colonel Henry Blake, Jamie Farr played the cross dressing I want to get out of the army Corporal Maxwell Klinger, and William Christopher was the humane and tolerant priest Father Francis Mulchay. M*A*S*H*, at least for some, was humanistic, anti-war, anti-military, anti-government, and anti-McCarthy. 

As M*A*S*H* went on politics tended to be displaced in the show by a greater focus on interpersonal relationships. In the process “Hot Lips” would be recuperated and even humanized. “Radar” would be made naive. “Hawkeye” would become less a boozing doctor on the make and more a voice of conscience. Over the years McLean Stevenson, Wayne Rogers, Larry Linville, and Gary Burghoff would leave the show to be replaced by characters with, claim some commentators, greater depth and nuance. David Ogden Stiers came on board as Major Charles Emerson Winchester. He would prove a more sympathetic foil for Hawkeye than the officer he replaced, Major Frank Burns. Mike Farrell character, Captain B.J. Hunnicut, who became Hawkeye’s new comrade in arms after Wayne Rogers left, was much more idealistic and morally upright than Trapper. Harry Morgan Colonel Sherman Potter, the office who replaced McLean Stevenson’s Colonel Henry Blake, was less a slacker than his predecessor and more Harry Truman.

M*A*S*H* like Mary Tyler Moore went off the air when its ratings were still strong. The final episode, “Goodbye, Farewell, and Amen” (28 February 1983), a two and a half hour special event, remains today one of the most watched shows ever on American television. 

READ AN ESSAY ON M*A*S*H* HERE http://www.museum.tv/archives/etv/M/htmlM/mash/mash.htm 

Not everyone was comfortable with the countercultural assault on American TV. To counteract the role these “counterculture” types were playing in what some feared might become a TV asylum, NBC and Jack Webb brought Dragnet back to the small screen in 1967. The new Dragnet would run until 1970.

The style of the new Dragnet remained much the same as the old. Webb, again playing Sergeant Joe Friday, and his new partner office Bill Gannon—played by Harry Morgan—investigated crimes in the LA area collecting just the facts before the put the bad guys and gals in jail. And they did it all again with a little bit of help from their friends at the Los Angeles Police Department. This time, however, the show was in living colour and some of the crimes they investigated and solved involved countercultural types. In the first episode of the new series—“The LSD Story” (12 January 1967)—Friday and Gannon investigate a new hallucinogenic drug that is becoming popular among LA’s teens, LSD. One of the most memorable characters in this episode is named “Blue Boy”. “Blue Boy” paints half of his face in blue and while in a acid induced haze, yells lines like “I see a train, I see a train”. In the “Big High” (2 November 1967) from the series second season Friday and Gannon investigate a couple who use marijuana regularly and unapologetically even though they have a young child. The moral of the tale as it plays out is that drug use always leads to disaster for by the end of the episode the couples baby dies in a bathtub accident thanks, in large part, to the drug induced “highs” both parents are under. For many of the “countercultural drug types” who actually took the time to watch the show one wonders whether they saw the show as a campy, an over the top send up of “establishment” paranoias about hippies and drugs. 

Dragnet was not the only show auteur Jack Webb brought to TV during the era. Webb also developed Adam-12 (NBC, 1968-1975) for the small screen. This show focused on the cops on the street rather than the detectives on assignment.

Links: The Cold War

An excellent site for World War Two, Cold War, Korean War, and Vietnam War materials can be found at

http://oralhistory.rutgers.edu/
On the Cold War see

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook46.html 

On Cold War America as a world power see http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook47.html 

On post-war Western Europe see

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook49.html 

On post-war Eastern Europe see

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook50.html 

On decolonialisation see

http://www.fordham.edu/halsall/mod/modsbook51.html 

For NSC 68, the report issued on US-USSR relations prepared by the National Security Council and written by George Kennan, which institutionalized the doctrine of containment see

http://www.fas.org/irp/offdocs/nsc-hst/nsc-68.htm 

On the Korean War see

http://oralhistory.rutgers.edu/
http://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/korea/korea.htm 

http://www.wilsoncenter.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=topics.home&topic_id=1409.

Vietnam
http://vietnam.vassar.edu/
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/vietnam/
The US Red Scare
On culture in the 1950s and much on the red scare see http://www.writing.upenn.edu/~afilreis/50s/home.html 

On the Cold War Red Scare see http://www.washington.edu/uwired/outreach/cspn/Website/Resources/Curriculum/Cold%20War/Cold%20War%20Main.html 

For excerpts of testimony before HUAC see http://www.cnn.com/SPECIALS/cold.war/episodes/06/documents/huac/ 

On the Rosenberg’s see

http://www.foia.cia.gov/rosenberg.asp  http://www.law.umkc.edu/faculty/projects/ftrials/rosenb/ROSENB.HTM 

http://www.ccny.cuny.edu/library/Divisions/Government/rosenbergs.html
On Hiss see 

http://homepages.nyu.edu/~th15/ 

Viewings and Listenings: The Cold War

1940s

World

Talking History: The Cold War, 22 May

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2003jan-june.html
Talking History: The Berlin Airlift, 19 April (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch1999.html
Berlin Airlift

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UOsqxp1ZDts
1948

Talking History: Truman and the Cold War, 27 July

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2006july-december.html
Talking History: Truman on Potsdam, 4 December

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2003july-december.html
World
Talking History: Embracing the Bomb, 30 December

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004july-december.html
Korea

Talking History: Korea, 19 June (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2000.html
The Korean War in Color

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vhkb0Q4pGbU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7txOH_sOwxE
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wNUebgSYq5U
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yYOph8_f7mA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mvnE2fsL4qM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3EgRC7z8Oxk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ld41-cyFLDk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=55mDYKmozsc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XAFhvyFteqs
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2duaVXIpWu8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Hgg0uVui7ow
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dF5hCymeihc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iu0XoR7jIFg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2E1HU4fvSeQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dtffik8EKCw
2001

United States

Truman

American Experience: “Truman”

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/presidents/
PBS

NBC coverage of the 1948 election

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ah_-wUj1Isg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fk2f9hjvCj0
Talking History: Truman Explains His Veto of Taft-Hartley, 21 August

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2003july-december.html
Talking History: Plot to Assassinate Truman, 8 June

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2006jan-june.html
Selling the US

Talking History, The Cultural Cold War, 26 September

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2002july-december.html
Talking History: The VOA, 19 August

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004july-december.html
Talking History: Americanisation and Globalisation, 29 July

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004july-december.html
Commies

Talking History: McCarthy, 7 February (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2000.html
Newsreel: Hearings on Communism in Hollywood

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LfKSykTPzA4
1947

Big Jim McLain, John Wayne fights Commies

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-9GB_9zxJSE
1952
Talking History: The Nixon-Khrushchev Debate, 18 November

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004july-december.html
Science and Society
Talking History: Oppenheimer, 4 May
http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2006jan-june.html
Talking History: Einstein on World Government, 12 February

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004jan-june.html
Talking History: The FBI and Einstein, 10 April

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2003jan-june.html
Talking History: UFOs, 1 January

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004jan-june.html
Sports

Talking History: The Early NBA, 19 December

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2002july-december.html
Europe

Media

Talking History: James Bond, 8 January (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2001.html
The Cinema: Italian Neorealism

Ladri di biciclette/Bicycle Thief

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SLQuSJGzR3Y
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bCgHr5PslWQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5yaGMbrxTBs
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HVV3xmIYjUI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XkhfMC-1fOo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5OkDtuTfIBM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7nCPZtJNE-c
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DeyekXbcbPw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5aFFJlBx1tc
Vittorio De Sica, 1948

Science and Society
Talking History: Oppenheimer, 4 May
http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2006jan-june.html
Near East

The Creation of a Settler Society: Israel

Palestine, Ilan Pappe

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XxxMppPxXCw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mHFXRcdFoCw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1ZFhfbUUbrE
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aWeN57DXTp0
Pappe at Oxford

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ByZwc9SIUms
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RMv6cmhU6hY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KPP6j8-nLWI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=d0Lb_r29Hjg
1950s

United States
The Bomb
Duck and Cover 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=C0K_LZDXp0I
Produced in cooperation with the Astoria and NYC public schools

1951?

Talking History: Hollywood and the Bomb, 12 September

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2002july-december.html
Mass Consumption

Talking History: America the Consumer Society, 27 March

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2003jan-june.html
Talking History: The Throw Away Society, 21 August (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2000.html
Politics

American Experience: “Eisenhower”

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/presidents/
PBS

Nixon’s Checkers Speech

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sqWMI0Ch5cM
23 September 1952

Civil Rights

Taking History: Brown vs. Board of Education, 17 January

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2008jan-june.html
Talking History: Madison on Brown, 3 June

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004jan-june.html
The Dream

Father Knows Best, excerpts 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=G39VJwYBX0Q
CBS, 1954-1955/NBC, 1958-1962

The Nightmare

Dragnet, “The Big Cast”, 14 February 1952, NBC

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jfkugbASxCY 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=T7buEZUuiAA 
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bVUBe0T9PDw
The Future?
Captain Video and his Video Rangers, unknown date, Dumont, 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GLN-j5PXRbc
Dumont, 1949-1955

Demographics and Culture

Talking History: Baby Boomers, 10 December (Real Media)
http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2001.html
Sex and the 1950s

 “Sex Education for Girls”,

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Etlh8EF6QH8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DIltdURp-9Y
Moral Panics: The Beats
Talking History: The Beats, 1 July

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004july-december.html
The Beats in NYC, 1959

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2NPdeJ_X0YU
Jack Kerouac on “On the Road”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LJ_Nk_aPWnE
Steve Allen’s Plymouth Show, NBC, 1959

Allen Ginsberg and Neal Cassidy

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2hsjGegmZpk
from “The Life and Times of Allen Ginsberg”, 1994

Moral Panics: Juvenile Delinquents

Wild One, Marlon Brando as JD

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VUPh7XWoq7Q
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yCENBce_dls
1953

Rebel without a Cause, James Dean as a JD with teen angst

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cAlzg0S51GY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Scn1W8hQcdw
1955

Feminist Lives
Talking History: Betty Friedan, 9 February

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2006jan-june.html
Science and Society

Talking History: The Kinsey Reports, 25 September

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2003july-december.html
Talking History: Kinsey and Sex, 9 February (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch1998.html
Talking History: From George to Christine, 21 November
http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2002july-december.html
American Experience, “The Lobotomist”

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/lobotomist/program/index.html
PBS

Self Help

Talking History: Modern Notions of Childrearing, 17 June

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004jan-june.html
Talking History: Dr. Spock on Child Rearing, 31 March

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2005jan-june.html
Media

Talking History: The Quiz Show Scandal, 24 April (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2000.html
Talking History: Elvis Culture, 3 January (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2000.html
Music: Rock
Little Richard, “Tutti Fruitti”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mlkMc0ZaJmY
from “Don’t Knock the Rock”, 1956

Little Richard, “Lucille”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tFiwYC2ZKVM
1957

“Fats” Domino, “Ain’t that a Shame”, 1955

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2OG3uPULQRs
Pat Boone, “Ain’t that a Shame, 1955

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Z8dx0oE--VI
vanilla acceptability?????

Bill Haley and the Comets, “Rock Around the Clock”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=F5fsqYctXgM
1954, performance on NYC TV station WOR, 1955

Jerry Lee Lewis, “Whole Lotta Shaking”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8yRdDnrB5kM
1957, Steve Allen Show?

Jerry Lee Lewis, “Great Balls of Fire”, 1957

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tw-ZBookLRM
Gene Vincent, “Be Bop a Lula”, 1956

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vDU9FP5_B2M
Gene Vincent, “Blue Jean Bop”, 1956

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=b07HVaUtHss
Eddie Cochran, “Summertime Blues”, 1958

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Vm2Mdma2dXw
Eddie Cochran, “Cmon Everybody”, 1958

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LRjlZ8x2uQM
Richie Valens, “La Bamba”, 1958

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Coy8Hoa1DNw
1958

Music: Jazz

Louis Prima, “I Ain’t Got Nobody/Just a Gigolo”, 1956

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=W2MZhLO3rAY
Billie Holiday, “One for My Baby (and One More for the Road)”, 1956

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VgFfZQX8_GE
Ella Fitzgerald, “Night and Day”, 1956

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qGVXUJZFahw
Theatre

Rodgers and Hammerstein, “The King and I”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6z4ZWK2ycMQ
1951, from the 1956 film version

Canada

Sex

“Social-Sex Attitudes in Adolescence”, 1953
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=82v0gfaNPKs
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PGg9Kkiy1OQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rpvHkpd_nH8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mpymRjBNOh8
Europe

Churchill’s Iron Curtain Speech

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jvax5VUvjWQ
5 March 1946, Westminster College, Fulton, Missouri

Hungarian Uprising

Hungarian Uprising, 1956

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VIsOmYczqaY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=554ZJUv-avQ
Monarchs

Coronation of Queen Elizabeth II

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=aGLN1kREJ2Q
1953

1960s
World

The Cold War Continues

Berlin Wall, US propaganda film

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9qTFRnRyWWE
Cuban Missile Crisis

Kennedy Broadcast on the Cuban Missile Crisis

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5OOGA-xrLyg
22 October 1962

Cuban Missile Crisis Universal Newsreal
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZCQ-WJXP9qA
United States

Politics

The Kennedy-Nixon Debate

http://www.archive.org/details/1960_kennedy-nixon_1,

http://www.archive.org/search.php?query=kennedy%20nixon%20debate
26 September 1960

NBC coverage of the 1960 election

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rcM8Ras4Gqw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oHu2iKg0JoM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DM0BXO-zkRQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7IwBL4EJLw8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_YCMVuopZQQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hlfF2KOhe4s
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3g9KxY8b1JM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UznQ4t5QREc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YomPtZVuwvE
Eisenhower’s Farewell Address to the Nation

http://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/dwightdeisenhowerfarewell.html
Excerpts of the address from television

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8y06NSBBRtY
17 January 1961
JFK

American Experience: Kennedy

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/presidents/
PBS

Talking History: Dalek on JFK, 17 November (MP3)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2003.html
Talking History: JFK, 2 December

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004july-december.html
JFK’s Inaugural Address

http://www.americanrhetoric.com/speeches/jfkinaugural.htm
20 January 1961

Talking History: JFK on Civil Rights, 13 January
http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2005jan-june.html
Talking History: LBJ on the Status of Women, 27 January

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2005jan-june.html
1962

Talking History: JFK on the Test Ban Treaty, 20 November

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2003july-december.html
JFK, Ich bin ein Berliner Speech

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hH6nQhss4Yc
excerpt 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_Pjn5E6yOKo
26 June 1969

Bay of Pigs

Bay of Pigs

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=imiZapfY0y0&feature=related
1961
JFK Assassination

Zapruder Film

http://vids.myspace.com/index.cfm?fuseaction=vids.individual&videoid=1114772179
Nix Film

http://www.john-f-kennedy.net/orvillenixfilm.htm
22 November 1963

ABC Radio Report on Kennedy Shooting

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4UHz0k3kkFw
Dallas TV station reports on Kennedy Shooting

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KPW_E16fmwc&NR=1
CBS News announces Kennedy’s death

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4CjWbemTNcw
BBC News and Kennedy’s death

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6GPs3EtCNwI
22 November 1963

The Great Society

American Experience: “LBJ”

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/presidents/
PBS

Charlie Rose, Discussion on LBJ, 29 August 2008

http://www.charlierose.com/search/ (under Califano)

PBS
Talking History: LBJ on the Great Society, 17 March

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2005jan-june.html
22 May 1964

Talking History: LBJ on Peace Without Conquest, 27 May

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004jan-june.html
7 April 1965

Talking History: The Daisy Ad, 5 August

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004july-december.html
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OKs-bTL-pRg
shown only once

LBJ, KKK ad

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LWusOhZpq7w
It never ran on TV
Television: Liberalism on the March?
Star Trek, “The Corbomite Maneuver”, 1:10, 10 November 1966, CBS

http://www.cbs.com/classics/star_trek/video/video.php?cid=619493214&pid=vhe1Zcsa_TNvFPCzRWHSJY3sqlyJsRnl&play=true&cc=0
Star Trek, “The Return of the Archons”, 1:21, 9 February 1967, CBS

http://www.cbs.com/classics/star_trek/video/video.php?cid=619493214&pid=4zHLcRcLU_rrepwwuJ8dONAXPDsrLVhP&play=true&cc=0
Star Trek, “Errand of Mercy”, 1:26, 16 March 1967, CBS

http://www.cbs.com/classics/star_trek/video/video.php?cid=619493214&pid=bxXcKpPc9g1mztRnGKiI57XQv07MRFiw&play=true&cc=0
Star Trek, “The Apple”, 2:5, 13 November 1967, CBS

http://www.cbs.com/classics/star_trek/video/video.php?cid=649539296&pid=g0LIkE6vpnuKMFZKCrJySZH_LFIlCNV2&play=true&cc=1
Star Trek, “A Private Little War”, 2 February 1968, CBS
http://www.cbs.com/classics/star_trek/video/video.php?cid=649539296&pid=uc6zXrk7M912D_mlB1See3Va9eVsMMyv&play=true&cc=1
Star Trek, “Day of the Dove”, 1 November 1968 CBS
http://www.cbs.com/classics/star_trek/video/video.php?cid=649548575&pid=4ihpj_EtbtIb3lW5g7dbFVphImJUflIu&play=true&cc=2
Black Protest

Talking History: MLK, 17 January (Real Media)

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2002jan-june.html
Talking History: Martin Luther King and the Social Gospel, 3 April
http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2008jan-june.html
Martin Luther King, “I Have a Dream Speech”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pU7r6NOurio
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Qhky--RqwMI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eH28lIYpsnw
28 August 1963

Talking History: Montgomery Bus Boycott, 27 October

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2005july-december.html
Talking History: Farmer on the Freedom Rides, 22 January

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004jan-june.html
Talking History: Mississippi Freedom Summer, 30 August

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2007july-december.html
Malcolm X on Black Nationalism

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TO6Co8v2XjY
Martin Luther King, “Why I Am Opposed to Vietnam” Sermon

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=b80Bsw0UG-U
Ebenezer Baptist Church, 30 April 1967

Black Panthers, directed by Agnes Varda, 1968

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=axhhXJqJJ-U
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bU3DtBq1uDA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=o7VGG961B0c
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nLMmFGPj030
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VhfxdUlAZ-k
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=glUZHSKRX2s
Racism

Frontline, “A Class Divided”

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/divided/etc/view.html
PBS, 1985
Student Activism

Mario Savio, Sproul Hall Steps, 2 December 1964

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tcx9BJRadfw
Culture

Talking History: The Sexual Revolution, 10 October

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2002july-december.html
Billy Graham Sermons

http://www.sermonindex.net/modules/mydownloads/viewcat.php?cid=118
Talking History: Walt Disney, 27 July (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch1998.html
The Modern World: Utopia and Dystopia
Levittown, Long Island

http://tigger.uic.edu/~pbhales/Levittown/
Pete Seeger, “Little Boxes”, 1962

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ONEYGU_7EqU
Beatles, “Eleanor Rigby”, 1966

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=boc7rnhkLAk
this version of the song is from the film Yellow Submarine
Music=Love

Shangri-Las, “Remember (Walking in the Sand)”, 1964

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Fy8_38U3xLU
Music: Love and the JD

Shangri-Las, “Leader of the Pack”, 1964

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6FxSM88H-G4
Music=Folk Protest

Bob Dylan, “Masters of War”, 1963

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iWkWSLEW-Ds
Peter, Paul, and Mary, “If I Had a Hammer”, 1963

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EY2JEGLD0-k
Phil Ochs, “I Ain’t Marching Anymore”, 1965

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=L5pgrKSwFJE
Janis Ian, “Society’s Child”, 1965

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yW_rYLoIR08
Barry McGuire, “Eve of Destruction”, 1965

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=D8SfiCnwF28
Music Biography
Talking History: Phil Ochs, 6 April
http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2006jan-june.html
Psychedelic Folk Rock
Jefferson Airplane, “White Rabbit” and “Somebody to Love”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Q1cfTMdjkYM
Smothers Brothers Show, 1968

Turtles, “She’s My Girl”, 1967

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SYhOq5bBqB4
Hippy Folk
Scott McKenzie, “San Francisco (Be Sure to Wear Flowers in Your Hair)”, 1967

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DspcTcVslsI
1967

Jazz: Be Bop

Miles Davis, “My Funny Valentine”, 1964

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9m1JeNWB27g
1964

Television: SciFi as Critique

Twilight Zone, “Deaths Head Revisited”, 3:9, 10 November 1961 , CBS

http://www.cbs.com/classics/the_twilight_zone/video/video.php?cid=649562032&pid=W4F0L_skkbpXGUnd7Qu3nO1bLGyk0Ihm&play=true&cc=2
Twilight Zone, “To Serve Man”, 3: 24, 2 March 1962, CBS

http://www.cbs.com/classics/the_twilight_zone/video/video.php?cid=649562032&pid=EhJkGeNGuUqJfc9CCfD81h6TpxCIglq1&play=true&cc=2
Europe

Work

Steeleye Span, Blackleg Miner

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=X7pnRgBan7c
1970

Oceania

Beatlemania: 
Beatles Down Under

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ysiWljXmMbo
The Beatles visit Australia, 1964
The Later 1960s

World

Foreign Policy Issues
William F. Buckley and Noam Chomsky Debate

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VYlMEVTa-PI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=R9Samvw6Z08
Firing Line, PBS, 1969

Vietnam

Talking History: Vietnam, 29 May (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2000.html
Scenes from the Vietnam War

Napalm

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ev2dEqrN4i0
ITN News

Tet Offensive Images

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=E3PIcbx35mM
Tet, Images of the fighting in Saigon

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=q1vJqTN-qVI
CBS News

Talking History: Soldier Michael Baronowski in Vietnam, 13 November (Real Media)

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2003july-december.html
Dear America: Letters Home from Vietnam

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KzkWN7-FOlE
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tar1D6mtYEc
HBO, Bill Couterie, 1987

Talking History: Jane Fonda’s Vietnam Broadcasts from 1972, 13 April

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2006jan-june.html
Democracy Now: My Lai Remembered

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IgE3q5x5qWg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DI6V-VEPuXs
Media: Images of Vietnam

Apocalypse Now, directed by Francis Ford Coppola

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vHjWDCX1Bdw
1979

Deer Hunter, directed by Michael Cimino

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4sRHd5pngWE
1978
First Blood, directed by Ted Kotcheff

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=h3ur0iHpSnc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rj9pn4EBe7g
1982
Platoon, directed by Oliver Stone

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=a-P8TF8J-4w
1986

Alice in Chains, “Rooster”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vpH5i3xD7tA
1993

The Late 1960s

United States

Politics

NBC coverage of the 1968 election

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Pxme-PUCDBo
Chicago 1968

Dan Rather assaulted at Chicago Democratic Convention, 1968

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TrlYRWD_tnA
Delegate manhandled at Chicago Democratic Convention, 1968

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_EeGV-gKnIM
The Counterculture

American Experience, “The Summer of Love”

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/love/program/index.html
PBS
Ethnicity

Talking History: Moynihan on Ethnicity, 3 June

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004jan-june.html
Talking History: Inventing Whiteness, 13 and 20 May

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004jan-june.html
Black Life

Talking History: Malcolm’s Harlem, 7 December

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2006july-december.html
Talking History: Moynihan on the Black Family, 12 January

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2006jan-june.html
America Burning

Watts Riots

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SRDvY_anJdc
August 1965

Newark and Detroit Riots

http://www.67riots.rutgers.edu/
Newark Riots

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SA9jeTfH9kc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZkFu5OBXAIE
12-17 July 1967

Detroit Riots

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=r2_VX2nymRs
23-28 July 1967

Politics

LBJ I shall not seek speech, 31 March 1968

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MQaOsRyB-G0
Assassinations

Martin Luther King assassination

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cmOBbxgxKvo
CBS News, 4 April 1968

Robert F. Kennedy’s Speech in Indianapolis on the day of the assassination of Martin Luther King, Junior, 4 April 1968

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jPYNb4ex6Ko
Robert F. Kennedy assassination, 5 June 1968

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XU6le_6p_uU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gLjsI4L6XD8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3IMzQnJtCdg
Pacifica Radio Coverage

http://www.archive.org/details/TheAssassinationOfSenatorRobertF.Kennedy
Politics

American Experience: “Nixon”

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/presidents/
PBS

Protest

From the incursion into Cambodia and Laos to Kent State (1970)

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vyzoNCJvy4c
1970

Kent State footage from German Television

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-1H6DSzBlVk&NR=1
Remembering Kent State radio programme, May 8, 2003) http://www.wksu.org/news/features/may4th/
The Drug War

Dragnet, “The LSD Story”, 1:1, 12 January 1967, NBC

http://www.hulu.com/watch/501/dragnet-the-lsd-story
Dragnet, “The Big High”, 1:8, 2 November 1967, NBC

http://www.hulu.com/watch/15123/dragnet-the-big-high#x-0,vepisode,1
Dragnet, “The Prophet”, 2:17, 11 January 1968, NBC

http://www.hulu.com/watch/15137/dragnet-the-prophet#x-0,vepisode,1
Woodstock

Country Joe McDonald, “Feel Like I’m Fixin to Die Rag”, 1969

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=s5btZWbViPA
White Radical Protest

Talking History: The Weather Underground, 25 October

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2008jan-june.html
Talking History: Stonewall, 22 June

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2008jan-june.html
Media

Talking History: Heavy Metal Noise, 18 June (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2001.html
Country Music Patriotism

Merle Haggard, “Okie from Muskogee”, 1969 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3UZUJQ5i8gk
Merle Haggard, “The Fightin’ Side of Me”, 1970

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZHAFmFsb9XM
Music: Drugs and Utopia

Interviews with LSD users

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v_EA471I60w
CBC

Timothy Leary Interview

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CAgpAfNKLrQ
CBC

Music: Bubblegum

The Archies, “Sugar, Sugar”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mGL4btEIoTo
1969

Prison Problems
Talking History: Attica, 8 September

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2005july-december.html
Workers

Talking History: The Memphis Sanitation Strike, 17 January (Real Media)

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2002jan-june.html
Europe

Protest

May 1968 France

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qbhxy-A22aQ
Soviets invade Czechoslovakia

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BUaMkQAYQNw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=E6F9Wknm4FA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iApFtlPEHJ0
August 1968

Counterculture

Music: Drugs and Utopia

Interviews with LSD users

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v_EA471I60w
CBC

Timothy Leary Interview

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CAgpAfNKLrQ
CBC

Moody Blues, “Legend of a Mind”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=r_TbovyVOzs
1968

Music from the Other Europe

Plastic People of the Universe

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ucn5_CkPKnM
Czechoslovakia, late 1960s

Vladimir Vysotsky, “Koni Priviredliviye”
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hWEOaosGDi0
Vladimir Vysotsky, “Я не люблю”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KLtRKy_SNPw
1970s

United States

Talking History: The Seventies, 13 May (MP3)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2002.html
Politics 

Spiro Agnew Attacks the Liberal Eastern Establishment Press

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NJeTcPSaIKs NBC

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1-EEWRJlDS0 ABC
1969

Nixon on the Press

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iucE78-C2Po
Nixon’s Great Silent Majority Speech

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=v3K2N7FZSXc
3 November 1969
Watergate

Watergate report

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=z5fOKbvkRWU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PhJ9wwqinAo
CBS, 27 October 1972

Nixon, “I am not a crook”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BxeFMHyOx3I
Watergate coverage

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bfpmRRpTAW4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8PlEIrKiM78
ABC, 1973

Nixon resigns

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=BN8OfPc_aQ8
8 August 1974

Ford Pardons Nixon

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iA248umorTk
8 September 1974
After Nixon

President Ford Takes Some Tumbles

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jlz0he9rtKw
American Experience: “Jimmy Carter”

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/presidents/
PBS

Liberal San Francisco and the Gay Subculture

The Times of Harvey Milk

http://www.hulu.com/the-times-of-harvey-milk
1984, PBS

The Not so Silent Majority

All in the Family, “Sammy’s Visit”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=O_UBgkFHm8o
CBS, 19 February 1972, 2: 21

High School as Hell
Janis Ian, “At Seventeen”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=f3qyn2_AP-0
1975

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CziYn0n6zkI
from the “Old Grey Whistle Test”, UK

Alice Cooper, “I’m Eighteen”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HHEUyu9lpIE
1971/1972

Music as Satire

Randy Newman, “Political Science (So Let’s Drop the Big One)”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5EAYJ29T9Z4
1972

Randy Newman, “Rednecks”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-W8WmkHPpZ4
1974

Bob Seger, “Get out of Denver”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9WWHdBuOC6Q
1974

The New Environmentalism

Talking History: Suburbanisation and Environmentalism, 22 January

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004jan-june.html
Spirit, “Nature’s Way”, 1970

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YsTK2LHZKPQ
Blue Oyster Cult, “Godzilla”, 1977

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TTW19g-uUTw
Sports

USSR-USA basketball game, Munich Summer Olympic Games http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=w9COEbgjvOI and here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5sMX65Y3wPc
1972

Secretariat Wins Horse Racing’s Triple Crown

Kentucky Derby

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QyqllleV6WA
Preakness

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rEOlWDz2KBw
Belmont

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cS4f6wiQJh4
1973

Talking History: The Super Bowl, 22 January (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2001.html
Janet Guthrie, Indianapolis 500

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LO5-tzBBeOw
ABC, 1978

Science

American Experience, “Test Tube Babies”

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/babies/program/index.html
PBS

Religion

NBC News, Jonestown Report,

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RJwpw401Ahc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lyy0Pczo6JQ
19 November 1978

Media

Poaching and parodying Star Wars, Troops
http://video.google.com/videoplay?docid=-5351101160052590481
Europe

Mainstream Music

Abba, “SOS”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=V4JEmz4FoJE
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=r0gL4XhLQic
1975
Plastic Bertrand, “Ça plane pour moi”, 1978

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mfd0kEdcELk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QbHJnzgyv7E
1978
Music from Europe

Focus, “Hocus Pocus”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hCBbKBSttFw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bpV5InLw52U
1971, The Netherlands

Focus, “House of the King”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xK2xQBsOvrY
1972, The Netherlands
Focus, “Sylvia”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=y5gju-jrFzE
1972, The Netherlands

Golden Earring, “Radar Love”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JeRa3RtBiIU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nIA4gcrk-50
1973, The Netherlands

Music from the Other Europe

Alla Pugacheva, “Ирония Судьбы, или С Легким Паром”, 1976
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6M33FJpbq7o
Sports

USSR-USA basketball game, Munich Summer Olympic Games http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=w9COEbgjvOI and here http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5sMX65Y3wPc
1972

Religion

Election of Karol Wojtyla as Pope Jan Pawel/Iohannes Paulus/John Paul II
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=A7n9gEef0yQ
16 October 1978
1980s
World

Reagan, Tear Down this Wall Speech,

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uSHGXVBA17A
excerpt

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xK30k2WTxY0
Berlin, 12 June 1987
Wendy’s Soviet Ad

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Va_IIOKYl6M
Survivor, “Burning Heart”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fECT2_WwWU4
from “Rocky 4”, 1985

The Fall of Communism

Scorpions, “Wind of Change”, 1990 Germany

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WXCEaeqZDnA
Fall of the Iron Curtain

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wnYXbJ_bcLc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1URzkk-oa28
United States
Politics

American Experience: “Reagan”

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/presidents/
PBS

Talking History: Ronald Reagan, 23 October (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2000.html
Reagan Bear in the Woods ad

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NkE-QvJzEFI
1980

Reagan Morning in America ad

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EU-IBF8nwSY
1980

News Coverage of the 1980 election from the various networks

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QAZizwwZYLA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pKdSkYYZ-MY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JTMpQqDP-nk
News Coverage of the 1984 election from the various networks

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=u_ZwaoOmOw8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=W4gYIswZedg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Gofi0IovKBQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=W4gYIswZedg
The Farm Crisis

John Mellencamp, “Rain on the Scarecrow”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cwf3S0B5LFQ
1985

Abortion

Frontline, “The Abortion Clinic”

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/twenty/watch/abortion.html
PBS, 1983
Religious Scandal

Jimmy Swaggert Sex Scandal, 1986

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FVHTv0CHwVw
Jim and Tammy Bakker Sex and Financial Scandal 1987

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_QKTLU_-53Q
Hooters, “Satellite”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1lwYK8EHd_M
1987

Music Patriotism

Lee Greenwood, “Proud to be an American”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Cbim_a9k8ag
1980

Charlie Daniel’s Band, “In America”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZW0-Cl100rc
1980

Music: Small Town Life

John Mellencamp, “Jack and Diane”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jcJz-x6idd8
1982

Europe

Politics

Gorbachev on Vremya, 1985

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UZkHOsAd4Ds
Soviet Press Conference

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1ukNenVjRIc
18 January 1986

Nuclear Disaster

Disaster at Chernobyl, 26 April 1986

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nbCcutzXzYg
Music from Europe

The Beat, “Stand Down Margaret”, 1980

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=urLRoVUzg3Q
Nena, “99 luftballons”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jQYQTFudrqc
1984, Germany

A-Ha, “Sun Always Shines on TV

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=B1pb1IZcaiQ
1985, Norway

Ani-Frid Lyngstad “I Know There’s Something Going On”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uz5DkTF2RW8
1982, Sweden

Roxette, “The Look”, 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=u_QGyLqQ2CI
1989, Sweden

Roxette, “Listen to your Heart

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3sJPUTTfNbg
1989, Sweden

Music from the Other Europe

аквариум/Akvarium, “Gorod Zolotoy”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2SdpS9Cx0No
USSR

Alla Pugacheva, “Million Alyh Roz/Million Roses”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oIFmhye6fqw
1983
Asia

China

Frontline, “The Tank Man”

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/tankman/view/
PBS

Japan

Kagemusha

http://www.hulu.com/kagemusha
Kurosawa Akira, 1980

Oceania

Men at Work, “Down Under”, 1981

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DNT7uZf7lew
Midnight Oil

“Beds Are Burning”, 1987

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=td1ZLqrEpXI
“Dead Heart”, 1987

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Dd_diPTrjpI 
“Dreamworld”, 1987

Midnight Oil

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ripOKeiB4mo
Go-Betweens, “Streets of Your Town”, 1988

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3bqAWH5JWWI 

Brisbane

Chapter Nineteen
The World That We Have Made
In some ways the post Cold War era almost seemed liked it had skipped the years between 1945 and 1989 and had returned Great Power, nationalist, and ethnic topographies of the early and mid twentieth century. The post Cold War World saw attempts by the Great Powers to once again to try to create a peaceful world.  It saw the failure, once again, of the Great Powers to remake the world into a peaceful world for very long.  It saw the return of repressed ethnic nationalisms that had largely been held in check by the Cold War, Communism, and economic growth. It saw the expansion of free trade areas. And it saw the expansion of western style globalization and its western style global institutions

The Breakup of Jugoslavija

In 1991 the multiethnic nation of Jugolslavija that had been held together by the Croat communist anti-fascist resistance leader Josip Broz Tito began to fray. In 1989 the Serb nationalist Slobodan Milosevic was elected president of Jugloslavija and Milosevic, with the backing of the Serbian dominated Jugoslavijan military (the Serbian dominated Jugoslavijan military, by the way, had a monopoly on most of weapons of the Jugoslavijan military), began to flex its nationalist muscles. In response Albanian and Muslim dominated Kosovo declared independence in 1990, Slovene and Roman Catholic dominated Slovenia declared its independence in 1991, Croat and Catholic dominated Croatia seceded from Jugoslavija in 1991, Macedonian (Macedonians trace their lineage back to Ancient Makedonia to the dismay and anger of Greece and most Greeks) and Orthodox dominated Macedonija seceded in 1991, Muslim dominated Bosnia and Herzogovina declared its independence in 1992, and Montenegran and Orthodox domninated Montenegro declared its independence in 1996 after a referendum.

Serbia, unwilling to let a Serb dominated Jugoslavija be rent asunder, reacted to these secession movements often with military force. Another Balkans war, the third, was the result. Jugoslavijan forces “retook” one third of the new Croatian nation before they were stopped. Kosovo was retaken. However, the Kosovo Liberation Army, arose as a response and began to harass Serbs and Jugoslavijan forces in the only way they could, through guerrilla style warfare (The KLA was labeled “terrorist” in some quarters including by Washington, DC). The KLA targeted police stations, Serb government offices, and even Serb civilians in the western part of the region.

The new Balkans War was nasty. Serbs “cleansed” Croats and Bosnians from their “territory”. Croats cleansed Serbs and Bosnians from theirs. Bosnians, who had little in the way of military materiale, simply tried to survive this brutal warfare with its bombardments of cities and towns, rapes, and mass murders. The Bosnian capital of Sarajevo lay essentially defenceless before Serb shelling from February of 1992 to February of 1996. In Srebenica some 8000 Bosnians are thought to have been massacred at the hands of the Bosnian Serbs under the command of Ratko Mladic.

Attempts were made to negotiate an end to the new ethnic warfare in the midst of “civilized” Europe. The Dayton Peace Accords of 1995 ostensibly put an end to the Bosnian conflict when representatives from the Great Powers of the US, France, Great Britain, and Russa met with representatives from Serbia (Milosevic), Croatia (Croatian president Franjo Tudman), and Bosnia (Bosnia president Alija Izetbegović and foreign minister Muhamed "Mo" Sacirbey). The representatives agreed to recognize Bosnia and Herzogovina along with its government. An international force was put in place to oversee the peace and implement its policies.

It didn’t work. Serbians and Croats within Bosnia and Herzogovina continued to push for autonomy in the regions of Bosnia they dominated. Many Serbs and Croats, in fact, wanted incorporation of the areas they dominated into Serbia and Croatia respectively. 

Kosovo was still proving to be a problem for Serbia and Milosevic. Kosovo was important to Serbs, particularly Serb nationalists, because of the symbolism associated with the battle they fought against the Ottoman Muslims there (recall that the Ottomans had captured most of the Balkans in 1455). As I mentioned a guerilla group made up of Albanians, the KLA, was targeting police stations, government buidings, and Serb civilians. Serbs responed to all of this with harsh force displacing thousands of Kosovar Albanians. The West, seeing it as a violation of the Dayton Agreements began bombing Serbia in 1990. Millions of Kosovars fled. Some 3000 were killed. After some seventy days of bombing Serbia capitulated. After the war NATO forces came in. In 2008 Kosovo declared its indpendence. The new country was recognized by some including the US and France but not by others including Russia and Spain. What precedent this set, if any, is yet to be seen.

Nor has it yet to be seen whether all of this will end ethnic tensions in the region. As late as 2000 ethnic tensions between Macedoniajans and Albanians surfaced in the Republic of Macedonija. The international community once again had to step in and stop ethnic and religious hatred in the Balkans. The Ohrid Agreement the Great Powers helped the Makedoniajans and Albanians negotiate granted a degree of political autonomy and cultural recognition to the Albanian minority. The Albanian Liberation Army was, in turn, supposed to hand over their weapons to NATO forces ensuring the peace in Macedonija. But do Albanians dream of a Greater Albania? Can Serbs, Croats, Bosnians, and Macedoniajans tolerate diversity in their midst?

The Breakup of the USSR

Jugoslavija was not the only s multi-ethnic nation that collapsed in the wake of the Cold War. There was also the the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the USSR.

Perestroika and glasnost brought change to the Soviet Union but one suspects that some of the changes they wrought were not those sought by Gorbachev and other reformers. Glasnost did bring greater political openness to the Soviet Union. Ex-Communist and now reform minded Boris Yeltsin was elected chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic (RFSFR) in May 1990. Yeltsin vowed to transform Russia’s economy from a command economy to a free market economy. 

Glasnost did have, from some points of view, its downsides as well. The former Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania and Armenia and Georgia made moves toward independence from the USSR in the late 1980s. Gorbachev, under pressure from forces both inside and outside the Soviet Union, swung back and forth like a pendulum between using force (as he did in Lithuania) to keep states from leaving the Union and using less forceful means to keep the USSR together. 

Perestroika also had its down sides. Gorbachev’s attempts to transform the Soviet command economy brought severe inflation and unemployment to the USSR in the late 80s and early 90s. Reformers criticized Gorbachev for not going far enough. Tradtionalists criticized him for going too far.

In August of 1991 traditionalists acted. A group of more conservative Communist apparatchniks put Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev under house arrest at his dacha in the Crimea and took control of the Soviet Union. Thousands filled the streets of Moscow and Leningrad protesting the “coup”. Yeltsin became the focal point of opposition, at least for the media, when he arrived at the White House urging citizens to protect the parliament of the RFSFR from approaching Soviet military forces. The military backed down refusing to fire on citizens defending the White House. With its military support gone coup leaders backed down. Gorbachev was freed and returned to Moscow (though some believed he had actually been part of the plot). By that time, however, many had found a new leader.  Between 21 August and 24 August the Russian Parliament authorized President Boris Yetsin to appoint regional officials and replace the red flag of the USSR with the red, white, and blue flag of pre-Communist Russia. On 24 August Gorbachev resigned as General Secretary of the USSR and Yeltsin outlawed the Communist party in the new Russian state. 

Other regions followed Russia and declared their independence. Between late August and mid December of 1991 the Ukraine, Modovia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Tajikistan, Aremenia, Turkmenistan, Byleorus, Kyrgyzstan, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan, Georgia, South Ossetia, and Abhkazia declared themselves independent nations. As in Jugoslavija there were tensions within and between the new nations that formed out of the USSR. There were ethnic tensions between Tajiks and Armenians in Tajiksistan. There was ethnic conflict between Christian Armenians and Muslim Azeris in Nagorno Karabakh, a region of Azerbaizan with a majority Armenian population. Armenia declared it part of Armenia. Fighting resulted. There were ethnic conflicts in the Caucusus between Ossetians and Georgians and Abkhazians and Georgians. War broke out between South Ossetia and its Russian backers and Georgia in 1991-1992 and 2008. War between Abkhazia and its Russian backers and Georgia broke out in 1992. Georgian president Mikheil Saakashvili (with US support), claims one former Georgian offical, planned to invade Abhkazia in 2008 once it took South Ossetia. The crushing Russian victory over Georgia in the 2008 war put an end to Georgian plans at least for the moment.

Russia Redivivus

Yeltsin, now leader of an indpendent Russia, remained committed, at least rhetorically, to “free market principles” and “democracy”. Westerners, including the Swedish economist Anders Aslund and Harvard economist Jeffrey Sachs, hired on as advisors to the Yeltsin government, to help the nation transition to a “free market economy”. Western governments and Western campaign agencies signed on to help Yeltsin maintain “democracy” helping him win a second presidential term in 1996 despite a demographic collapse, a severe economic downturn, an inflation rate of 15%, two ruble devaluations, the rise of a new Russian economic robber baron aristocracy that made its fortunes largely through their connections to the powers that were in the old Soviet state and the powers that be in the new Russian state which allowed them to “buy” the “people’s” property at bargain basement rates, the rise of the Russian mafia who used force and assassination to achieve their ends, the rise of an underground economy, increases in the power, authority, and corruption of regional political officals, deindustrialization (industrial production decreased by 15%), an increase in alcohol abuse a decline in male longevity, a migration of young, educated Russians out of the country (many migrated to Western Europe, particularly Germany, and the United States), and a brutal war against Muslim separatists in the Caucusus region of Chechnya beginning in 1994. Most Western politicians, economists, and institutions turned against Yeltsin when he refused, from their point of view, to make introduce the joys of economic shock therapy to Russia. By 31 December 1999 Yeltsin resigned the presidency under a cloud of scandal (and rumours of alcoholism) and named ex-KGB officer Vladimir Putin as his successor.

When Putin entered office he faced the same political and economic problems Yeltsin faced. By the time he became prime minister in 2008 he had stabilized Russia. The war in Chechnya had been brought under control thanks in part to the brutality of Russian forces, Russian military forces who turned the Checyan capital into a rubble heap and who used tactics right out of the mafia playbook. “Terrorism” on the home front associated with the war in Checnya (bombings of subways and apartment buildings, taking of hostages in schools and at theatres, incursions into other regions by Chechyan separatists and Muslim pan Islamicists) had declined. The Robber Barons were investigated and the property of uncooperative captains of industry was expropriated by the state. Some like Boris Berezovsky fled into exile. Others were jailed. Oil and gas proved to be the salvation of the Russian state and the Russian economy, at least for awhile. When oil prices went up in 2008 so did the Russian economy. The bad news was that when oil prices went down in 2008 and 2009 so did the Russian economy. When the global economic crisis hit in the spring of 2009 the Russian economy stumbled even more.

The fragility of the Russian economy because of its dependence on oil and natural gas and its dependence on the global marketplace was not the only problem on the domestic front in Putin’s Russia. Assassinations continued to plague the Russian state including assassinations of critics of Putin’s policies particularly in Checnya. A number of journalists, including Anna Politkovskaya and Natalia Khusainova Estemirova, both of whom had reported on human rights violations and corruption in Chechnya, were brutally murdered during the Putin and Medvedev years (Putin handpicked Dmitry Medvedev to be his successor as president of Russia since he couldn’t run for a third successive term).

All of this did not necessarily endear Putin to the West despite George Bush’s claim that he had looked into Putin’s eyes and soul and found a man he could do business with. Many westerners claimed that Russia was backing away from both democracy and the free enterprise system. Putin’s increasing control over the Russian media, particularly television, was seen as a microcosm of the triumph of authoritarian rule in Russia once again. Many in the US saw in this “authoritarianism” a return to the bad old Soviet days. But it can also be seen as a pragmatic return to something the Tsars recognized the need for, a strong central ruler in Russia who could keep a massive nation that stretched across eleven time zones together.

With Russia back on its feat economically thanks to oil and natural gas, tensions between the “West” and Russia reared their ugly head again. Though the West had promised Russia that NATO would not expand into Germany and Eastern Europe those promises went the way of the dinosaurs and First Peoples treaties quickly as the Czech Republic, Poland, the Baltic States, Bulgaria, Croatia, Romania, Slovakia, and Slovenia joined the military alliance throughout the 1990s and 2000s. Tensions between the West and Russia increased further when Georgia and the Ukraine petitioned for NATO membership. Additionally, US plans to place parts of the missile shield system in the Czech Republic and Poland and the US military presence in Uzbekhistan and Kyrgyzstan have increased tensions between Russia and the West. Russia has responded to all of this by increasing military spending, upgrading its military, taking military action when it felt it was necessary (the brief war with Georgia), trying to become a major player on the Great Power stage once again, and reviving military parades in Red Square on Spring and Labour Day, the old May Day.

Eastern Europe Goes to the Free Market
Eastern Europe experienced the remakings of national borders the USSR and the Balkans did but in a much less violent manner. In 1993 Czechoslovokia split into the Czech Republic and Slovakia. There were tensions in the Ukraine where many Crimeans wanted to be part of Russia rather than the Ukraine and tensions between the Russian and Ukrainian populations in the Ukraine. These tensions never spilled over into war or “terrorism”, however.

Many nations in Eastern Europe found the “transition” to “democracy” difficult. In 2004 the Ukraine underwent what some called an “Orange Revolution”. For many Ukrainians and many in the West this mass movement which filled the squares of Kiev protesting a vote which supposedly gave the Russian friendly Viktor Yanukovych a victory over nationalist reformer Viktor Yushchenko who was more friendly to the West. Yushcenko would win a second election after the Ukranian Supreme Court through out the first. Many in the Ukraine hoped that Yushchenko would bring greater political democracy and economic “freedom” to the Ukraine but within months there was infighting in the Orange movement as tensions came to the surface in the relationship between Yushchenko and another leader of the Orange Revolution, the prime minister Yulia Tymoschenko. 

Many also found the transition to a “free market” painful, particularly those like Poland that experienced the shock therapy proposed as a cure by Harvard economist Jeremy Sachs who we have met before. Economic shock therapy in the East involved the sudden release of price and currency controls, withdrawal of state subsidies, and immediate trade liberalization within a country. This last generally involved large scale privatization of previously public owned assets. The thought was that quick shock therapy would be painful in the short run but in the long run it would lead to convergence with Western Europe in terms of gross domestic product (gdp). And Poland’s gdp did increase between 1989 and 2009 by some 77%. But so did unemployment. Poles, like Russians, particularly after Poland joined the European Union (EU), migrated to find work elsewhere such as in Ireland. When the economic crisis hit Ireland many Polish immigrants found themselves without work and returned to a Poland which had also been severely impacted by the 2009 economic crisis and which, as a result, had few jobs to offer. Given limited job availability many Eastern European women, particularly Czech women, increasingly took work in the porn film industry. Others resorted to prostitution to survive. Yet another economic bust, this one in 2009, would hit all of Eastern Europe particularly hard yet again.

Economic crisis led to an increase in the human pastime of scapegoating. Anti-Roma or anti-Gypsy behaviour was on the rise in the Czech Republic, Hungary, and Russia. One Czech community, Usti Nad Labem, built a wall down the middle of its Maticni Street to separate Czechs living in private houses on one side, from dozens of gypsy tenement dwellers on the other.

Despite the realities of Western style capitalism with its booms and busts Eastern Europeans, including Russians, were becoming consumers and celebrity watchers. 

Western Europe Stumbles Toward Unity
Even Western Europe experienced ethnic tensions over the years. Basques in Spain began their sometimes violent struggle for autonomy and indpendence in the 1950s. Catalonian (Catalonia is a region of Spain with Barcelona as its major city) autonomy was enshrined in Spanish law in 1979 and 2006. There was an upsurge in Bretonian (the province of Britanny in France) nationalism in the 1960s. The Irish Republican Army (IRA) began a renewed and sometimes violent campaign to give Northern Ireland back to the Irish in the 1960s. Corsican (Corsica is an island in the Mediterranean and is presently a part of France) nationalism saw resurgence in the late 1970s to today. The 1970s and 1980s also saw an upsurge in Northern Italian secession movements. 

While nationalist forces were breaking parts of the world into ever smaller pieces many Europeans were trying to create a united states of Europe. We have briefly explored the beginnings of the European Economic Community (EEC). The European Community continued to expand duing the post Cold War Era. The European Commission in Brussels (originally the High Authority established in 1951 in Luxembourg) made up of commissioners from each member state and its extensive civil service bureaucracy is the EU’s executive and administrative branch. The presidency of the Commission rotates every six months between the executives of member states of the EU. The European Court of Justice (1952) in Luxembourg is the EU’s highest court. The EU Parliament in Strasbourg, France and Brussels, Belgium (1952) is, along with the Council in typical parliamentary fashion, the EU’s legislative branch. The parliament cannot initiate legislation it can only debate and amend legislation initiated by the Council. The Parliament does, however, supervise the budget and this is where it has some leverage over the Council. Members to the parliament were elected for the first time in 1978. In 1984 the Parliament began to draft proposals on the functioning of the Common Market. 1992 saw the passport controls for members of the Common Market eliminated. Common Market members could now move around member states with ease and work anywhere in the Common Market they could find a job. Economic goods also moved unhindered around the Market. 1994 saw the passage of the Maastricht Treaty which created the European Union (EU). 1998 saw the establishment of the European Central Bank in Frankfurt, Germany. It replaced the European Monetary Institute (EMI) established in 1994. 1999 saw the introduction of a common currency, the euro, for use in EU financial institutions. In 2002 the EU currency, the euro, was introduced in most EU member states. 2005 saw the EU form a European Defence Agency—Maastricht had called for one. Whether the EU will ever establish a workable military force that can deal with problems in Europe (the EU did nothing militarily during the Third Balkans War) and beyond (the EU did nothing militarily during the genocide in Rwanda) or serve as a check and balance on US military power is yet to be answered. If the past is prologue…

See the Maastricht Treaty here

http://www2.hn.psu.edu/faculty/jmanis/poldocs/maastric.pdf
As I noted increasing numbers of countries have become EU members in recent years. Between 2004 and 2007 the Baltic States, Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Cyprus, Malta, Hungary, and Slovenia all joined the EU. Iceland, in the wake of 2009 economic crisis which bankrupted that nation, applied to join the EU in 2009.

It was and is not particularly easy to become a member of the EU. Nations who wish to join have to commit to liberty for their citizens, democracy as their form of government, the rule of law as the basis of their judicial system, and a respect for human rights. Greece, which became a member of the Common Market in 1981 after years of rule by an authoritarian military, was admitted with the understanding that it would bring its political culture, financial culture, and human rights record inline with EEC member states. When it joined Greece’s gross domestic product was 64% of the EEC average. Today it is 80% of the EU average. 

The admission of Turkey to the EU has been a particular flash point in debates over admission to the EU. Historic animosities between Turkey and EU member Greece and questions surrounding Turkey’s political system and human rights record have kept Turkey from membership in the EU thus far. Turkey, the successor nation to the old Ottoman Empire, is a nation dominated by Islam. In the 1920s under the leadership of Mustapha Kemal (who later took the name Ataturk, father of the Turks) Turkey emerged and emerged as a secular state. The caliphate was abolished. Turkish males were given the franchise in 1924. Turkish women were given the right to vote in 1934. A European style legal code was adopted. The Roman alphabet was adopted and replaced Arabic script. Religion and state were separated. The secular Turkish state, much like the French secular state, guaranteed freedom of religion to individuals but limits the public expression of religion and religious symbols in state educational institutions and in the Turkish government (the EU’s Court of Human Rights has found this legal). Friday, the Muslim Sabbath, was made a workday. Arabic prayers were outlawed. Sufi mystical sects were outlawed. This secularlism, by the way, has not insulated Turkey from the Islamic revival of the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries. Finally, Kemalism had and has very strong nationalist aspects to it. During World War One, as I noted, Armenians were expelled and murdered on a mass scale. The “Young Turks” justified it by claiming that Armenians were working with Russia to undermine the Empire. Ethnic cleansings of the expelling them variety were not over in Turkey. In 1921 and 1922 Greeks were expelled from Anatolia.

More than any other institution it has been the Turkish military, a secular institution itself, that has essentially guaranteed the secular character of the Turkish state. The Turkish military’s human rights record in Cyprus, in the Kurdish regions of Turkey, and in Turkey itself has itself raised questions for some about Turkish membership in the EU issue. 

Turkey was centrally involved with the institutions of a united Europe as early as 1949. Turkey’s cold and hot civil war with the Kurds in the east of the nation and the human rights abuses it has given rise to, and tensions between Turkey and Greece over the island of Cyprus—Turkey invaded Greek controlled Cyprus in 1974 establishing a Turkish contolled section in the north—have meant that Turkey was limited to associate membership in the EEC beginning in 1964. Turkey applied for full membership in 1989. In 1999 the EU recognized Turkey as a candidate for full membership. Negotiations on Turkey’s application for membership began in 2005. What will come of Turkey’s application for membership is anybody’s guess. France and Austria have said they will put Turkish admission to the EU to its citizens. Still “progress” has been made on several front. Limited progress has been made on the Cyrpus isue. Some progress has been made on the Kurdish issue. Some progress has been made on democracy in Turkey. But, as the EU told Turkey, much still needs to be done. Freedom of speech is limited in Turkey. Freedom of the press is limited in Turkey. Discussions of the Turkish genocide against the Armenians are essentially forbidden in public and can result in jail for anyone who mentions it in the press.

The EU has not been without its controversies. Nationalists fear giving up national sovereignty to a European mega bureaucracy. France and German continue to dominate the EU politically, economically, and culturally leaving the smaller member states little room to manoeuvre. Popular participation in EU elections is slight. These tensions seemed to play out in 2005 when France and the Netherlands rejected the proposed new EU constitution putting a hold on greater EU unity at least for the time being.

The expansion of the EU did not mean that the union had found a solution to the periodic boom and bust of cylce of capitalism, even if most EU nations were democratic socialist. Booms brought legal migrants into the new Europe from places like Turkey and Eastern Europe. So did decolonization as subjects of the old imperialist empires came to Europe looking for a better life. Muslim immigrants into the new old Europe in particular were transforming “old Europe”. By 2004 some five to six million Muslims, 6 to 8 percent of the population, lived in France. The Netherlands was home to 945,000 Muslims, 5.8% of the population. Economic boom also brought illegal immigrants to the new old Europe.

With economic bust inevitably came that not so good old human pastime of scapegoating. Immigrants were one of the targets of the anti-immigrant parties that became significant players in the political culture of Austria, France, the Netherlands, and Great Britain. 

Tensions between “natives” and Muslims in places like France and the Netherlands became particularly important in the era. Riots outside of Paris and throughout urban areas of France occurred throughout 2005. Protesters complained about their lack of job opportunities, prejudice against them, and mandates of the secular French state which refused to allow Muslim schoolgirls to wear their religious headscarves at school.

Some wondered whether “tolerant” Europe and those sects of Islam which demanded submission to their maximalist vision of Islam as the one true religion in Europe’s midst could co-exist in new old Europe. In Great Britain in September of 1988 the novel of an Indian born writer, Salman Rushdie, entitled The Satanic Verses, stirred controversy because of what some in the Islamic world saw as an inrreverent description of the prophet Muhammed. Bookstores were bombed in reprisal and in February of 1989 Iran’s Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini issued a fatwa, a death order, against Rushdie for this perceived slur against the prophet. An Iranian busnessman put a bounty on Rushdie’s head. Rushdie would live under the threat of death well into the 2000s. In the Netherlands in November of 2004 Theo van Gogh, a filmmaker and relative of the famous artist, was assassinated in Amsterdam after he and Ayaan Hirsi Ali, a Somali born critic of Islam and member of the Dutch parliament, made a film critical of Islamic patriarchy and its impact on Muslim women. In Denmark in September of 2005 the Danish newspaper Jyllands-Posten published cartoons depicting the prophet Muhammed (Islam is iconoclastic and thus prohibits images of the “prophet”). Anti-Danish, anti-Western, protests, riots, boycotts, fatwas, death threats, and even threats of “terrorism” resulted. Some Western newspapers refused to reprint the editorial cartoons for fear of reprisals.

Explore the Jullands-Posten cartoons here

http://eavis.jp.dk/Arkiv/30-09-2005/demo/JP_04-03.html
A New Way of Doing Things? British Settler Societies
On the cultural level the United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand all think of themselves in some way, shape, or form, as God’s nation, as exceptional, as democratic lights in a dark authoritarian world bringing right government and right economic forms to a world living in political and economic darkness. Despite claims to being unike all four nations share a similar background. They are all the products of British colonization and imperialism. They were all populated by migrants from the British Empire, particularly England, Scotland, Ulster, and Ireland, and Norhern Europe. They all had native populations which were “conquered” over time and their land incorporated into the “motherland”—the Indians in the US and Canada, the Aboriginies in Australia, and the Maori in New Zealand. Some saw these as savage others as noble and vulnerable. They all had their rough edges. James Busby was sent by Great Britain to New Zealand in 1833 to bring the New Zealand “extreme frontier chaos” in NZ under control. Lawmen, military men, and women were said to have brought order to the raucous American West. They all had their frontiers and wildernesses to be tamed—the “West” in the US and Canada, the “Outback” in Australia, and the inner parts of the North and South Islands in New Zealand. They are all the products of the Enlightenment and all have memorialised their commitments to freedom and liberty. They were and are dominated by Christianity, particularly “protestant” Christianity. They were and are all capitalist in teconomic form. And they are all representative democracies. 

But they are somewhat different representative democracies. Canada, Australia, and New Zealand maintained, by and large, a British style parliamentary system while the US transformed it out of the necessity of dealing with regional tensions between North and South into a somewhat novel type of representative legislation system. The academic cliché, clichés can, by the way, be true, is that in their early years Canada, Australia, and New Zealand were conservative in their political culture while the US was revoltionary. Canda, Australia, and New Zealand never revolted against their British rulers and when they became indpendent—Canada in 1867 with the union of the Canadas (Upper and Lower, West and East, Ontario and Quebec), New Brunswick and Nova Scotia, Australia in 1901, New Zealand in 1907—they maintained the political and economic structures of their former British rulers (including the monarchy) and joined a “Commonwealth” of former British colonies who were still loyal to king, queen, and former country. Over time, say many commentators, these former British colonies have become more “radical” than even the United States. Some, like myself, attribute this to to the greater representative nature of a parliamentary system. In Canada today the New Democratic Party and the Bloc Quebecois, both socialist, have significant representation in the federal parliament in Ontario.

Canada’s 1867 Constitution

http://laws.justice.gc.ca/en/const/index.html
And then there are the geographic and demographic differences. The United States is temperate in climate, consists of 3.8 sq miles or 9.8 million sq. kilometers, has significant amounts of raw materials, and has a population of 307 million. Canada consists of 10 million square kilometers, most of it unoccupied, has significant though sometimes difficult to get at raw materials since its climate is temperate only near its border with the United States. It has a population of some 34 million most of whom live near the border with the US. Australia has a temperate though largely dry climate on its coasts, consists of 7.7 square kilometers, has significant amounts of raw materials, and has a population of some 21 million most of whom live on or near its coasts. New Zealand consists of 269,000 square kilmoetres, has a relatively temperate climate particularly in the north, and has a population of 4.3 million, less than the population of New York City. Size matters, in other words, but size doesn’t always tell the entire story. The US has a nominal per capita (per person) gross domestic product of $46,895, Canada, $45,428, Australia, $47, 400, and New Zealand, $30,049.

Settler Societies given their nature—they were settled by migrants from all over Europe and eventually the world—developed somewhat novel conceptions of identity over time. The US saw itself in theory if not in practise as a melting pot, a place where all people, well all White people, could and should become “Americans”. Canada saw itself as a mosaic of nations and ethnicities though historically English, Scots, Irish (Anglophones), and to a lesser extent, those of French background (Francophones), tended to dominate political and economic life in the new nation.

These broad notions of American, Canadian, Australian, and New Zealand identity haven’t meant that there weren’t “ethnic” tensions in these new nations. The legacies of slavery in the United States have meant that “Blacks” have remained mostly powerless, in poverty, and ghettoized down to the present. The Civil Rights and Anti-Vietnam movements of the 1960s eventually flowered in the late 1960s and 1970s into a host of identity and ethnic identity rights movements including the Black Power Movement, the second and third waves of the Women’s Rights Movements, the Chicano Movement, the Indian Rights Movement, the Gay and Lebian Movement, and the Diabled Rights Movement. Some of the groups within these broader movements did resort to violence (for them they were just) and sometimes spoke of separation from the United States. This flowering of multicultural has caused tensions within American society that still remained unresolved today despite the fact that the US elected its first “Black” president in 2008.

Increasing immigration into the US beginning in the mid-1960s thanks to revisions in US immigration policies (remember immigration into the US was essentially limited to Northern Europeans, i.e., “Whites” after the 1920s) and “illegal” immigration to the US reinvigorated historic prejudices against Latinos and Latinas in American life particularly during periods of economic distress. The 1980s, saw an incease in Spanish speaking immigrants coming into the US and renewed attempts by many in the US to enshrine English as America’s language. The 1990s saw federal, state, and local governments pass laws to try to inhibit immigrations from Latin America to the US and to limit benefits to any illegal aliens in the United States. The 2000s saw “concerned Americans” calling themselves the Minutemen patrol the US Mexican border to try to limit “illegals” coming into the country and apprehend any who tried and its saw the beginnings of construction of a fence along segments of the US/ Mexican border whose goal was to keep “illegals” out.

Tensions between Anglophones and Francophones in Quebec have had a major impact on Canadian social, political, economic, and cultural life and have distinguished Canada from the US, Australia, and New Zealand. While Francophones did play important roles in the Canadian federal government (often as co-prime minsters) and the provincial government of Quebec they were largely kept out of important roles in Canadian economic life including in Quebec. Francophones did play important roles in Quebec religious life through the Roman Catholic Church, which had a “special” and prominent place in Quebec life. When Quebec secularized in the 1960s the Church lost the place guarented to it by the Quebec Act. Tensions between Anglophones and Francophones did not decline or disappear, however. The 1960s saw the appearance of the Front de Libération du Québec (Quebec Liberation Front) which used “terrorism” and kidnappings a la the IRA to push for the separation of Quebec from Canada. The French Canadian prime minister at the time, Liberal Party member and democratic socialist Pierre Trudeau, put war measures in effect (the only time this happened in Canadian history) and suspended civil liberties. The FLQ went into decline and today has basically disappeared from Quebec life. 

This did not mean an end to Quebec nationalism, however. Quebecois went to the polls in 1980 and 1995 to vote on separating from Canada. 60 percent rejected separatism in 1980. 50.6% rejected it in 1995. These tensions, as I noted, have had a major impact on Canadian life as I noted. The Constitution Act of 1982 and its charter of rights made Canada a dual language nation and guaranteed language education in the nation. Quebec refused to sign the Constitution and still hasn’t. One hears tales of “language police” trolling the streets of Montreal making sure that all store signs are in French/en francais. 

Canada’s 1982 Constitution

http://laws.justice.gc.ca/en/const/index.html
Quebec then remains a province apart in Canada. The separatist and socialist Bloc Quebecois dominates Quebec federal political culture and is the third largest federal political party in Canada. The separatist Parti Quebecois dominated Quebec provincial political culture until 2007 when the party failed to form the government or the oppositon in the Quebec legislature for the first time in its history. What this means for the separatist movement in Quebec is anyones guess since separatist tendencies have long ebbed and flowed in importance in Quebecois life.

Though the “French Question” dominated Canadian ethnic politics it wasn’t the only ethnicity issue at play in Canadian political life. There was also the issue of Aboriginals. In 1999 the federal government carved out a new territory out of the Northwest Territories Nunavut. Dominated by Aboriginals the legislative assembly of the new territory is unicameral, has no political parties, and is consensus based. 

Like the US Canada has seen significant legal and illegal immigration since the passage of the immigrant act of 1967. Between 1850 and 1940 some 4.3 million people immigrated to Canada. Hundreds of thousands more came to Canada’s shores between 1967 and 2009. Today Canada is the home of 34 ethnic groups. Canada’s multiculturalism can be seen particularly in its cities. 43% of Toronto’s population consists of “visible minorities”. 47% of Vancouver’s residents are nonwhite. Most of these are Asian.

On Toronto see

http://www.toronto.ca/demographics/index.htm
Ethnic tensions have a long history in the Great White North. Like the US Canada has historically been dominated by White Anglophones. Europeans displaced First People’s onto tracts of land in Central and Western Canada. Canada’s Protestants were almost as prejudiced against the Irish as America’s Protestants. Social Darwinism with its ideology of fitter (Whites) and less fit races was a factor in Canadian intellectual life as it was in American intellectual life. There was prejudice against immigrants from Eastern Europe. In the 1930s Jews trying to escape the Nazi pogroms were turned away from Canada’s shores even if they had professional or scientific skills. Prejudices against Asians were as harsh in Canada, particularly in British Columbia (BC), as in the US. During the years between the Great War—Canada followed Great Britain to war—and World War Two—Canada once again followed Great Britain to war—anti-oriental movements in BC claimed that Asians and particularly the Japanese refused to assimilate to the Canadian way life. After Canada went to war with Japan Japanese Canadians, who were seen by many as a military threat to the Canadian nation, were herded into “internment camps” in the BC interior and all across Canada. As in the US where Japanese Americans were placed in “internment camps” their property was confiscated. Animosity toward Germans was evident during the Great War and World War Two as well not only in attacks on Germans and German institutions but also in name changes. Berlin, Ontario, for instance, changed its name to approapriately patriotic Kitchener in 1916. Animosity toward dissenters was also evident during the war years as it was in the US. Thousands of pacifists were interred without trial, for instance.

Ethnic tensions weren’t the only tensions in Canada. Like the US socialism (of all varieties including democratic socialism and communism) and anarchism were considered by many Canadians to be threats to the Canadian way of life. As in the United States and Europe the Bolshevik triumph in Russia led to a “red scare” in Canada. The General Strike of 1919 by 50,000 workers in Winnipeg, Manitoba, organised by the One Big Union sought to improve working conditions, give the union the right to organize, and sought to raise wages. Many businessmen and politicians saw the strike as a conspiracy led by radical agitators generally “foreign” in background. The government sent in the army, the militia, and the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP). Foreign-born “radicals” were deported after the amendment of the Canadian Naturalisation Act in 1919 for preaching “revolution”. Strike leaders were arrested and charged with sedition. Striking marchers were met by an RCMP charge on horseback on “Black Saturday”, 21 June 1919. The strke was broken. This was not the end of the “red scare” in Canada. The Cooperative Commonwealth Federation (CCF), a democratic socialist party in 1933, its victory in Sasketchewan, and its democratic socialist refoms was seen as a threat by many of Canada’s politicians and businessmen who did not make distinctions between the various flavours of socialism. Many Canadian politicians and businessmen saw attempts by the Communist Party to organize the unemployed during the Great Depression as a part of an international campaign to overthrow the government of Canada. In response Ottawa passed section 98 of the Criminal Code which criminalized any advocacy of “revolution”. And they used it. In 1931 eight members of the Communist Party of Canada were arrested, quickly convicted, and quickly sentenced for allegedly talking revolution. Only after public protests were they released. When in 1935 the CP helped organize a march on Ottawa by workers and the unemployed that made it as far as Regina, Saskatchewan the Royal Canadian Mounted Police (RCMP), when talks between it and the march’s organizers broke down, moved in with red batons arresting 120. As in the US state repression was instrumental in checking the growth of Communism in the Great White North.

European and Aboriginal tensions were also important in Australia and New Zealand. In 1770 the year Captain James Cook claimed Australia for the British Crown 800 Aboriginal bands speaking 260 different languages and numbering some 750,000 inhabited the continent. By 1999 there would be 287,000. As in the US and Latin America aborigines, given their lack of immunity to western diseases, died by the hundreds of thousands. Those who fought back against Europeans were massacred and then placed on reservations. The young, as was the case in the US and Canada, were placed in mission schools to be educated in “Europeaness”. One of the first acts of the Australian Parliament sitting in the new capital of Canberra in 1927 was to exclude non-whites from serving in Parliament. Aborigines were also restricted in their property and employment. It wasn’t until 1967 that Aborigines were allowed to become citizens of the land down under.  In February of 2008 the Labor government of Australia finally apologized to the Aborigines for their treatment at the hands of Europeans and Australians.

When Dutch Captain Abel Tasman discovered New Zealand in 1642 and English Captain Cook visited New Zealand in 1769 both the North and South Islands were already occupied by Polynesian migrants, the Maori. No one really knows how many Maori were there. Cook guestimated 100,000 which is probably a way to low guestimate. We do know that the Maori were divided into numerous tribes. European trade, which included a trade in muskets, with them let loose a series of tribal wars amongst the Maori killing hundreds. The treaty of Waitangi between Great Britain and the Maori “legitimized” (at least for the Europeans), with the consent of 500 Maori chiefs, English control of the North Island and annexed the North Island to the British Empire. The Brits claimed the South Island through the right of discovery. The treaty, by the way, has been controversial ever since. The Maori translation of the document differed from the English language version and as several scholars have noted the document was poorly drafted. Scholars and the Maori have debated ever since whether the Maori agreed to give up sovereignty over the North Island when they signed the treaty. 

The Treaty of Waitangi

http://www.nzhistory.net.nz/category/tid/133
As Europeans came the numbers of Maori declined many because of a lack of immunity to European diseases. Between 1840 and 1896 Maori numbers fell from 60,000 to 42,000. Increasing colonization by Europeans through the New Zealand Company since the 1840s increased tensions between European settlers and the Maori. 1840 saw violence breakout between the Maori and the “Pakeha” (as Maori referred to the Europeans). The 1860s saw further Maori/Pakeha conflict. When the dust had cleared the Maori had lost millions of acres of land. Between 1862 and 1865 Native Land Courts divided up Maori communal land taking 95% of it for European settlement. Many Maori now began to adapt to the new realities and began to sell products on the growing New Zealand market. 1900 saw a resurgence in Maori identity as many more Maori began to adapt to and assmmilate to New Zealand capitalism and New Zealand parliamentary democracy.

The discovery of discovery of gold in Otago and along the West Coast in the 1850s increased immigration to New Zealand. Agriculture soon became important in NZ life. Sheep farming and the woolens produced from it along with dairy farming and the butter produced from that have been central to NZ agriculture ever since and have long been among New Zealand’s leading exports. New Zealand is heavily dependent upon export trade.

With growth came political change. Like Great Britain and Australia NZ has an unwritten constitution. In 1852 a Constitution Act was passed creating a central bicameral parliament, provinces, and an executive council. In 1867 Maoris were allocated four seats in New Zealand’s central parliament. In 1872 NZ extended the franchise to almost every male New Zealander. In 1893 it gave women the vote in 1893 In 1891 it instituted land settlement, industrial protection, trade union protection, and social pensions policies. In 1986 it passed the constitutional Act of 1986 which severed all remaining ties between the parliament of Great Britain and New Zealand. A Bill of Rights Act and a Human Rights Act were passed in 1990 and 1993 respectively.

New Zealand Constitution Act of 1986

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1986/0114/latest/DLM94204.html
New Zealand Bill of Rights Act and Human Rights Act

http://www.hrc.co.nz/home/hrc/humanrightsenvironment/humanrightsinnewzealand/billofrightsact.php
New Zealand Bill of Rights Act

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1990/0109/latest/DLM224792.html
New Zealand Human Rights Act

http://www.dredf.org/international/NewZconst.html
Before leaving New Zealand I suppose we should touch on one component of the New Zealand civil religion, rugby. New Zealand’s national rugby team, the All Blacks, is the winningest team in international rugby competion and has won the World Cup in rugby twice. The team is an integrated one. Maori have long played important roles in New Zealand rugby life not only as team members but culturally as well. The haka, a traditional Maori dance, is performed by the team before each match in order to intimidate its opponents. Many New Zealanders live and die by the team’s performance.

Australia’s settlement has a direct connection to the American Revolution. Britain took formal possession of the colony in 1788 and made it into a dumping ground for the convicts it could no longer dump on America’s shores. New South Wales was settled first, then Western Austrialia. In 1829 Britain laid claim to the entire continent. 

The discovery of gold in 1851 increased Australia’s population. Between 1850 and 1860 the population of New South Wales (NSW) and Victoria rose from around 267,000 to 886,000. The gold rush made the capital of Victoria, Melboune, the financial and industrial centre of the continent. T

he land of Aus was not simply an industrial and mining centre. Agriculture was becoming important as well. Dry land wheat farming began in 1848 in Victoria and NSW. Sheep farming and woolens became important around the same time and remain so toda.

With growth came political change. A miner’s revolt at the Eureka Stockade near Ballarat, Victoria in 1854 led to the adoption of the secret ballot for voting in 1856, the extension of the franchise (only males could vote) in 1857, pay for parliamentary service in 1870, and the extension of the franchise to women in 1908.

Australia like New Zealand and Canada before 1982 has an unwritten constitution. Between 1898 and 1900 referendums were held in Australia’s colonies which approved Australia’s Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act. The Act went into effect in 1901 with Britain’s Queen Victoria’s signature. The Statute of Wetminster Adoption Act of 1942 and the Australia Act of 1986 severed constitutional ties between Australia and Great Britain.

The Commonweatlth of Australia Constitution Act of 1900

http://www.statutelaw.gov.uk/content.aspx?activeTextDocId=1066401
Statute of Westminster Adoption Act of 1942

http://www.foundingdocs.gov.au/item.asp?sdID=96
Australia Act of 1986

http://www.statutelaw.gov.uk/content.aspx?activeTextDocId=1330183
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Like the US and Canada immigration, has been important in both Australia and New Zealand. Between 1850 and 1940 some 2.9 million people immigrated to Australia and some 650,000 people immigrated to New Zealand. Both had, like the US, a “Whites” only policy until the 1950s in New Zealand and 1961 in Australia. As in the US and Canada immigration to both Australia and New Zealand has grown substantially in the last decade and a half with almost 200,000 immigrants pouring into Australia in in 2007 alone. 2009 saw the newly elected Labor government cut the number of professional immigrants allowed into the country in the face of worsening economic conditions.

This massive immigration has changed the face of Australia and New Zealand since the 1960s. In Australia the percentage of Whites as percentage of the total population declined. Australia was now home to about 8% Asian groups. Aboriginals numbered around 1.5%. In New Zealand the era saw increasing numbers of Asians and Pacific Islanders move to New Zealand. By 1999 5% and 8% of New Zealand residents were from Asia and the Pacific respectively. Today there are as many New Zealanders of Pacific descent as Maori descent. A new category of New Zealander was also emerging, the multi-ethnic New Zealander. In 1999 21% of New Zealanders classified themselves as multi-ethnic.

New Zealand may have been the leader among British Settler Societies in “progressive legislation” but the US, Canada, and Australia did eventually catch up with the Kiwis. In Canada the socialist democratic farmers party, the Co-operative Commonwealth Federation (CCF) founded in 1932 during the Great Depression by Agnes Macphail, Ted Garland, Humphrey Mitchell, Abraham Albert Heaps, and J.S. Woodsworth, won provincial elections in Saskatchewan in 1944 under the leadership of former Baptist minister Tommy Douglas. The CCF and its successor party the New Democratic Party (NDP) governed the province until 1964. Between 1944 and 1964 Douglas and his successor Woodrow Lloyd brought electrification, public automobile insurance, public unemployment insurance, legislation friendly to labour unions which led to the unionization of the public sector, public control of the telephone and energy sectors, the establishment of Crown Corporations or public business enterprises, a public arts council, and universal medical care (health care, hospitalization), to the citizens of the province. Douglas became the federal NDP leader in 1961 and was instrumental with his party, which held the balance of power in Parliament in Ottawa, in helping Liberal Prime Minister Lester Pearson and his minority governments expand family allowances, (1964), pass a national pension plan (1964), pass universal health care (the Federal Medical Act of 1966), and initiate student loan legislation. Pearson’s successor Pierre Elliot Trudeau continued socialist democratic policies. He and his party passed the Official Languages Act making Canada a bilingual nation (1969), a new federal unemployment insurance programme (1971), and a new constitution (1982). In 1975 Trudeau initiated wage and price controls to try to control the inflation brought about, in large part, by the oil crisis. He also raised American ire by opposing the war in Vietnam.

In the United States Lyndon Johnson’s Great Society saw the second coming of the New Deal. The momentum for some of it was the Civil Rights Movement which had been pushing for equal rights for America’s Blacks particularly in the South. The first New Deal, if you remember, had done little to end discrimnation against Blacks. Johnson passed the John F. Kennedy initiated Civil Rights Act in 1964. The Kennedy’s , John and Robert, had been pushed kicking and screaming into civil rights. This Civil Rights Act theoretically ended segregation but it didn’t help disenfranchised blacks get the vote in the South. After police and the National Guard suppressed a voter registration drive in Selma, Alabama, Johnson decided to push for legislation that would prohibit this and got it in 1965. The Voting Rights Bill of 1965 had teeth as well for it gave the attorney general the power to intervene in those counties where less than half of all eligible voters were registered. Within ten years over two million African-Americans would be added to the voting roles particularly in the South.

LBJ was not done as he continued to send “Great Society” legislation to Congress. Between 1965 and 1966 he passed Medicare and Medicaid, medical care for the aged and poor respectively. He secured legislation that gave educational aid to the poor regardless of colour. He achieved legislation which liberalized American immigration policy. The Immigration and Nationality Services Act of 1965 abolished the national-origin quotas that had been in place in the United States since the racist Immigration Act of 1924. And he began his “war on poverty” with legislation which created the Office of Economic Opportunity which, in turn, launched Project Head Start (a programme designed to help end poverty by providing preschool children from low-income families with a program that would meet emotional, social, health, nutritional, and psychological needs), the Job Corps (which trained disadvantaged and at-risk youth and which has provided more than 2 million disadvantaged young people with the integrated academic, vocational, and social skills training they need to gain independence and get quality, long-term jobs or further their education), Upward Bound (which helped low income individuals attend college), VISTA (Volunteers in Service to America; a programme which increased employment opportunities for conscientious people who felt they could contribute tangibly to the War on Poverty), and he expanded the Aid to Families with Dependent Children programme, which did exactly what’s its name said it would. He expanded support for education, including higher education. He established the National He initiated government support for the arts with the establishment of the National Endowment for the Arts in 1965.

The “war on poverty”, of course, was controversial. Conservative standard bearer Barry Goldwater attacked it as the “Santa Claus of the free lunch” and implied that poverty was the result of the “attitudes and actions” of the poor (this would become a mantra of the right down to today). Democratic Socialist Michael Harrington (author of the expose on poverty in America, The Other America, a book that was read even by JFK) argued that it would not be the poor who would benefit from the war but politicians. According to a Gallup poll at the time 83% of Americans believed that a “war on poverty” could not be won at all. Many later argued that the war on poverty’s impact on the poor was blunted by local political and economic opposition to its more experimental aspects of the Community Action Project, an opposition that led the federal government to end some of its more experimental practices (such as making the poor the instruments of government policy to end poverty). 

Johnson’s “war on poverty” did have some success. Between 1962 and 1973 poverty in the US fell, if the statistics are to be believed, from 23% to 11%. There was a 30% reduction in infant mortality. There was an increase in African American and Hispanic school attendance. There is good reason to be suspicious of some of these statistics. Johnson’s advisors on poverty, the Council of Economic Advisors, had set the poverty level at $3000 for a family of four in their 1964 annual report. This absolute standard of poverty was high enough that it allowed the economic growth itself rather than governmental programmes to move families out of poverty (the median income was $6000 dollars at the time) and it ignored the fact that poverty is relative not absolute (it is always tied to incomes at the high and median levels and those always seem to grow).

Richard Milhous Nixon, of all people, would continue and even expand Johnson’s Great Society. After his election as president in 1968 he expanded the federal bureaucracy. Under him the number of pages added to the Federal Register doubled each year. He imposed wage and price controls, indexed Social Security for inflation, and created Supplemental Security Income (SSI). He established the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and gave it and its director, Willam Ruckelshaus the power and authority to act if probably unintentionally. He created the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) (a conservative’s nightmare), and implemented the Philadelphia Plan, the first significant federal affirmative action program and which mandated affirmative action in the construction industry.  Speaking of affirmative action his Department of Health, Education, and Welfare continued pushing many school desegregation cases in the South and his Labor Department established the use of numerical goals in affirmative action plans. 

On the poverty front Nixon (admittedly under pressure from Congress) signed into law a program to create temporary jobs in the ghettos, instituted a subsidized housing program for the poor, initiated revenue sharing and block grants for cities, increased welfare payments to the poor, presided over a major expansion of the food stamps program, began a new program under Social Security that made payments to disabled people, and sent a bill to Congress which would have given the poor a guaranteed income (he was influenced here by future New York Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan). Congress failed twice to pass it. On the health care front Nixon proposed a national strategy in which private Health Maintenance Organisations (HMOs) would provide equal access to health care for all citizens at a reasonable cost. Congress refused to pass Nixon’s proposal. On the cultural issues front Nixon advocated gun control and instituted a drug policy that emphasized treatment and decriminalized marijuana only to turn on it after he felt the sting of public reaction and began calling for law and order. In terms of economic policy Nixon eradicated the last remnants of the gold standard. Nixon did, at least rhetorically, backtrack on civil rights and desegregation. His Southern strategy to get re-elected demanded it. 

The New Old Middle East
The collapse of the Ottoman Empire which ruled much of the Middle East from the fall of the Byzantine empire in the 1450s to 1917 created a political vacuum in the Middle East. The Great European powers stepped into it. British Colonel T.E. Lawrence (of Lawrence of Arabia fame) who had led the Arab insurrection against the Ottoman Turks in the northwest of the Arabian Peninsula urged Great Britain to create an independent Arab state in the region. At the prompting of Lawrence and the British the Emir Hussein of Hejaz did just this in 1916. In that year Hussein took the title king of the Arabs and established a kingdom that stretched from the Red Sea to the Persian Gulf. 

Britain was giving mixed signals in the Middle East, however. In 1917 Britain, through a letter from Arthur James Balfour to fellow Brit Lord Walter Rothschild, declared that Palestine might one day become a “national home” for the Jews. This did not go down well with the Arabs living in Palestine at the time and who had been living there for at least a thousand years. They had dreams of being part of an Arab state. Britain thus began to back away from the Declaration.

The Balfour Declaration

http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/balfour.asp
On the Balfour Declaration see

http://www.mideastweb.org/mebalfour.htm
Rothschild, scion of the famous British Jewish banker Lionel Rothschild, was an active Zionist and friend of Chaim Weizmann, a leading Zionist and scientist. Rothschild had written to the British govenment on behalf of the Zionist Federation of Great Britain and Ireland. Zionism had grown to play an important role in European Jewish life. Zionism arose in as a Jewish variant of the nationalist mania that was sweeping Europe in the nineteenth century. Zionists like the Jewish journalist Thedor Herzl (1860-1904) despaired that a Europe characterized by such anti-Semitism as the unjust imprisonment of the French Jewish officer Albert Dreyfuss and the periodic pogroms against Jews by Russian soldiers could ever be a safe haven for Jews even when they had assimilated as Jews had in Germany. In response to these and other instances of anti-Semitism throughout Europe Herzl organized the first International Zionist Congress in Basel, Switzerland in 1897. The Basel Congress called for the establishment of a Jewish state. For most Zionists the new Jewish homeland had to be in that old Hebrew land of Palestine. Other possibilities were explored, however. Herzl looked at Uganda. Weizmann and other found this a nonstarter. Others looked at Argentina.

On the Basel Congress see

http://herzlmuseum.org/english/Article.aspx?Item=544
The Balfour Declaration didn do one thing. It spurred Jewish immigration from Europe to Palestine. Britain’s refusal to follow through on the promises of the Balfour Declaration and its attempt to limit Jewish immigration to Palestine stirred some Jews to guerilla warfare or “terrorism” against British forces in Palestine. Future Israeli Prime Minister Menacham Begin among them. Weizmann, who was a gradualist, condemned this “extreme” Zionism.

The Holocasust or Shoah of the Second World War renewed calls for a Jewish homeland in Palestine and spurred increased Jewish immigration into Palestine. In 1947 the UN portioned Palestine creating, in the process, the state of Israel and the state of Palestine. The UN also mandated an economic union between the two. When the British left in May of 1948 war broke out between the Arabs and the Jewish settlers.

UN General Assembly Resolution 181 (Mandate on Palestine)

http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/un/res181.htm
UN Partition Map of Palestine

http://www.mideastweb.org/unpartition.htm
Few expected Israel to survive let alone triumph during the 1948 war. Israel faced attacks from Syria, Lebanon, Jordan, Egypt, and Iraq. The Israeli military, however, stopped the Arab forces in their tracks and then counterattacked. Some 600,000 Arabs fled or were forced to flee Israel. When the dust had settled by 1949 Israel had increased its territory by half of what it originally had though it lost the west bank of the Jordan River to Jordan and the Gaza Strip to Egypt. The Arab response was to refuse to recognize the new state of Israel. As for the Palestinians who had fled, the Arabs left them to their own devices . Many became refugees without a homeland.

Israel after the 1948 War

http://www.palestinefacts.org/pf_1948to1967_land_1948.php
Israel is, of course, the last of the European Settler Societies. Here European Jewish immigrants played the role of European settlers while the Palestinians and, to a lesser extent, native Christians and Druze played the role of “natives” pushed off the land that the UN gave to Israel and that Israel conquered in the 1948 and 1967 wars. Israel, like the US and Australia before it, wanted to believe and wanted the world to believe that this land had been relatively “empty” of people before they arrived. And a myth grew up that it was.

An independent state after 1948 and 1949 Israel set about building a secular and socialist nation that would serve as a refuge for Jews everywhere. As in the US during the Constitutional era compromises had to be made. While freedom of religion and freedom of conscience were to be protected orthodox rabbinical authorities were given control over matters relating to divorce, marriage, observance of the Sabbath, and the definition of who was and who was not Jewish. A parliament, the Knesset, was created. Industry grew as electronics, precision instrument, and military industries arose in Israel. Agriculture, including agricultural cooperatives (kibbutzim and moshavim) grew. The Negev Desert was irrigated and by the early 1970s Israel, which produced only one-third of its food need in 1948, was producing almost enough food to meet its domestic needs with some left over for export. Labour unions were given a significant role in Israeli society through the Histadrut. Universities and technical instututes were built. The Israeli Defence Forces (IDF) were expanded. Overseeing it all was the moderate democratic socialist Labour Party which governed Israel from its beginnings to 1977 when Israelis dissatisfied with Labour turned to Menachem Begin and the Likud Party. Jews from all over the world flocked to Israel. 

Tensions with Arab neigbours, however, remained. In 1956 Israel with France and Britain, went to war with Egypt over the Suez Canal. Egypt was trying to bar Israeli ships from passing through the canal. In 1967 Israel went to war against Egypt, Syria, and Jordan after Egypt tried to strangle the Israeli economy by shutting down the Gulf of Aqaba. Israel struck preemptively before the Arabs could strike and won a crushing victory over its Arab enemies in just six days. As it did in 1948 Israel added additional territory to the Israeli state including the Palestinan part of Jerusalem. After the war Israel began to move Israeli Jews into this occupied territory. These settlements have been a point of contention ever since.

Israel after the 1967 War

http://www.mideastweb.org/israelafter1967.htm
UN Security Council Resolutions Related to the 1967 Crisis in the Middle East
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1967 was not the last war between Israel and her neighbours. A surprise attack by Egypt and Syria against Israel occurred during the Yom Kippur holiday in 1973. Israel managed to win surrounding Egyptian forces in the Sinai and pushing Syrian forces out of northern Israel. But the war revealed some chinks in Israel’s armour. Drawn out wars had the potential to strain Israel’s economy to the breaking point and, in the process, negatively affect the ability of Israel’s defence forces to continue to fight. 

In the wake of 1973 the League of Arabs through its dominance of OPEC, the Organisation of Petroleum Exporting Countries, slapped an oil embargo on Israel’s allies and in particular the United States. The embargo while it lasted (a few months) hit oil-importing nations like the US hard. Gas prices rose. Gas supplies fell. Petrol rationing went into effect. Lines of cars waiting for petrol became an everyday reality. Western economies experienced stagflation, that double whammy of inflation and economic stagnation at the same time.

Palestinian groups and their allies began to use other means to achive the end of driving Israel into the sea. These included hijacking aeroplanes and ships and hostage taking. Probably the most famous hostage taking was that which occurred at the Summer Olympics in Munich in 1972. During the 1972 Olympic games from 45 million in the United States and 900 million worldwide watched as the pro-Palestinian group Black September broke into the Olympic compound and took eleven Israeli atheletes hostage. Black September demanded free passage for themselves and their hostages by jet to Egypt, the release of all non-Arabs from Israeli jails, and the release of of two German radicals, Andreas Baader and Ulrike Meinhof, from West German jails. The crisis ended in the tragic deaths of hostages and hostage takers in, what some claim, was a botched rescue attempt by police at the Munich Aeroport.
All of this increased tensions in the Middle East. In 1982 Israel invaded Lebanon to put an end to raids by the Palestinian Liberation Organisation (PLO) and Islamic guerillas. Human rights organizations condemned what they saw as Israel’s targeting of civilians in Palestinian refugee camps. Israel claimed that “terrorists” were using civilians as human shields by running their operations out of refugee camps. Palestinians responded by taking its guerilla actions into the heart of Israel. 1987 saw the first intifada against Israel as riots and “terrorist” attacks (“suicide bombings”) erupted in the occupied territories and in Israel itself. A second intfada occurred after hard line Israeli Prime Minister Ariel Sharon visited Muslim holy sites in East Jerusalem in 2000. 2006 saw Israel invade Lebanon to try to put an end to Hisbollah rocket strikes in Israel’s north. 2008 saw Israel invade Gaza to put an end to Hamas rocket strikes in Israel’s south. Both were condemned by human rights organizations who claimed that Israel was once again targeting civilians. Throughout these years some one million Jews left Israel for Europe, the United States, Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and Argentina.

Amidst all of this there were some bright spots but not many. In the 1970s thousands of Jews arrived in Israel from all across the Soviet Union thanks to pressure on the USSR from the West to let their Jews go. Between the 1970s and 2000s thousands of Jews from Muslim lands escaped theire increasingly tense countries for the relative safety of Isreal. In 1978 Egyptian president Anwar al-Sadat visited Israel and addressed the Knesset. In 1979 he and the first Likud Israeli prime minister Menachem Begin signed a peace treaty that America president Jimmy Carter had help put together. The Arab League reacted by expelling Egypt from the organisation. In 1982 Sadat was assassinated by Islamic fundamentalists opposed to the treaty with Israel and Sadat’s increasingly authoritarian rule. 

Another bright spot occurred in 1992 when the Labour government, back in power again, began negotiations with the PLO and its leader Yassar Arafat. In 1993 Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin and Arafat signed the Oslo Declaration of Principles (the Oslo Accord) which committed Israel to recognition of Palestinian self government. The PLO, in turn, recognized Israel. Israel withdrew from the Gaza Strip and Jericho. This time it was a radical Jewish settler who did the killing when he assassinated Rabin in 1995.

Oslo Declaration of Principles

http://www.mideastweb.org/oslodop.htm
The Israeli/Arab/Palestinian struggle left Israel in a constant state of war, Palestinians as refugees without a state, and Lebanon in a state of near or actual civil war between its Christian and Muslim communities or under the control of Syria. It certainly alienated many Muslims from the United States who felt that the US looked the other way or perhaps even gave the green light for what they saw as Israel’s brutal treatment of their Muslim brothers and sisters. It also left many wondering whether the swiss cheese state that Israel offered Palestians, a state full of Israeli settlements and which would remain under Israeli control and which left Palestinians without control of its borders or water, would ever be acceptable to the inceasingly Islamicised Palestinians. And it left many wondering whether an Israel increasingly straightjacketed by its growing fundamentalist communities and their exaggerated prominence in the Knesset could ever offer Palestinians a reasonable peace proposal. 

Elsewhere in the Middle East Turkey, as I noted, emerged out of the ashes of the Ottoman Empire in Anatolia in 1923. After World War One Syria and Lebanon became part of the French Empire while Palestine, Transjordan, and Iraq became part of the British Empire. Iraq gained its independence from Great Britain in 1932. Syria proclaimed its independence from France in 1941 though its independence wasn’t recognized until 1944. Lebanon gained its independence from France in 1943. Jordan gained its indpendence from Britain in 1946. 

As for Hejaz, the kingdom of the Arabs, by 1924 Hejaz consisted only of Arabia, home of the Muslim holy city of Mecca and the qaaba, a cubed building that is the most holy site in all Islam and to which Muslims are supposed to make a pilgrimage at least once in their life. The qaaba houses a stone believed to go back to Adam and Eve, and believed to have been given to the patriarch Abraham by the archangel Gabriel. Today Muslims are required to pray in the direction of Mecca and the qaaba.

In 1926 Abdul Aziz bin Saud became the King of Hejaz. There had been two earlier attempts to establish a Saudi state one in 1744 and another in 1824. This one took. In 1932 after Al-Hasa, Qatif, and Nejd were incorporated into the Kingdom of Hejaz and the Kingdom changed its name to Saudi Arabia, Arabia of the Sauds. Abdul Azziz bin Saud set about almost immediately to “reform” the Arabian peninsula. He forced Bedouin tribes to settle down and take up agriculture. He institututed a legal system that eliminated tribal wars and vendettas. He suppressed robbery and extortion of pilgrims performing the hajj, the sacred journey to Mecca that every Muslim was to make at least once during their lifetime. 

Saudi Arabia is governed by the Basic Law of 1992 which makes the House of Saud the ruling house of the nation, the Qu’ran the constitution of the nation, and Islamic law the law of the land. Saudi Arabia is dominated by a conservative brand of Sunni Islam, Wahhabi Islam. There is no freedom of religion in Saudi Arabia.

The Basic Law of Saudi Arabia

http://www.saudinf.com/main/c541.htm
Like many other countries in the Middle East Saudi Arabia’s economy is dominated by oil. The Saudi oil industry was built between the 1930s and 1960s with a little help from Western countries and Western corporations particularly from the United States. It was a consortium of oil conglomerates, ARAMCO, which included Standard Oil of California, that discovered oil in the Kingdom and, along with the House of Saud, benifitted from the discover. Oil transformed Saudi Arabia as money from oil allowed the Kingdom to “modernize” at least architecturally and economically. Today around 75% of Saudi Arabia’s budget revenues and 90% of its export earnings come from its oil industry
Persia, Iran, and Islamic Revival

Non Arab Persia remained nominally independent in the eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth centuries first under the Safavids, who claimed descent from Shi’ite imams (religious leaders), and then, from 1794-1925, under the Qajar shahs. Both the Safavids and Qajar were increasingly impacted by other powers in the Middle East, Central Asia, India, and beyond. In the early 1700s Persia faced threats from Sunnis in Afghanistan. After several battles, exchanges of territory between Afghanistan and Persia, the Qajar shahs came to power in Persia and began to create the modern Persian state. The Qajars separated mosque and state alienating the ayatollahs and mujtahid, Shi’ite religious leaders, and Persian merchants, wary of Westernisation, in the process, making Persia vulnerable to the European imperialist tide that was about to sweep into the Middle East. This alienation of religious leaders from Persia’s rulers would prove, as we will see, to be the shahs undoing.

While the Qajars, religious leaders, and merchants squared off Great Britain and Russia began to make their move. Britain wanted to dominate Persia in order to protect its trade routes to India. Russia wanted access to the Persian Gulf. Russia attacked Persia forcing it to sign the Treaty of Gulistan (1812) and the Treaty of Turkmanchay (1828) which gave Russia Persian territory in the oil rich Caucusus. By the second half of the ninteenth century Russia forced Persia to cede some of her territory in Central Asia to the tsars. Britian used the threat of military intervention to force Persia to give up all claims to the Afghani city of Herat. The Treaty of Paris (1852) formalized the transfer of Herat to the British. 

Some of the Qajar shahs responded to these crises by attempting to modernize and westernize. This further alienated Persia’s religious leaders and leading merchants from the Qajars. Britain, which advised the Qajar’s to reform, used the ensuing chaos to futher its influence in Persia. In 1907 the French, Brits, and Russians decided to divide Persia up amongst themselves. Russia got the northern third of Persia, Britain the southern third, and France got an alliance between themselves, the Brits, and the Russians against the Germans.

In 1925 Reza Khan overthrew the Qajars. In 1935 he renamed Persia Iran. Khan tried to balance British and Russian forces in Persia and Iran and began to cozy up to the Germans. British “concern” over the developing Iranian-German relationship led to British intervention in Iran in 1941 and the replaceent of Reza Khan with his son Mohammed Reza Pahlai as shah.

In 1951 Iran, which had instituted a limited parliamentary system in 1906, elected Mohammed Mossadegh prime minister. After Mossadegeh nationalized the Iranian oil reserves Britain and the US, alarmed by Mossadegh’s “communist” actions, aided the Iranian military via their secret services to arrest Mossadegeh. The shah preceeded gather power unto himself. He used his intelligence agency, SAVAK, to crush all opposition. One of Pahlavi’s religious opponents, Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeni was arrested. After 18 months in jail he left Iran in 1964 for Turkey and eventually France. We will hear more about him shortly.

Between 1945 and 1979, and thanks to increasing oil revenue, Iranian per capita income rose. Educational institutions were “modernized” and “westernized”. Literacy rates rose. Urban women were given greater freedom and played increasingly significant roles in Iranian life. All of this, however, alienated Pahlavi further from powerful religious leaders in Iran and Iran’s poor. By 1978 they had had enough of Pahlavi’s authoritarianism and SAVAK’s brutality. Taking to the streets opponents of Pahlavi forced him to flee in 1979. After struggles between various political factions in Iran, including the Communists who had played an important role in the Revolution, Ayatollah Khomeni, back from exile in France, established an Islamic republic in Iran. Almost immediately Khomeni urged his supporters to attack the US Embassy in Terhran, the capital of Iran. They took 51 employees hostage and held them for 444 days demanding the return of the shah to Iran for trial in exchange for the hostages. Seeming US weakness in dealing with the hostage situation would play a major role in the defeat of incumbant US president Jimmy Carter by his Republican challenger Ronald Reagan in 1980.

The Shi’ite Revolution in Iran and its rhetorical push for Shi’ite revolutions all across the Middle East and the Islamic worldalarmed some of Iran’s neighbours particular Iraq’s nominally Sunni leader Saddam Hussein. Iraq was home to a disposed Shi’ite majority. A war between the two ensued from 1979 to 1988. The US, at least officially, supported Hussein. The war was brutal as both sides used chemical weapons on each other and on suspect ethnics in their midst, like Iraq’s Kurds. Khomeni died in 1989 passing his baton of supreme ruler to Ali Khamenei. The Islamic Revolution lived on though in much less macho form. Iran maintained the rhetoric of revolution while, at the same time, finding ways to coexist with its neighbours. In 2009 the questionable re-election of Mahmoud Ahmadinejad as president of Iran sent thousands into the streets. While the Iranian revolution had not come undone the protests clearly showed that Iranian revolutionaries had split apart.

While not the first of the Islamic revival movments of the late nineteenth and twentieth centures the Shi’ite revival in Iran was one of the most influential because of its success. Islamic revival movements were stimulated by Western imperialism. Jamal al-Din al-Afghani (1839-1897), Mohamed Abdul (1845-1905), Mohammed Rashid Rida (1865-1935), and Mohammed Aqdal (1873-1938) all advocated varieties of pan-Islamicism as a way to protect Muslims from Western dominance and influence. Hasa al-Bana, a disciple of Rida, founded the Muslim Brotherhood to stimulate Islamic revival all across the Muslim world. The Brotherhood used political assassinations to achieve its goal of a pan-Islamic state guided by and founded on the principles of Islam, as they perceived it. They would be the group that assassinated Sadat after he signed a peace treaty with Israel.

One state that felt that it was instituting an Islamic government founded on true Islamic principles was the Taliban regime in Afghanistan. Afghanistan had been occupied by Soviet troops in 1979 as part of an operation to stop a radical Communist regime from terrorizing the population. Buying into the principle of the enemy of my enemy is my friend, the United States funded and equipped guerillas fighting the Soviet occupation. These anti-Soviet forces called themselves the Mujahideen, the jihadic strugglers. By the way, the Mujahideen, once they had defeated the Soviet great Satan would bite the hand that fed and turn on the United States. Osama bin Laden, a Saudi who joined the Mujahideen resistance in Afghanistan would spearhead attacks on that other great Satan, the United States, that would culminate in the attacks on the World Trade Centre in Manhattan and the Pentagon in Washington, DC on 11 September 2001. 

But back to Afghanistan: In the wake of the chaos left by the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan in 1989 the Sunni Taliban emerged from the welter of factions trying to take control of Afghanistan and took control of the country. With their triumph the Taliban instituted a very strict form of Islam on the populace. Women were denied any role in Afghan public life, access to education, and were forced to wear the burqa which covered them from head to toe. Religious toleration disappeared as several historically important images of the Buddha were destroyed. Punishments for any violation of “Islam” were severe. One woman lost her thumb because she wore nail polish on it. 

After the “terrorist” attacks on Manhattan and DC on 9/11 the US along with several allies went to war against the Taliban for their refusal to turn over Osama bin Laden to Amerian justice. The US, with help from disenchanted elements in Afghanistan and the UK and Canada, in particular, quickly took the Afghan capital Kabul and the country. But the Taliban did not fade away. Utilising guerilla tactics the Taliban and their allies managed to regain control over significant parts of Afghanistan by 2009. July 2009 turned out to be the deadliest month in the Afghan War since 2001 for “Coalition” (anti-Taliban) forces.

Iraq

Mesopotamia (contemporary Iraq) had been part of the Byzantine and Ottoman Empires. During World War One there was heavy fighting in Mesopotamia between British and Ottoman forces that ended in British triumph when the Brits captured Baghdad in 1917. Many Arabs joined the British cause in order to throw off the “yoke” of Ottoman imperialism. After the war, however, Mesopotamia was brought under the League of Nations mandate and another type of imperialism, British. The Brits proceded to put a Sunni elite in power—Mesopotamia was dominated by Shi’a and had a significant Kurdish population in the north—and named the Hashemite, Faisal bin Al Hussein Bin Ali El-Hashemi, monarch. 

1920 saw protests against British control of Mesopotamia in Baghdad and spread to the predominately Shi’a regions in the Central and Southern Euphrates areas. The uprising brought Sunni’s and Shi’a together to fight the British coloniser. The British were only able to regain control of Mesopotamia after reinforcing its troops from India. British Colonial Secretary Winston Churchill advocated dropping chemical weapons from the air on the enemy to bring Mesopotamia under control.

In 1932 Mesopotamia, now renamed the Kingdom of Iraq, gained its independence from Great Britain. The treaty that gave Iraq indpendence also gave the UK military basis in the new nation. Independence with imperial presence. The king established a parliamentary system and named the nations first prime minister. The new Iraq was a country rent with ethnic and religious tensions. There were Kurds in the north who had been promised a land of their own by the victors of World War One only to see that promise evaporate after the War. There were Arabs in north, central, and south who were divided religiously into sects. Sunnis were in the centre, in the north, and in the southwest. They, as I mentioned, had been put in power by the British. Shi’a were in the centre and south. They were the majority in the new nation. The Hashemites would rule the country until a military coup in 1936, the first ever in the Middle East, which made Hikmat Sulayman prime minister of the Iraqi state.

Great Britain contined to play a major role in the Kingdom. It invaded the nation in 1941 fearful that the government of Prime Minster Rashid Ali al-Gaylani would nationalize oil. Britain left in 1947 but not before restoring the Hashemite dynasty to power.

The Hashemites second stay in power would last until 1958 when they were once again overthrown by a military coup. A further coup followed in 1963. The coup leader Salam Arif and his brother, Abdul Rahman Arif, assumed the presidency. Abdul Rahman remained in power after Salam’s death in 1966. He was overthrown by the Arab Socialist Ba’ath Party in 1968 (the Ba’ath parties in Syria and Iraq were nationalist pan-Arab parties which were multi-ethnic and multi-religious in composition but not religious per se). Coup leader Ahmad Hassan al-Bakr assumed the presidency. His leading deputy was another major figure in the coup, Saddam Hussein Abd al-Majid al-Tikriti. Saddam Hussein was also named deputy chairman of the Ba’athist Revolutionary Command Council.  By 1969 Hussein, who US intelligence services saw as a bulwark against communist, was the real power in Iraq.

By 1979 Hussein had assumed the presidency of Iraq after, in that tried and true manner of authoritarians everywhere, eliminating any one in his way. The revolution in Iraq transformed Hussein as he and other Sunni Ba’athists saw Iran’s Shi’ite revolution as dangerous for the health of Iraq (reacall the religious realities in Iraq). Iran’s government was dominated by Sunnis. Shi’a, who divided between those sympathetic to the Ba’ath regime and those sympathetic to Iranian revolutionary sentiments, came under suspicion of the government in Baghdad. Hussein began to claim that Shi’a both in Iran and in Iraq were trying to overthrow his governent. In 1980 Hussein declared war on Iran.

As I mentioned the war lasted until 1988 and ended in stalemate and exhaustion, economic and physical, on both sides. Both sides used chemical weapons on the other. Hussein also used it on the Kurds in Halabja in the north of the country who, claimed Hussein, using yet another tried and true strategy of the past and present, were aiding Iraq’a Iranian enemy.

In 1990 facing economic collapse at home thanks to the long Iran-Iraq War Hussein, with what he thought was the approval of his US ally, attacked his oil rich neigbour the Kingdom of Kuwait and took control of the country. Many Iraqis had long claimed that part of the Middle East as their own. Many, including, to Hussein’s surprise, the US, called for Iraq to leave Kuwait and instituted, through the UN, economic sanctions against Hussein and Iraq. When Iraq refused to abandon Kuwait the UN Security Council (where the real power in the UN lies) voted to go to war against Iraq.

http://www.fas.org/news/un/iraq/sres/sres0678.htm
The world’s last remaining superpower led a coalition of forces, including France, the UK, Egypt, and Saudi Arabia, against Iraq on 2 August 1990. The war was over in short course. Iraq may have had a large army but it was a paper tiger. Many of Iraq’s soldiers turned and ran early as soon as fighting began. Kuwait was quickly retaken. Iraqi forces were accused of atrocities most of which turned out to be fabrications to manipulate public opinion in those countries fighting against Iraq. Hussein tried to split apart the “coalition” by raining SCUD missiles down on Israel but this was to no avail. By 28 February 1991 the war was over.

The US and others urged the Kurds and Shi’a to overthrow the Hussein regime. And they tried. Without a mandate to go beyond the limits set by UN resolution 678 the coalition had to stand and watch as Hussein turned his loyal forces lose on the Kurds and Shi’a. A massacre and human rights debacle ensued. The coalition finally instituted a no-fly zone to limit Hussein’s ability to use helicopters against Kurdish and Shi’a “insurrectionists” but it was to late.

After the war the coalition set about destroying Hussein’s offensive military capabilities. The range of Iraqi missiles were lowered so that they could serve only defensive purposes. UN weapons inspectors (UNSCOM) were let loose on Iraq’s weapons and Hussein’s capability to engage in long range artillery strikes and weapons of mass destruction useage. UNSCOM reported that 95% of Iraq’s capabilities in these areas was destroyed.  

UNSCOM Reports

http://www.fas.org/news/un/iraq/s/index.html
The end of the Gulf War and the virtual destruction of Iraq’s offensive military capabilities didn’t end tensions between Iraq and the US. The US contined to bomb Iraq for “violations” of the “no fly zone” and was instrumental in getting futher economic sanctions against Iraq, sanctions which seemed to hit common Iraqi’s more than the intended target, Saddam Hussein.

As early as 1988 many prominent conservative Americans began to call on President Clinton to put an end to the Saddam Hussein regime once and for all. With the regime of George Bush in power and Bush’s appointment of many Iraq hardliners to positions in its administration the Bush administration began to look for any excuse to attack Iraq. They found it in the al-Queda attacks on the World Trade Centre and the Pentagon on 11 September 2001.

New American Century Letter to President Clinton on Iraq, 26 January 1998

http://www.newamericancentury.org/iraqclintonletter.htm
Already on 11 September many American pundits, though they were a minority, were blaming Iraq for the attacks on 9/11 though none of the hijackers who rammed aeroplanes into the Twin Towers and the Pentagon were Iraqi’s. Most, in fact, were from Saudi Arabia. Many, particularly vice president Dick Cheney, Secretary of Defence Donald Rumsfeld, and their allies within and outside of the administration accused Saddam  Hussein of trying to upgrade his “weapons of mass destruction, of human rights violations, of trying to assassinate Western officials (including former President Bush, father of the then president George W. Bush), and of aiding and abetting al-Queda terrorism against the US. All of these were false, save for the charge of human rights violations, and many in the administration had to know it. Other nations knew it as well and most of them refused to go along with the US when it called for UN Security action against Hussein.

The US was willing to go to war with a UN Security Council mandate. It and its “coalition of the willing” attacked Iraq on 20 March 2003. Once again the war was short. Iraq’s military was still a paper tiger. The regime was toppled. Chaos ensued. While the US military stood watch over the Oil Ministry Iraq’s museums and its government offices were looted. When a decision was made to remove Ba’athists from the government and military an “insurrection” of Sunni Ba’athists arose. Sunni insurrectionists and the recent arrival of al-Queda and forces sympathetic to al-Queda in Iraq led to an increase in US, UK, and Iraqi deaths in Iraq despite a declaration on May Day 2003 by President George Bush on an aircraft carrier that the war was over.

Things went from bad to worse. US casualties rose into the 4000s. Things started to get better after the US closed a deal with Sunni insurrectionists who began to take on and take out al-Queda and forces sympathetic to al-Queda. By July of 2009 US forces turned policing in Iraq over to Iraqi forces. The US was in the first stages of withdrawing from Iraq.

There were still problems, however. The Kurds in the north made moves toward autonomy if not independece. Turkey, with its significant Kurdish population in areas of great importance—there is water there—is not likely to take this lying down. Whether common ground and common space can be found that is satisfactory for Shi’a, Sunni, and Kurds is a question yet to be fully answered. 

Globalisation and its Discontents
Though the post-Cold War world seemed to some (myself included) like a rerun of that period before World War One in so many ways, whether these nationalist ethnic movements and their urge to break up the world into ever tinier ethnic states really mattered in a world becoming ever more tied together economically is a question that is worth asking. Does it really matter if Quebec leaves the rest of Canada behind given that Quebec, regardless of the form it takes, is going to be part of a broader economic system that includes the rest of Canada, the United States, Europe, and beyond?

Globalisation is really not a new phenomenon. Regional trade networks are as old as the second century BCE when a Mediterranean trade tied together the Minoans, the Egyptians, and others in the Mediterranean economic system Trade between the Mediterranean, India, and China goes back to at least the first century BCE. And, as I noted, trade between Europe, Africa, India, and East Asia was going on in the fifteenth century CE and even before. 

Economic globalisation was certainly afoot in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries thanks, in large part, to Western imperialism. The old cliché is that the sun never set on the British Empire. The cliché is pretty accurate when it comes to the nineteenth and twentieth century British Empire. The UK invested in and tradeed with all parts of its empire. The UK also traded with North America, South America, Africa, and Asia throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

Global trade and investiment was an important part of US economic culture as well. American businesses were building railroads in Costa Rica and trading in Latin American bananas as early as the 1870s. Ford entered the Latin American automobile market as early as the 1910s. Standard Oil of New Jersey entered Latin American market around the same time.

The Great Depression put a stop, for the most part, to economic globalization beginning in 1929. It wasn’t until after the Second World War that globalization, a new style of globalization, began to appear. In 1944 the US with British support, initiated an attempt to remake the global economy. In July the US convened an international conference of 44 nations at Bretton Woods, New Hampshire. Those who came pledged to reduce trade barriers and stabilise world currencies. 

Bretton Woods had more success in stabilizing world currencies than it did in establishing a world trade organization. Attendees to the Conference wanted to restore world currencies to the pre-1914 gold standard and they did, eventually. By 1958 they had established a system of currency conversion at fixed gold or dollar rates. This currency stabilization solution turned out to be, as we shall see, short lived. 

Longer-lived achievements of Bretton Woods included the establishment of the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development or the World Bank. The IMF was founded in 1945 to provide loans to governments to manage temporary balance of payments problems and to help reduce the need for currency devaluations. The World Bank was founded in 1945 to make long-term loans to poorer governments for “economic development”. Both were headquartered in Washington, DC. Both proved to be controversial.

Though the attempt to establish a formal world trade organization failed between 1944 and 1948 the US negotiated a number of bilateral trade agreements with a several countries reducing tariffs between them. These nations the US had reciprocal trade relations were given “most favoured-nation” status by the American government. By 1948 these various agreements led to a broader agreement, the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). Twenty three nations including the US, the UK, Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Burma, Canada, Ceylon, Chile, China, Cuba, the Czechoslovak Republic, France, India, Lebanon, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Pakistan, Southern Rhodesia, Syria, and South Africa became signatories to the agreement. By 1972 102 countries were signatories. Between 1948 and 1997 when GATT was replaced by the World Trade Organisation (WTO) GATT reduced tariffs by billions of dollars and extended intellectual property rights. Needless to say big business and big business ideologies played important roles in the fomulation of the terms of GATT and the WTO.

Global economic organizations weren’t the only worldwide organizations the Great Powers were building. In 1945 the victors of World War Two established the United Nations in San Francisco to (to paraphrase the powers) maintain international peace and security and encourage cooperative solutions to international problems. The UN the Great Powers created consisted of two bodies, the General Assembly, a deliberative body consisting of all member states each with one vote, and the Security Council consisting of the US, the USSR, the UK, France, and China (Nationalist China or Taiwan until 1971), in other words, the victors of World War Two and two member nations whose term would rotate every two years. Each permanent member of the Security Council had veto power over anything the UN did meaning that UN action could occur only if all of the Great Powers concurred on the need for action. The chances of this happening given the tensions of the Cold War and the Post-Cold War World turned out to be relatively limited. The UN headquartered in New York City in the United States began operating in 1947 with 51 members. Today there are 192 member nations in the UN.

As I noted the currency stabilization system that came out of the Bretton Woods Conference was short lived. It worked relatively well, at least for the elephant in the room, the United States, until the 1970s, when the US began to import more than it exported. Western Europe and Arab oil states—the US (and Western Europe for that matter) had become increasingly dependent on Middle Eastern oil in the 1950s, 60s, and 70s—began to hold more and more US dollars by the 1970s. By the early 1970s the number of US dollars held by foreign entities exceeded US gold reserves. All of this began to undermine global confidence in the US dollar. Some, like French president Charles DeGaulle, began calling for an end to the gold-US dollar currency standard and a return to the gold standard itself. 

The powers that be in the United States were frantically looking for a solution to their currency and import-export problems. They found it in 1971 when President Richard M. Nixon unilaterally suspended US dollar to gold convertibility. This led to exactly what Nixon and American economic pundits wanted, devaluations of the US dollar in 1971 and 1973. Currencies were now allowed to “float” or fluctuate daily against each other and against the dollar on global currency markets. Gold prices, in turn, were abolished. 

Amidst the rubble of Bretton Woods the US dollar remained the world’s principal reserve currency, at least until the euro came into general circulation in 2002. As for currency stabilization the world now had rely on international consultation and rapid exchange of information by central banks to make the system work. There was a problem, however. National governments found their currencies vulnerable to a global financial system that crossed national boundaries, to financial globalization, in other words. 

The economic downturn experienced by the West in the 1970s after years of Keynesian directed growth was traumatic for many in the US, Canada, Europe, Austrialia, and New Zealand. Many in the business community blamed and bit the hand that had fed them for years after World War Two, Keynesian economic theory and its doctrine of government intervention. As the world became more economically tied together and as opportunities to move businesses opened up they also found a new old villain to blame, organized labour. Organised labour, they claimed, was making them non-competative in a world that was increasingly tied together. The real culprit (or one of the real culprits), of course, was increasing oil prices and the stagflation this brought. Oil, after all, was absolutely central to the Western way of life.

With some tariffs gone, with protectionism a dying creed (remember protectionism had allowed virtually every nineteenth century industrial nation to become a great industrial power, in part) if not an entirely dying reality, with the Cold War over, and with industrial growth in “developing” nations in Asia and Latin America it became easier for “developing” countries to undersell Western product and it became easier for Western corporations to move their operations to the “developing” world with its cheap labour markets. They claimed, of course, that they were there to help “developing” nations to develop and to help the citizens of “developing nations” pull themselves up (the twentieth and twenty-first century version of the Western man’s burden) but they were really there to lower costs and increase profits. 

The mantra for many now became free the market. In the US, UK, Australia, New Zealand, and to a lesser extent in Continental Western Europe, deregulation (or a lack of regulatory enforcement) became the fad of the moment. And after some very difficult economic times the West began to experience economic growth once again and Southeast Asia and China experienced dramatic economic growth becoming “modern” in the process. Stock markets rose. The rich got richer. In the West the middle class got higher wages. The working class and underemployed got retail jobs and eventually got a piece of the American dream (real estate and consumer goods from inexpensive stores like Wal-Mart). Both got wages that went further thanks to China which provided the cheap labour to make the cheap products sold at stores like Wal-Mart. Even dictatorial regimes like that of Pinochet in Chile benefitted from a renewed neo-liberalism or neo-conservativism (Pinochet had been advised by the neo-liberal godfather Milton Friedman and his Chicago Boys) putting the lie to the notion that free market capitalism and democracy go together like hand in glove.

There were periodic busts amidst all the booms of the new free market. As always the poor and middle class felt the sting of the busts more than the rich. There was the stagflation that resulted from the rise in oil prices after the OPEC boycott in the 1970s. There was the bust of the early 1980. There was the US savings and loan scandal set in motion by greed and flim flaming. There was the economic collapse in Argentina in 1989 which resulted in an inflation rate of 10% per month and the fall of the Argentinian currency vis-à-vis the US dollar by 140%. There was the bust in Japan in the late 1980s and 1990s that resulted in the collapse of the real estate market and stagnation in that island nation. There was the dot com bust of 1998 and 2001 that grew out of the speculative bubble associated with the high tech industries of the 1990s. And there was the global collapse of 2009 that grew out of a collapse of the speculative real estate market and its bubble, its Ninja loans (no income, no job, no assets, will loan), its derivatives, and the fact that so many investment banks were awash in these toxic derivatives. The crises was so severe that the nation of Iceland, whose banks, largely unregulated, were tied up in toxic assests from the US housing market, went bust.

Globalisation wasn’t only taking place on the global level. Regional economic (and military and to a lesser extent political) linkages were taking place as well. We have discussed the creation of the Common Market and its successors the European Economic Community and the European Union. We have briefly talked about the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) and the Southeast Asia Treaty Organisation (SEATO). There was also the Organisation of American States (OAS) founded in 1948 to promote better relations and to mediate disputes between the US, Canada, and 33 other nations of the Western Hemisphere. And then there was NAFTA, the North American Free Trade Agreement, a North American counterpart to the EEC, which created an economic free trade zone between the US, Canada, and Mexico though not without controversy in each of these nations. 

Beyond economic and political globalization there were all sorts of other globalizations at work. There was a globalization of culture. Many feared what impact the media products of the lone superpower would have on the institutions and mentalities of the rest of the world. Size matters sometimes and the US had one of the largest media markets in the world (China and India have sizable media markets as well both at home and abroad) and one of the wealthiest, if not the wealthiest, media market in the world. The United States and Hollywood, of course, wanted the freest media market for its goods as possible. Europe and Canada, whose media markets are substantially smaller, preferred exceptions (protectionist restrictions) on US media product coming into their markets in order to protect their cultures and citizens from “Americanisation”. Some commentators were not as worried about “Americanisation” as others arguing that American product is always filtered through pre-existing and local cultural frames as Elihu Katz’s and Tamar Liebes’s studies of the impact of Dallas, the most popular TV show in the world in the 1980s, on Israeli Jews and Arabs seemed to show. 

There was a globalization of culture wars (or better a continuation of the global culture wars unleased by the age of discovery, slavery, and colonialisation and imperialism). Some, like Samuel Huntington, saw a clash of civlisations as dominating the post-Cold War world. Huntington saw the clash between the modern, secular, multicultural, multi-gender, and tolerant, West and the traditional, paternalistic, patriarchal, intolerant Islamic world as the central tension in the post-Communist. For some 9/11 and the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq seemed to prove Huntington correct. What most commentators would admit about this post-Cold War world is that the United States was the last superpower standing with the collapse of the USSR and the unwillingness of Europe to build up its military forces. Like most superpowers before it the US behaved in that good old superpower way. For some America’s superpower status and its superpower actions rather than any clash of civlisations, was why there was so much animosity toward the US and, to a lesser extent America’s companion in superpower crimes the West, afoot in the “modern” world.

There was a globalization of epidemics and health crises. The AIDS epidemic, which some saw as divine judgement on homosexuals despite the fact that it originated amongst heterosexual populations and is prevalent amongst them and flu (avian and swine) epidemics swept across a world linked together by aeroplanes and ships. The World Health Organisation (WHO), which had been established at the UN in 1948 as the public health arm of a world increasingly tied together was given the task, if not always the financial resources, to deal with these ever inceasing global health problems.

There was a globalization of food production as countries in South America, for instance, were “developed” to produce foodstuffs during their winter (the North’s summer) for the North American and European markets. Chile, to take one example, has become a leading producer of grapes for the American and Canadian markets in spring and summer. 

And there was the globalization of communications which, for some, made the economic globalization of the late twentieth and early twenty-first centuries more pronounced and more prominent in the first place. The internet, which was developed in the 1960s as a US government project to enhance communications between its various parts, and the World Wide Web, which was developed by an English physicist to process information, made instant commication between corporations, banks, governments, and even people virtually instantaneous. Monies could now girdle the globe via the computer without a single bill or coin being passed from one hand to another. Wireless cell phones, likewise, tied the world together and were particularly important in countries without a wired computer infrastructure. Global communications systems also allowed “terrorists” to communiate with each other in ways that would not have been possible in the early 1990s. 

Elsewhere there were globalisation fits and starts. There were attempts to establish global legal structures beginning with the Nuremberg Trials in 1945 and 1946 to try German officials for war crimes after World War Two. The International Court of Justice (ICJ) at the UN offers legal opinions on legal questions submitted to it. The International Criminal Court (ICC) in The Hague, Holland, established in 2002, is a permanent tribunal that prosecutes individuals for genocide, crimes against humanity, war crimes, and the crime of aggression (the ICC does not, as yet, hold jurisdiction over the last). The ICC has tried war crimes cases and crimes against genocide in Uganda and the Balkans. Its jurisdiction is limited as countries like the US, Russia, China, and Israel have refused, for rather obvious reason, to be party to it. The US, for instance, has claimed that frivolous charges might be brought against American soldiers engaged in “peacekeeping operations” around the globe. There were and are attempts to do something globally about pollution and climate change. 183 nations signed the Kyoto Protocol to reduce carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, sulphur hexafluoride, and hydrofluorocarbons and perfluorocarbons all of which were seen as culprits in global warming. Kyoto, however, proved to be quite controversial. The US refused to sign claiming it would undermine its economy and citing a lack of fairness in the treaty’s allowances for “developing” counries like China, and India to continue to pollute. Meanwhile, little has been done about the global cooling caused by the flows of pollution around the world.

What wasn’t globalised, at least officially, was labour and this no doubt much to the joy of global economic bureaucracies. Adam Smith, the beloved ancestor of all free market theorists argued that a free labour market was as essential to a free market economy as an end to mercantilist practises. The cheerleaders of neo-liberalism conveniently forgot Smith’s admonistions about the necessity of a free labour market, however, and for good reason. Western corporations benefitted from a captive unfree labour market because, as I said earlier, it enabled them to lower labour costs and hence increase profits. 

Western corporations also benefitted from “illegal” labour. “Illegal” immigrants from South America enabled corporations like Wal-Mart and the meat processing industry to cut wages and, in the case of the meat packing industry, de-unionise and, in the case of Wal-Mart, help stave off talk of unionisation. Needless to say “illegal” immigrants performed services that many Westerners would no longer do. Legal immigrant labour also benefitted the West as the West scooped up the best and brightest of the professional classes from the “developing” world to fuel their growing industries, particularly their growing high tech industries. Some “true” Westerners reacted negatively to increased legal and illegal immigration. Anti-immigration movements and the increasing importance of anti-immigration sentiments in European, North American, and Australian political culture was fueled, in part, by increasing immigration into Europe, North America, and Australia from the “developing world”. By the twenty-first centuries prominent anti-immigration political parties had become important in Britain, Austria, Germany, France, and Holland. Anti-immigrations sentiments were an important factor in Canadian, US, Australian, and NZ political culture as well.

Links: The World That We Have Made
Canada

Statistics Canada

http://www.statcan.gc.ca/start-debut-eng.html
The Canadian Encyclopedia

http://www.thecanadianencyclopedia.com/index.cfm?PgNm=TCESubjects&Params=A1
New Zealand

Statistics New Zealand

http://www.stats.govt.nz/default.htm
TeAra, Encyclopedia of New Zealand

http://www.teara.govt.nz/
Viewing and Listenings: The Post Cold War World

1990s
United States
Politics

Bush Campaign Willie Horton ads

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-lFk78R_qYM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EC9j6Wfdq3o
1988

Bush Campaign Dukakis Defence Policy Tank Ad

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MT6VHguHtF8
1988

American Experience: “Bush”

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/presidents/
PBS

Bill Clinton, “I did not have sexual relations with that woman…”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KiIP_KDQmXs
17 January 1998

BBC News on the Lewinsky scandal

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AeMjPBnF--U
21 September 1998

Project for the New American Century

http://www.newamericancentury.org/iraqclintonletter.htm
26 January 1998

OJ
The Chase

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ScDSZWCevhc
Talking about the Chase
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HcyyCi2b2AY&NR=1
Larry King, CNN, 1995

The Murder Trial

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VssuCNMjgBg
Murder Trial Verdict

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sLia4r0G63k
1995

Frontline, “The OJ Verdict”

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/oj/view/
PBS

Civil Trial Verdict

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8iTvH7Xil7s
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fE6RpZea9ao
CNBC, 1997

Work: Farming

Frontline, “The Farmer’s Wife”

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/farmerswife/view/
PBS, 1998

Religion

Talking History: Elvis Culture, 3 January (Real Media)

http://talkinghistory.oah.org/arch2000.html
Music: Country Environmentalism

John Anderson, “Seminole Wind”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KGoBQIhyFFM
1992

Music: Country Patriotism/Ethnocentrism
Charlie Daniels Band, “Simple Man”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8wb41-jqiyE
1990

Life: Love

Dixie Chicks, “Cowboy Take Me Away”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hntXAO_Rq7c
1999

The New Feminism: Country Grrl Power
Martina McBride, “My Baby Loves Me”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Mt-8A8BhJ-Y
1993

Life: Wrecked Families
Martina McBride, “Independence Day”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nYENO6r5vVo
1994

Music: Life Satirised

Offspring, “Self Esteem”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2kIZeVoRBuU
1994

Kurt Cobain and Nirvana

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JkoIkHviVcw
Dateline, “Love Story”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nuQdKjDRB7s
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7JTAD0ZeKmQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Sn4bmg17vwg
NBC, April 2004

Music: Teeny Pop

Hanson, “Where’s the Love”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eC1T8khd4tY
Hanson, “Mmm Bop”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=c1IqZObDla8
1997

Music: The Swing Revival

Cherry Poppin’ Daddies, “Zoot Suit Riot”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zNJyAcgMS4A
1997

Europe

Soviet Coup
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4KRTPh1PAek
19 August 1991

Organised Crime:  A World History. Russia

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=F-q4oED8_2w
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9oPtZL6v-Nk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-86jiXFHPDQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fhrpuDBZFnA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4Vr_F0Qjzc4
History Channel

Monarchs

Death of Princess Diana

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qePrqKtnKNU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qNsdvhh8_X0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TQMZ6ob-DCA
1997

Music: Girl Power?

Spice Girls, “Wannabe”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=M3wgaWAHo2Q
1996

Australia and New Zealand
Neil Finn and Friends, “Can You Hear Us”, 1999

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=coLIZg-yQTI
this song was written for the All Blacks appearance in the 1999 rugby World Cup. It went to number one in NZ

Midnight Oil, “Blue Sky Mine”, 1990

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ByRbiyxlJJk
Midnight Oil, “Truganini”, 1993

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2m3oYeVYdvg
2000s
The World

Globalisation

Talking History: Globalisation, 29 January
http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004jan-june.html
International Organisations

POV, “The Reckoning”, 2009, PBS

http://video.pbs.org/video/1182396986/program/1154485580
Cyberwar

Frontline, “Cyber War”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/cyberwar/view/
Health Care

Frontline, “Sick Around the World”, PBS, 2008

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/sickaroundtheworld/
PBS, 2008

Science and Society: Global Warming
Frontline, “Heat”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/heat/view/
United States

Politics
BBC election coverage of the 2000 election

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=heUAOzFfBkI
ABC projects an Obama victory

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=1BtBRwUM2yg
The Election Map of 2008
http://elections.nytimes.com/2008/results/president/map.html
NY Times

9/11

Talking History: 9/11, 2 September and 16 September

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2004july-december.html
Alan Jackson, “Where Were You When the World Stopped Turning”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=c9PwWkV4HQ4
2001

Nova, “Why the Towers Fell”

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jwsBkZhP_0c
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Aw7e2VkuSrk
PBS, 2002

Foreign Policy

Talking History: Ike Versus Wubya, 6 March

http://www.albany.edu/talkinghistory/arch2003jan-june.html
The Joys of War?
Cheney on Iraq in 1994, C-SPAN

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YENbElb5-xY
Frontline, “Bush’s War”, PBS, 2008

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/bushswar/
George Bush, Mission Accomplished, 1 May 2003

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-GJUGUYsm68
Frontline, “Rules of Engagement”, PBS, 2008

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/haditha/
Frontline, “Bad Voodoo’s War”, PBS, 2008

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/badvoodoo/
Frontline, “The War Briefing”, PBS, 2008
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/warbriefing/view/
The Privatisation of War

Frontline, “Private Warriors”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/warriors/view/
The Media Go to War

Bill Moyers Journal, “Buying the War”, PBS, 25 April 2007

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EP3gYH9TYxU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lb9UNtTORAM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2idAx8jmdJU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pw4NFBO5JMk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=hiH_8DhWhBI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YJtsIkVii_A
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3UXrQocNuMo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FJ389FLFE6U
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kxYbQmw5Fhs
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9P2XhltU394
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zlROKA-xf1E
Whither Conservativism

Bill Moyers Journal, 11 July 2008, PBS

Moyers, Mickey Edwards, and Ross Douthat discuss contemporary US conservativism

http://www.pbs.org/moyers/journal/07112008/watch.html
Economics
Frontline, “Bigger than Enron”, PBS, 2002

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/regulation/view/
Frontline, “Is Wal-Mart Good for America?”, PBS, 2004

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/walmart/view/
Frontline, “The Secret History of the Credit Card”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/credit/view/
Frontline, “The Way the Music Died”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/music/view/
Another Economic Bust

Bill Moyers Journal, The Impact of the Mortgage Crisis on Cleveland, Ohio and Bill Moyers and William Greider talk about the crisis, 18 July 2008 http://www.pbs.org/moyers/journal/07182008/watch.html http://www.pbs.org/moyers/journal/07182008/watch2.html
Frontline, “Inside the Meltdown”, 17 February 2009, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/meltdown/view/
Frontline, “Breaking the Bank”, 16 June 2009, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/breakingthebank/view/
Frontline, “Ten Trillion and Counting”, 24 March 2009, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/tentrillion/view/
Hurricane Katrina

Frontline, “The Storm”, PBS
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/storm/view/
Science and Society: The Politics of Global Warming

Frontline, “Hot Politics”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/hotpolitics/view/
Frontline, “The Medicated Child”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/medicatedchild/
Frontline, “Medicating Kids”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/medicating/watch/
Work

Frontline, “A Dangerous Business Revisited”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/mcwane/
Rural Life

Frontline, “Country Boys”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/countryboys/view/
Homosexuality and Homophobia
Frontline, “The Hidden Life”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/hiddenlife/view/
Celebrity Perils and Pitfalls
Mad TV, Power Slut Girls, “Miracle on 34 Calories”, Fox, 2006?

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ijkvNj3Yy2I
Religion
Making Christians

Jesus Camp

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dD2Hyiitpys
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=rXQ8GH1xwxg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LwPfsE9qcGQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lXJcTZ9n69s
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ayO96E4A_fU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fQft7fa4I38
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eDgO2wDeEk8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zKbLin49XOg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dw16gs9rNmw
Heidi Ewing and Rachel Grady, 2006

Evangelical Outsiders

Louis Theroux, “The Most Hated Family in America”, BBC 2, 4 January 2007

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gSFrNOnvtls
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=A7jYVb0PJPI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5XsEK1Inuwk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-mmmbFjSsLI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0tFeitGdY5E
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nBj5Q1xwlrs
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xmlnIc6mtgE
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WL5mRymwRNM
and

http://www.torrentz.com/2487f4dd9a3807eec2fec0c0e866384861cbdd27
BBC 2, 4 January 2007

Muslims in America

POV, “The New Muslim Cool”, PBS, 2009

http://video.pbs.org/video/1160843137/program/1154485580
Religion and Science

Nova, “Judgment Day: Intelligent Design on Trial”, November, 2007, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/nova/id/program.html
Sports

Danica Patrick wins Twin Ring Motegi, Japan, ESPN, 2008

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=t0xw6qoe6zw
Common Folk

Friday Night Lights, “Pantherama”, 2:7, 16 November 2007, NBC

http://www.hulu.com/watch/6646/friday-night-lights-pantherama#x-0,vepisode,1
Music: Patriotism

Charlie Daniels, “It Ain’t No Rag It’s a Flag, 2001

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zT4Wh1Eg3xM
Toby Keith, “Courtesy of the Red, White, and Blue”, 2002

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cSWuA-RttGU
Music: Bluegrass Protest

Dixie Chicks, “Not Ready to Make Nice”, 2006

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fwc5YSAc-7g
Music: Protest

Rage against the Machine, “Sleep Now in the Fire”, 2000

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Jz8wU9DdbqU
directed by Michael Moore

Music as Satire

Randy Newman, “A Few Words in Defense of Our Country”, 2007

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OldToIF5ZGs
Latin America

Wide Angle, “Victory is Your Duty”, PBS, 2007 (on Cuba)

http://www.pbs.org/wnet/wideangle/episodes/victory-is-your-duty/introduction/977/
Wide Angle, “Brasi in Black and White, PBS, 2007

http://www.pbs.org/wnet/wideangle/episodes/ransom-city/introduction/959/
Europe

Scorpions “Send Me an Angel”, 1991, Germany

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bBhDPBE9sQA
Roxette, “Fading Like a Flower, 1994, Sweden

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=XkDWWnK9JSQ
Wide Angle, “Mixed Blessings”, 2006, PBS (on the Irish miracle)

http://www.pbs.org/wnet/wideangle/shows/ireland/video.html
POV, “Hold Me Tight, Let Me Go, PBS, 2009 (on an UK school for the emotionally disturbed)

http://video.pbs.org/video/1198282133/program/1154485580
Такого как Путин/Takogo kak Putin, The Putin Girls

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_OFOPd6pgjI
Middle East

Wide Angle, “Turkey’s Tigers”, PBS, 2006

http://www.pbs.org/wnet/wideangle/episodes/turkeys-tigers/introduction/367/
Wide Angle, “Future for Lebanon”, PBS, 2005

http://www.pbs.org/wnet/wideangle/shows/lebanon/video.html
Wide Angle, “Red Lines and Deadlines, PBS, 2004 (on Iran)

http://www.pbs.org/wnet/wideangle/shows/iran/video.html
Wide Angle, “Dishing Democracy”, PBS, 2007 (on Arab television)

http://www.pbs.org/wnet/wideangle/episodes/dishing-democracy/introduction/973/
Wide Angle, “Contestant No. 2”, PBS, 2009 (on the Druze in Israel)

http://www.pbs.org/wnet/wideangle/episodes/contestant-no-2/introduction/5002/
Asia

China

Frontline, “Young and Restless in China”, PBS

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/youngchina/
Wide Angle, “The Peoples Court”, PBS, 2007 (on China)

http://www.pbs.org/wnet/wideangle/episodes/the-peoples-court/introduction/162/
Wide Angle, “China Prep”, PBS, 2009

http://video.pbs.org/video/1161506568/program/1154691044
India

Wide Angle, “The Dying Fields”, PBS, 2007 (on India)

http://www.pbs.org/wnet/wideangle/episodes/the-dying-fields/introduction/967/
Japan

Wide Angle, “Japan’s About Face”, PBS, 2009

http://video.pbs.org/video/1167537304/program/1154691044
Indonesia

Wide Angle, “The Burning Fields”, PBS, 2009

http://www.pbs.org/wnet/wideangle/episodes/burning-season/introduction/1627/
Africa

Frontline, “On Our Watch”, PBS (on Darfur)

http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/darfur/
Wide Angle, “Ladies First”, PBS, 2004 (on Rwanda)

http://www.pbs.org/wnet/wideangle/episodes/ladies-first/introduction/204/
Wide Angle, “The Market Maker”, PBS, 2009 (on Ethiopia)

http://video.pbs.org/video/1197888947/program/1154691044
Wide Angle, “The Lord’s Children, PBS, 2009 (on Uganda)

http://video.pbs.org/video/1168586547/program/1154691044
Wide Angle, “Birth of a Surgeon”, PBS, 2009 (on Mozambique)

http://video.pbs.org/video/1185253188/program/1154691044
Oceania

Ausralia vs All Blacks rugby promo, 2007

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7C8Rdc-7PVo
New Zealand

Rugby

The haka

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=83U_Vg1GRvA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8eGCsEQ15L4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-vqNagMyKz4
TV One coverage of World Cup 2007 loss to France

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nQRhzAW43ew
Excerpts All Blacks v France

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=F6wGFGXdB9A
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cxljHECox1M
Music

Finn Brothers, “Part of Me, Part of You”, 2005

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dc-9ZJ7ksAI
Addenda:

Demographics

Europe’s population rose from 150 million in 1750 to 260 million in 1850.

1850          %agriculture   %industry   %transport/commerce

UK                
21     

35

19

France

45

29

7



German
47

21

8

Russia

75

10

12


Italy

57

19

17

1910          %agriculture   %industry   %transport/commerce

UK

6

34

29

France

35

36

7

Germany
25

43

15

Russia

60

29

12

Italy

42

22

23
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