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Figure 15.1 Amsterdam


This chapter tells the story of the continuing rise of European global predominance based upon the emerging strength of capitalism in Europe and its colonies. It also tells of the expansion of production, urbanization and population growth especially in East Asia and South Asia. In Europe there were important alliances among bankers from Genoa with the expanding Portuguese and Spanish monarchies. The effort by the Habsburg dynasty to erect a tributary empire over the core states of Europe in the sixteenth century nearly squelched the emerging predominance of capitalist accumulation, but the rise of Dutch hegemony in the seventeenth century produced the world’s first capitalist core state. We also will examine the further institutionalization of the interstate system in the treaty of Westphalia, and the contention between Britain and France for global dominance in the eighteenth century. The new social institutions and technologies that emerged in this period changed human societies all over the Earth.

Institutional Developments in the Early Modern World Regions

The early modern world regions of East and West saw huge changes in production, transportation and communications technologies as well as important new departures in religion, philosophy, science, commerce and mathematics. These developments occurred both in Europe and in the older core regions of the Near East, South Asia and East Asia. Because of new forms of transportation and communications, inventions, products, new crops and diseases spread rapidly back and forth across Eurasia and between the Old World and the New.  The emergence of capitalist accumulation in Europe radically increased the economic incentives to develop and implement profitable new techniques. The competitiveness of the European interstate system used a lot of the wealth generated by economic growth to rapidly development new military technologies, and the diffusion of the knowledge of how to make gunpowder from China fueled a new wave of expansions of tributary states, the so-called “gunpowder empires” (e.g. the Ottoman Empire, the Mughal Empire in India and the Manchu conquest of China). The Chinese also developed a compass based on floating a magnetized needle in a bowl of water, and Islamic monsoon sailors began to understand that the angle between the horizon and celestial objects could be used to estimate one’s latitude – distance from the equator. The lateen sail used on Arab dhows allowed for sailing across, and sometimes even into the wind, and knowledge of the seasonal monsoon reversal of the winds allowed for long-distance return trips from the East Coast of Africa to the South Asian subcontinent and beyond. These technologies were further developed by the Portuguese and other European explorers and traders during the early modern period (see below).


The building of roads and the development of lighter and faster horse-drawn vehicles allowed for faster and cheaper land transportation, more strongly linking rural hinterlands with towns and linking towns with one another. Canal building also facilitated bulk goods transportation. The narrow small-boat canals of Venice were expanded in Amsterdam to accommodate larger vessels that could more easily bring large loads into the city. The invention of moveable type and the printing press lowered the cost of text production and made the expansion of literacy feasible. The transfer of crops between the Americas and the Old World – the so-called Columbian exchange (Crosby 1972)—raised the productivity of agriculture in some regions while it helped to destroy the livelihoods of hunter-gatherers and horticulturalists in others. 

Human population growth, the growing sizes of towns and cities, the expansion of larger-scale agriculture and the advance of manufacturing placed new demands on local resources that led to depletion and pollution, but the cheapening of long-distance transportation allowed imported resources to be substituted for locally depleted ones. The more rapid revolutionizing of production technologies allowed old resources to be exploited more thoroughly and new local resources to be used. Thus the processes of population pressures and environmental degradation that are central to the iteration model became increasingly mediated by markets and price changes, and by states who sought to protect their own natural capital and to exploit the natural capital of others. Expansion into the New World and the tapping of Africa as a reserve army of labor added greatly to the stock of natural and human capital available for exploitation by the expanding European core and greatly facilitated Europe’s rise to global hegemony over the older core regions of Eurasia.

The emergence of the Dutch hegemony in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries was a key development that led to the further deepening and widening of capitalism in Europe and in those parts of the world that were coming under the sway of the European powers. The Dutch Republic was not the first capitalist state, but it was the first capitalist state that was more than a city-state. It was the emergence of a strongly capitalist political economy that eventually allowed Europe to become hegemonic over the other core and peripheral areas of the world-system, though Europe did not outperform China economically until the late eighteenth century and did not dominate China until the nineteenth century.

The Second Expansion of Europe

As we have seen in Chapter 14, the fifteenth century saw the rise of a second wave of European expansion.
 The main engines of European global expansion in this second wave were Portugal and Spain, fueled by Genoese financial support. The Portuguese were encouraged and supported by Genoese merchants and bankers who were competing with Venice for the Eastern spice trade. They began the circumnavigation of Africa and the establishment of trade enclaves in India, the East Indies and Southern China (Macao). The Portuguese King Henry the Navigator established a school for the study of oceanic navigation on a cape overlooking the Atlantic (Boxer 1969). King Henry brought scholars and navigators from all over the Mediterranean, including the Islamic states, to his school. There they perfected the quadrant -- an instrument used to measure the angle between a celestial object (e,g, sun, moon, stars) and the horizon for estimating latitude (distance from the equator). This investment in blue-water navigation technology emboldened the Portuguese to sail far away from the coast in order to use prevailing winds to round Africa by sea. 

The Venetians had a lock on the importation of spices from the East Indies into Europe because of their domination of the overland, Persian Gulf and Red Sea trade routes. Genoa, a competing capitalist city-state on the Italian peninsula, wanted to break the Venetian monopoly, and so Genoese bankers financed Portuguese King Henry’s navigation research and the naval effort to develop a string of trading ports around Africa that would enable an alternative route for the spice trade. The Portuguese navy not only rounded the African Cape of Good Hope and built colonial enclaves in Mozambique and Angola that would remain Portuguese colonies until the final wave of decolonization in the twentieth century, but they conquered colonial outposts in India (Goa) and in the spice islands of the East Indies that allowed them to successfully foil the Venetian spice monopoly. They rewired the global trade network.
The first Portuguese colony, conquered in 1415, was Ceuta on the African side of the Strait of Gibralter just opposite the great rock. This was a strategic point for observing and potentially controlling access to the Mediterranean from the Atlantic Ocean. The Portuguese followed the Venetian strategy of “armed trade,” a profit-oriented policy that relied greatly on the deft application of organized violence (especially naval power). The Portuguese were also conscious bearers of the Christian god, especially in the guise of the Virgin Mary. Like the Spanish conquistadors, the Portuguese saw their adventures as a continuation of the battle against religious infidels that had begun with the expulsion of the Islamic Moors from the Iberian Peninsula. 

In this respect, the second wave of European expansion was similar to the first wave. It was carried out by an alliance of merchants, bankers and religious military adventurers, but the states that supplied the main muscle of conquest were larger and more organized in the second wave – the Portuguese and Spanish monarchies. Genoese financial capital partnered with Spanish and Portuguese colonial empires to further expand European hegemony. Thus it was transnational alliances among monarchs and bankers that played the hegemonic role in the fifteenth century Central PMN.
 

Ming Expansion and Withdrawal


The second wave of European expansion occurred during an age of intercontinental exploration that had begun when Moslem fleets had sailed from Africa to Southeast Asia and Chinese fleets had sailed to the Persian Gulf. Andre Gunder Frank (1997) has shown that China remained the predominant center of the Eurasian multicore world-system until the eighteenth century. The Mongol-founded Yuan dynasty in China was overthrown and the ethnically Chinese (Han) Ming dynasty was reestablished in the late thirteenth century. The Ming Emperor Zhi Di funded huge intercontinental sea-going explorations and trading ventures. The famous eunuch Admiral Zheng He three times sailed huge fleets of 400-foot treasure ships from Nanjing to Africa and back to Nanjing in the early fifteenth century (Viviano 2005). (See Figure 15.1). 
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Figure 15.2: A Chinese Junk

Indeed, the very same year that the Portuguese took their first African colony at Ceuta (1415), Zheng He’s fleet was at the Strait of Hormuz, the entrance to the Persian Gulf. But these Chinese sea-going explorations were curtailed when the Ming dynasty experienced internal troubles, new attacks from Central Asian steppe pastoralists and troubles with Japanese pirates. Chinese state expenditures were concentrated on a further extension and strengthening of the Great Wall. The Ming dynasty turned inward and the great overseas voyages were discontinued, leaving the rest of the age of exploration to the Europeans. In 1522 Ferdinand Magellan’s personal slave and seventeen members of his crew became the first men to travel all the way around the Earth. Magellan himself died in the Philippines in 1521.


Europeans incorporated much of Africa, the Americas and some of Asia into the expanding Central political-military network in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. The Afroeurasian prestige goods network and the Central political-military network expanded to include the Americas. But the East Asian political-military network remained substantially separate from the Europe-centered PMN until the nineteenth century while the long-standing prestige goods networks linking East Asia with the West continued to intensify. There was very little direct military interaction between the East Asian PMN (China, Korea, Japan, etc) and the European states in these centuries. Portuguese Jesuits and merchants were thrown out of Japan by the Tokogawa shogunate (Batten 2003). 
Expansion and Peripheralization

 As Europe continued the formation of its own regional core it also forged new global networks, mainly motivated by the desire for East Asian manufactured prestige goods, and valuable metals (silver, gold) with which to pay for them. The conquest of Mexico and Peru by the Spanish conquistadors brought vast new quantities of gold and silver into the system while it devastated the Native American populations with Eurasian epidemic diseases for which they had no immunity (Crosby 1972; Diamond 1997). Starting in 1565 the Spanish sailed the Manila Galleon every year from Acapulco on the Pacific coast of Mexico across the Pacific to the Philippines to buy Chinese silks and porcelain (“China”) with American silver (Schurz 1959). The Manila Galleon was the first regularly scheduled trade link connecting the Americas with East Asia.
The mercantile aggressiveness of the Portuguese served as the vanguard of the second wave of European expansion, but like the later centrality of Spanish Seville, Portuguese Lisbon did not develop an important economic center based on production of high technology commodities. The "primitive accumulation" of American gold and silver by the Spanish had positive effects on the development of business enterprise across Europe (Wallerstein 1974b:67-84), but it did not lead to the development of capitalist core production in Spain. Somewhat like the case of France, Spain included regions that had contradictory economic interests. The Spanish monarchy was weighed down and made indecisive and inflexible by the necessity of holding together these centrifugal regions.  Spain and Portugal, while very important to the formation of the newly emerging capitalist world region, were not themselves fully formed hegemonic core states of that system. Capitalists had state power in smaller city-states in this period (Venice, Antwerp, Genoa, Florence) but the larger states were still dominated by tribute-oriented classes, though they were pursuing increasingly mercantilist policies under the influence of the capitalist city-states.

The first period of Spanish peripheralization of the New World focused on the extraction of raw materials that were valuable prestige goods in the Eurasian PGN – gold, silver and pearls. Hernan Cortez substituted himself and his soldiers for the Aztec ruling class, appropriated the gold and silver that the Aztecs had accumulated, and began the search for mines and pearling sites. Francisco Pizarro did the same thing in the Andes. When a mountain of silver was discovered high in what is now Bolivia, the Spaniards mobilized indigenous peoples to work in the mines at Potosi using a system of corvee labor mobilization (the mita) developed by the Inca in which each village was obliged to supply workers. In both Mexico and the Andes the heavy exploitation of indigenous workers in the mines combined with epidemic diseases to produce a demographic holocaust from which it took centuries for these populations to recover.

In his influential article entitled “Three paths of national development in sixteenth century Europe” Immanuel Wallerstein (1972) presented the structural history of the modern world-system as the interlinked development of a Northwestern European core region, peripheralized regions in Latin America and Eastern Europe, and an increasingly semiperipheral region in the Christian Mediterranean. Dependency theorists had been critiquing modernization theorists’ interpretations of Latin America as an undeveloped backwater of traditional societies by pointing to the hundreds of years in which Latin America was subjected to imperial controls by Spain and Portugal and the more recent exercise of neo-colonial power by the United States. Wallerstein read Marian Malowist’s (1966) analysis of uneven development in Eastern and Western Europe and realized that core/periphery relations – institutionalized power-dependence relations among national societies – were important in the emergence of capitalism within Europe as well as between Europe and the Americas. 

Poland in the sixteenth century was becoming a dependent producer of serf-produced grain that was exported to Northwestern Europe in exchange for imported manufactured goods. Historians had called the expansion of large export producing farms owned by Polish aristocrats the “second serfdom,” because it followed the period of enserfment that occurred during the earlier period of feudalism in Western Europe, but for Poland and the other countries of Eastern Europe, and for Russia, it was the first time that rural producers had become legally tied to the land (enserfed). Wallerstein recognized the similarity of this process of enserfment with the expansion of slavery in the New World, and he came to see these as two types of “coerced cash crop labor mobilization” that were important defining characteristics of peripheral capitalism. The contrast between “free labor” (i.e. wage labor) in the core and coerced labor (e.g. slavery, serfdom, indentured servitude, etc.) in the periphery became a defining feature of Wallerstein’s modern world-system, and one that survives the abolition of slavery and serfdom because labor remains less protected from exploitation and state coercion in the periphery than it is in the core.

Core-Wide Empire or Capitalist World-Economy?: the Habsburg Empire


France, England, Spain and Portugal had all formed more centralized state structures (relative to decentralized feudalism) based on the political theory of absolute monarchy and the divine right of kings. The process of state formation proceeded by expanding the feudatory privileges of the king’s household into an institutionalized fiscal structure that would support state bureaucracies and a centrally controlled military apparatus. This occurred differently in the several European states, and very differently in Eastern Europe, depending on the relative power of several kinds of elite groups (the landed aristocracy, the church, the military, merchants and bankers) (Anderson 1974b; Tilly 1990). But the outcome was most often a centralized state apparatus and the beginnings of a process of nation- building in which elites and commoners shared a single national language and culture. While these were still primarily tributary (not capitalist) states oriented toward the control of land and the extraction of taxes and expansion into adjacent territories, this formation of larger states in Europe occurred in a context in which both urban and agrarian capitalism was becoming stronger. The clustered capitalist city-states of Italy provided the legal, diplomatic, and cultural institutions of the Renaissance as well as substantial financial support to the emerging monarchs of Europe.


The effort by the Habsburg dynasty to impose an empire on the not yet fully developed capitalist system in Europe represented the attempted reassertion of the logic of tributary domination. The Habsburg dynasty, based in German-speaking Austria, was semiperipheral to the larger and more dynamic states of Portugal, Spain and France in the sixteenth century. The Habsburg Emperor Charles V created a strong alliance with Spain by marriage and proceeded to build a large state in Western and Eastern Europe. The Habsburg Empire included most of those regions in Italy and Northern Europe that had contained the capitalist city-states that had emerged during the first wave of European expansion – the so-called “blue banana” described in Chapter 12. The Habsburg dynasty fought a war with France and, if it had won, the whole of continental Europe would have been united under a single imperial state. 

The Habsburg effort to transform nascently capitalist Europe into a tributary empire fell victim to three circumstances:  

1. its own inadequate fiscal resources, 

2. only weak support from the capitalist city-states and 

3. strong resistance from France and the Ottoman Empire. 

The defeat of the Habsburgs was an important event in the development of Europe because the Habsburg effort represented the reassertion of the old logic of tribute trying to impose a single tributary world state in place of the emerging capitalistic European interstate system. Challenges of this kind were repeated in later centuries by Napoleonic France, and Germany in the twentieth century, so it is important to understand how the Habsburg effort was similar or different from these later efforts. 

The Ottoman Turks were migrants from Central Asia who had served as soldiers in the Byzantine Empire and then, in the fifteenth century, conquered a large swath of the old Central System in Western Asia and the Eastern Mediterranean. It was another case of a semiperipheral marcher state creating a large empire by conquest. The Ottomans adopted Islam and took Constantinople as their capital.

Interaction Networks and Capitalism in the Rise of Europe


Immanuel Wallerstein’s (1974b) study of the emerging predominance of agrarian and urban capitalism in Europe and the European colonies in the “long” sixteenth century
 defined the European capitalist world-system as spatially bounded by the capitalist mode of production,
 which was alleged to be coterminous with European Christendom. Wallerstein had argued that the Ottoman Empire was a separate non-capitalist “world-empire,” and that it was located in an "external arena" outside of the capitalist European world-economy. Aristide Zolberg (1981) criticized Wallerstein’s alleged overemphasis on the importance of capitalism in the sixteenth century. Zolberg claimed that Wallerstein ignored the autonomous importance politics and statecraft. In support of his contention Zolberg pointed to the fact that the European interstate system was importantly influenced by powers that were outside of Wallerstein’s bounding of the capitalist world-economy during the sixteenth century -- the important alliance between France and the Ottoman Empire against the house of Habsburg. Zolberg contended that the French-Ottoman alliance, which was vital for France's ability to resist the Habsburgs, proves the autonomy of the interstate system and geopolitics from the logic of capitalism.  It is true that this alliance greatly affected the course of European development. Without this crucial alliance the emergence of capitalism in Europe might have been long postponed.  The conversion of the European interstate system into a single empire would have constrained the development of capitalism. Max Weber (1981) and most other analysts of the development of capitalism in Europe contended that the existence of a competitive interstate system among the European core states was an important element in the strong development of capitalism. The existence of large tributary empires such as the Ottoman Empire in the Near East, the Mughal Empire in India and the Ming Dynasty in China placed substantial limits on the development of capitalism in these regions because state power in the hands of tribute-taking accumulators was often used to extract wealth from businessmen, and the state policies pursued by these tributary empires were often inconsistent with the business interests of capitalists. A competitive interstate system of small and medium-sized states allows capital great maneuverability, and so capitalists tend to oppose the emergence of a world state under most conditions.

 
The Habsburg effort to convert the nascent capitalist region in Europe into a tributary world-empire was stemmed by both the opposition of capitalists and by the alliance between the French monarchy and the Ottoman Turks. Later efforts by semiperipheral marcher states to create core-wide empires were put down by alliances between declining capitalist hegemons and newly arising semiperipheral capitalist nation-states.  Zolberg was right in pointing to the French-Ottoman alliance as evidence of the continuing importance of the interstate system and geopolitics, especially in the sixteenth century, but he fails to see how the unusually concentrated development of capitalism in Europe also played an important role in the defeat of the Habsburgs.

The Wallerstein-Zolberg debate served to clarify two important conceptual issues in the comparative study of world-systems. The first is that intersocietal interaction networks should be defined empirically as all the important interactions irrespective of the social characteristics of the entities that are interacting. Wallerstein’s idea that Europe was a separate system because it was capitalistic was a mistake. Europe was developing strong capitalism, but it had not been a separate system in terms of prestige goods trade and political military interaction since the Bronze Age. The development of capitalism in Europe did not separate it from the larger system from which it had long been a part. Indeed, its semiperipheral status in that larger system and the heritage of institutions developed in the larger system were what made the emergence of capitalism in Europe possible. The Ottoman Empire and the European states were linked into a single political-military network (PMN) despite that capitalism was developing rapidly in Europe but not in the Ottoman Empire. 

And the continuing importance of geopolitics as part of the logic of capitalism is the other important conceptual point that comes out of the Wallerstein-Zolberg debate. Capitalism cannot be understood as solely an economic process. States, the law, property and the provision of security are part of capitalism as a social process. What happened in the transition from the precapitalist tributary mode of accumulation is that the accumulation of profits based on commodity production, trade and financial services became relatively more important. This altered the purposes for which state power was deployed and changed the nature of geopolitical competition within the core from that of semiperipheral marcher conquest to that of the rise and fall of capitalist hegemons that also emerged from the semiperiphery.

The Protestant Reformation as the First World Revolution


The influx of silver and gold brought by the Spanish conquerors of the Americas into the European economy caused a long-term rise in prices and the expansion of production and trade, which created opportunities for business enterprise across Europe. The growing power of catholic Spain and the attempt by the Hapsburg dynasty to conquer Europe provoked a religious and political reaction among those Christians who resisted the centralized hierarchy of the Roman Catholic Church and the power of the Catholic states. The Protestant Reformation took somewhat different forms in different regions, but it re-emphasized the confessional, individualistic and locally controlled aspects of the relationship with the deity against the priest-mediated and centrally controlled hierarchy of the Catholics. This was the first of a series of world revolutions in which the hegemonic institutional structures of the modern system have been challenged and restructured by transnational social movements of resistance (Boswell and Chase-Dunn 2000). Of course, the Protestant Reformation was not a global development, but its effects on the emerging European world order were eventually to have global consequences.


Max Weber (1958) also famously argued that the doctrinal content of Calvinist Protestantism facilitated the “spirit of capitalism” by providing religious legitimation for saving, investing and deferring gratification. We contend that the Protestant Reformation did play an important role in the development of European capitalism, but not the role described by Weber. Catholic religious ideology cannot be greatly deficient with regard to the spirit of capitalism even though the medieval Christian church disapproved of usury (high interest on loans), because the Italian city-states were full of prodigious capitalists who were also Catholics. The main way in which the Protestant Reformation influenced the emergence of capitalism in Europe is described below, by enabling the Dutch Revolution.

World Party Formation

The Catholic reaction to the Protestant Reformation produced new institutions as well. The Society of Jesus (Jesuits) was a monastic order organized to save souls, but also to play a covert role in European politics. The Jesuits were explicitly internationalist in outlook and intent. Their policy was to organize groups of missionary priests from different European national cultures (e.g. Germany, Italy, Spain) in order to produce a pan-European consciousness. Whenever the Jesuits sent a team of priests to establish a new mission to convert the heathens, they tried to include men from different European countries. Their machinations in the politics of European states produced a backlash in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries in which the Jesuit order was banned from many activities and was replaced by other orders, especially the Franciscans. The Jesuits represent an early “world party” organized explicitly to influence and transform the emerging global system.


International and transnational organizations
 with world-level political intentions have included churches, secret societies, professional associations and religious sects as well as international political parties. Such organizations have existed for centuries and they have played an important role, along with states, in the evolution of a succession of world orders and emergent forms of international and global governance. The discussion of political parties in world-historical perspective requires use to use a rather broad and flexible definition of parties that includes both religious and secular organizations
 as well as organizations that do not claim a broad or formal representative structure regarding members or constituents.
 We combine the current notion of NGOs and the idea of “transnational advocacy networks” (Keck and Sikkink 1998) into our broad conception of political parties for the purposes of studying world history over long periods of time. The literature on “epistemic communities” in international relations is also germane to studying contestation within the world polity (Haas 1992; Whiteneck 1996). We also contest the idea that a political party must necessarily struggle for power within a single state, and so there can be no global political parties because there is no global state. Political parties can contest for power and influence within a multi-state system, just as they do in a federal system.


It is often supposed that in past centuries, world politics was mainly the province of economic, political and religious elites, and that non-elites only rarely engaged in actions that were intended to have transnational consequences. If we consider both secular and religious movements, even this way of segregating the present from the past does not work. Certainly the diplomacy and war-making of statesmen, the profit-making of businessmen, and the preachings of churchmen have always operated in a transnational and international arena. And their have been transnational secret societies with counter-hegemonic intentions all along. We can mention the Knights Templar, the Jesuits, the Masons, and the many mystical and millenarian sects and cults that have intended to alter the world orders of the past. The Protestant Reformation was a political movement with a religious ideology that had large consequences for the European world order of the 16th and 17th centuries, including playing a crucial role in the rise of the Dutch hegemony. 

The Dutch Hegemony: The First Capitalist Core State

The main difference between the modern world-system and earlier world-

systems is that commodity production and profit-making have become the predominant modes of accumulation at the center of the system.  In the Roman Empire and many other pre-capitalist world-systems there was much commodity production and market exchange, but it flourished mainly on the edges or in the spaces between the institutions of state-based accumulation. In Rome (a relatively commercialized but still predominantly tributary system) production for the market and retail commerce was mainly the business of dependents of the ruling class families and freed slaves, or the specialty of semiperipheral trading states such as the Phoenicians. The "perspective of the world" was a game played mainly by men who used state power as the primary instrument for obtaining wealth and prestige.  It was the emergence of a different kind of state in the core region of the European world-economy, the hegemonic Dutch state employing its military capabilities primarily to provide protection rents
 to its capitalists, that signaled the consolidation of a world region in which capitalism had become the predominant mode of production. 


The Dutch revolution was perhaps the most significant development in which the Protestant Reformation played an important role in the development of capitalism. The growing trade connections between the Baltic Sea and the North Sea (forged by the Hanseatic League of German city-states) with the Eastern Atlantic and the Mediterranean Sea provided a central network niche for the merchants of Antwerp in Burgundy (now in Belgium). Antwerp was the key world city linking all these regions in the sixteenth century (Braudel 1984). The Protestants were strong in Burgundy, a state that was tributary to Philip II, the “most Catholic King” of Spain. Philip organized the Spanish Inquisition to expose the heretics, especially Moors and Jews who had converted to Catholocism after the Christians had reconquered Southern Spain. When Protestant extremists burned down the cathedral in Antwerp, Philip sent a large army under the Duke of Alva, and also the huge Spanish Armada of warships by sea, to bring the rebellion to heel. The Protestant forces had to retreat into a nearly impenetrable wetland region later to be known as the Netherlands. With the help of the English navy and a violent storm in the English Channel, the newly formed Dutch navy defeated the Spanish Armada in 1588, and the Duke of Alva’s soldiers bogged down in the swamps. The rebels founded a new city, Amsterdam, and invited immigrants from all over Europe, and especially victims of the Inquisition, to become citizens of this unusually cosmopolitan city. 

The newly formed Dutch republic was a constitutional federation of provinces in which the central government had formally limited powers. Within this confederation of provinces, Holland (the province of Amsterdam) played a leading role. The House of Orange, a land-owning aristocratic lineage, served as an hereditary nobility, a political necessity for becoming a player in the still-monarchical state system of Europe. Amsterdam struggled with the land-based House of Orange, but this did not much interfere with the profit-oriented policies of the Dutch state. The Dutch nobles were greatly dependent on the wealth and international connections of the merchants and bankers of Amsterdam, who used Dutch naval power to insert themselves into the commercial niche formerly held by Antwerp. 

The Dutch revolution produced a rather democratic and federally structured state that was mainly under the control of capitalist merchants, capital-intensive farmers and finance capitalists. This was the most significant outcome of the first world revolution. 

A semiperipheral region had risen to core status and formed a core nation-state under the control of capitalists. This was very significant for the process of core formation in Europe and the emergence of a capitalist world region.


Amsterdam replaced Antwerp as the predominant world city of the era because the Dutch navy was able to blockade Antwerp’s access to the sea. Dutch merchant capitalism brought the products of the European continent, the Baltic, the Mediterranean and the East and the West Indies to the warehouses of Amsterdam (Misra and Boswell 1997). It was purportedly cheaper to buy French wine in Amsterdam than to buy it in France because the huge volume of trade allowed the Dutch merchants great leverage with producers. These were the “buyer-driven commodity chains” of the seventeenth century. Students of contemporary globalization describe this very kind of business organization in which large retailers such as Walmart dominate small producers. Buyer driven commodity chains and supply chain capitalist is not a form of business organization that is unique to the last few decades. 


But Dutch capitalism was not only merchant capitalism (buying cheap and selling dear). It was also financial capital, production capital and agricultural capital. Indeed, the Dutch economy underwent an industrial revolution in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth century that was comparable in scope to the more famous eighteenth and nineteenth industrial revolution in England. The Amsterdam Bourse was a modern stock and commodity exchange that traded the shares of great chartered companies – the precursors of the modern multinational corporations. The VOC (the Dutch East India Company) organized trade and production on a global scale in the early seventeenth century and, in an early instance of transnational capitalism, it was wealthy Dutch investors who had been excluded from purchasing VOC shares who played a vital role in the formation of the English East India Company.
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Figure 15.3 : The Dutch Fluyt (replica)
http://www.shutterstock.com/cat.mhtml?lang=en&search_source=search_form&version=llv1&anyorall=all&safesearch=1&searchterm=dutch+voc+ship&photos=on&illustrations=on&vectors=on&search_group=&orient=&search_cat=&searchtermx=&photographer_name=&people_gender=&people_age=&people_ethnicity=&people_number=&commercial_ok=&color=&show_color_wheel=1#id=76782637The Dutch Revolution created a republican federation in which the seafaring capitalists of Amsterdam held considerable power.  The religious wars of the Protestant Reformation and the Catholic Restoration brought refugees to tolerant Amsterdam with their skills and whatever capital they could manage to bring with them. Citizenship in Amsterdam could be purchased for a nominal sum of money (Barbour, 1963).  Competitive advantage in production was first developed in the herring fisheries, which captured a large share of this staple food market in the expanding Atlantic economy. Salted herring is a source of protein that can be stored for long periods, making it a valuable commodity for long-distance trade.

 Shipbuilding was another leg of Dutch core production that enabled merchants to out-compete Hanse and English competitors in the carrying trade.  The cost-efficient Fluyt was easily adapted to many specialized uses and effectively manned by small crews.  Angus Maddison (1982:35, table 2.2) shows that the Dutch economy was much more industrialized in 1700 than was the British economy. Both Maddison and Wallerstein contend that the Dutch hegemony was based on production capital in lead industries, contrary to those who have seen the Dutch primarily as merchant capitalists.


The Dutch shipbuilding industry not only supplied the navy with ships and bronze canons (manufactured by Dutch-owned canon foundries in Sweden), but also produced customized and efficient ships for the slave trade and the herring fishery. Using timber imported from the Baltic, a standardized capacious hull design was fitted out for specialized purposes. Dutch herring ships have been described as factories on the sea, catching and salting herring to produce this valuable food export. The slave ships were designed to securely transport as many as three hundred slaves with a small crew of seven sailors (See Figure 15.2). Dutch slavers used these ships to carry Africans to the Americas, and the customized ships were also profitably sold as capital goods to the slavers of other European powers.


The Dutch hegemony was made possible by state support for private profit making in the world economy and a comparative advantage in emerging very profitable key industries and trades. In more recent parlance this is called the “developmental state.” The Dutch economic and political hegemony peaked in the middle decades of the seventeenth century. The Dutch Golden Age was contemporaneous with the economic and demographic contraction that occurred in most of the rest of Europe and much of Asia during the seventeenth century. Dutch art, science, philosophy and political-economic theory were at the cutting edge of the European Enlightenment. The Stadtholder (Mayor) of Amsterdam, Johan DeWitt, wrote a defense of the universal superiority of free trade that was an important precursor of the economic theory of Scottish moral philosopher Adam Smith. Smith’s Wealth of Nations was not published until 1776. Hugo Grotius, a Dutch legal philosopher and founder of international law, propounded the idea that the oceans should be a global commons with free access unobstructed by any state. The alliance with the English against Spain eventually foundered and devolved into the Anglo-Dutch wars over competing business and colonial interests.


The Dutch colonial empire followed the Portuguese into the East Indies and established outposts in the Americas, including New Amsterdam, later to become New York under the English. The Dutch East India Company and the Amsterdam Bourse thrived even while the boom of the long sixteenth century slowed down to become the crisis of the seventeenth century. 

The Dutch state is often seen as small relative to the other European states of the time. It was not large, but it was unusually strong because it received great support from a wealthy business class (Braudel, 1984:193-5).  Johan DeWitt, the mayor of Amsterdam,  could sell enough bonds in a day on the Amsterdam Bourse to defeat any sea power in the world. It has been said that the Dutch state was often in turmoil because of differences between the business interests of Amsterdam and the land-oriented House of Orange, but in comparison to the other contemporary core states, the capitalists had great sway indeed.  During national calamities the princes of Orange rallied the populace to defend the nation, while during the peace the less patriotic urban capitalists had their way.
  The federation and the republican form of government enabled the state to adapt easily to changing economic and military contingencies and the shifting interests of the political coalition of businessmen that was its main constituency. 

The Dutch intelligentsia propagated the ideology of free trade and the rights of all nations to use of the seas during the period in which economic competitive advantage enabled the Amsterdam capitalists to under-sell all competitors (Wilson, 1957).  This was quite compatible with the policy of "armed trade" employed in the periphery to deprive the Portuguese of their monopoly of spices from the East Indies (Parry, 1966). Violet Barbour (1963) has contended that in many respects Amsterdam was a city-state, more similar to Venice and Genoa than to England or the United States, and Fernand Braudel (1984) concurs.  The Dutch orientation toward the seafaring international market was undiluted by commitments to continental territorial aggrandizement.  In this respect it was much like Venice. Recall that the Venetian city-state was the leading semiperipheral capitalist city-state during the first wave of European expansion. Peter Burke's (1974) fascinating comparison of Dutch and Venetian entrepreneurs (venture capitalists) and rentiers (coupon-clipping finance capitalists who collect rents and loan money at interest) shows the growth of rentier activity as comparative advantages in production declined in both Venice and the Dutch Republic.  Barbour's contention that Amsterdam was a city-state suggests a succession from true city-state (Venice, Genoa) to half-nation state (the Dutch Republic), to full nation-state (the United Kingdom) to continental-sized federal nation-state (the United States). Capitalist hegemons have become larger and larger as capitalism has become more predominant and as the Central PMN has become global.     

Frederic Lane, the great historian of Venice (1973), observed that the Venetian ruling classes became land oriented during the period of their decline, and he interprets this as an attempt to form a larger nation-state that could compete with the other emerging national states of Europe. The United Provinces of the Netherlands may seem to have been rather small in terms of land area and population size compared to the other states of Europe, but it nevertheless played the role of hegemonic core state rather effectively during the seventeenth century. It was an economic fore-reacher and it also played an important geopolitical role in the further institutionalization of state sovereignty and international law in the European interstate system.  As mentioned above, the Dutch republic may be seen as a kind of midpoint between Venice and England in the sequence of the development of capitalist states and modern hegemons. The hegemonic state became increasingly a nation-state, and the size of the national market became larger and larger, with the U.S. national market being an immense share of the world economy in which it has been hegemonic.  

The War of Spanish Succession (1701-1748) resulted in the exhaustion of Dutch resources and the fall of the Netherlands from leading status, but it did not result in the immediate emergence of a successor hegemonic state.  France was weakened but still strong, maintaining possession of some of its European conquests, including the rich province of Alsace and the city of Strasbourg.  Its colonial empire was still extensive and Louis XIV's grandson retained the throne of Spain. England was strengthened, but not yet preponderant.  Spain held on to its American empire and Austria gained extensive territories on the European continent. Louis XIV (the French Sun King who built Versailles) tried unsuccessfully to expand his monarchy over other lands during the decline of Dutch hegemony but this effort was quelled by a coalition led by the still-influential Dutch Republic.


The Dutch case fits Immanuel Wallerstein’s three stages of hegemony rather well. Wallerstein (1984) contended that hegemonic economic comparative advantage first emerges in the production of new consumption goods. This advantage is lost as foreign competitors adopt and improve upon the production of these goods. In the case of the Dutch this was the herring fishery, the Baltic trades and the production of dairy-based food products. Wallerstein’s second stage of economic hegemony is based on capital goods. Here the Dutch sold ships and canons, and invested in further land reclamation projects based on the building of dikes and the draining of wetlands. When the comparative advantage in capital goods passes, as foreign competition emerges, the capitalists of the hegemonic state increasingly shift over to financial services: international banking, investments abroad, insurance, the selling of securities and making money by buying and selling money. The hegemon exploits the centrality of the position it has developed in the world economy based on its earlier comparative advantages in consumer and capital goods. In the case of the Dutch this financialization stage was seen in the shift toward financial services, the export of capital, and the transformation of the Dutch capitalists from entrepreneurs to rentiers (Burke, 1974).
  Amsterdam remains an important center of international commerce and financial services three hundred years after it lost first position. 
National Sovereignty and the Peace of Westphalia


In 1648 the Peace of Westphalia officially ended the Thirty Years War and firmly established the principle of national sovereignty in the European state system. Many earlier interpolity systems had evolved formal institutions for regulating conflict, protecting the sovereignty of polities, guaranteeing safe passage and trade, and etc. Ethnographic evidence tells of some of these institutions in interchiefdom systems, and archaeological evidence indicates the existence of buffer zones between warring chiefdoms. The Sumerian interstate system maintained a balance of power among eight or nine sovereign city-states during the early dynastic period from ca. 3000 to ca. 2375 B.C. This was an instance of an early non-capitalist world-economy and interstate system that refrained from turning into a core-wide empire for over 600 years. 

The Peace of Westphalia further institutionalized and codified the interstate system of competing and sovereign states in the European core and set up institutions to protect national self-determination. Some call this a world revolution in which the old imperial world order was restructured into a new world order based on national sovereignty. But the rules did not apply to the regions of the rest of the world that were becoming increasingly peripheralized as the colonial empires of European core states. It was only after the most recent wave of decolonization in the 1960s that the rest of the world was incorporated into the system of sovereign states that was encoded at Westphalia. 

The Westphalian treaty can be understood as extending and expanding the international laws and practices that had been developed on the Italian peninsula among the city-states of the first wave of European expansion. The Italian system of competing and allying city-states that was presumed in Machiavelli’s The Prince was expanded into a Europe-wide system of increasingly national states. The institutions of diplomacy (e.g. diplomatic immunity, etc) were well developed by the Italians. Westphalia further elaborated international law
 and formalized the sovereign right of states to defend themselves against aggression. The balance of power mechanism that was codified was the notion of general war in which any “rogue state” that attacks another state is vulnerable to legitimate retaliation by all the other states in the system. This commits all the signatories to the protection of the sovereignty of each. It is a rule that defends the individual players against the “duck shoot strategy” in which one aggressor state picks on the weakest of a set of states, builds up its power in a series of conquests, and then “rolls up the system.” 

The general game logic of the balance of power, in which smaller polities ally against larger ones, undoubtedly operated in interchiefdom systems and early interstate systems. But codifying the responsibilities of member states to defend one another’s sovereignty has been an important factor, along with the emergence of capitalism, protecting the modern interstate system against the formation of a world state by conquest.


Semiperipheral England in seventeenth century experienced a complex revolution in which Protestants cut off the king’s head and parliament exercised the power of a new class of business elites against the traditional privileges of the landed aristocracy. The waves of privatization that were the enclosures of the commons engendered resistance from those who lost their rights to use the formerly public lands. These “commonists” found support in the Bible (e.g. Jubilee, Book of James) for their claims to popular access to land. The most radical of these were the True Levelers, or Diggers, who organized collective rural communes and protested exclusion from formerly public lands by planting turnips. The Diggers renounced violence and embraced civil disobedience. Gerrard Winstanley (1609 -1676), one of the founders of the True Levelers, Co-authored a famous pamphlet called the “True Levelers Standard Advanced” that proclaimed:
And we shall not do this through force of Arms, we abhorre it, For that is the work of the Midianites to kill one another; But by obeying the Lord of Hosts, who hath Revealed himself in us, and to us, by labouring the Earth in righteousness together, to eate our bread with the sweat of our brows, neither giving hire, nor taking hire, but working together, and eating together, as one man, or as one house of Israel restored from Bondage; and so by the power of Reason, the Law of righteousness in us, we endeavour to lift up the Creation from that bondage of Civil Propriety, which it groans under.  


At the same time multicultural and inter-racial challenges by slaves, impressed sailors, indentured servants, landless farmers and disgruntled tradesmen to hierarchal power in England and the Atlantic world were given additional impetus by the reports of relatively egalitarian and communal societies discovered by the colonists of the New World. John Smith’s published observations of his life with the indigenous Powhatans on the James River in Virginia painted a picture of natural freedom that would have a powerful effect on the imaginations of the egalitarian rebels in England (Linebaugh and Redicker 2000). 


The institution of slavery was originally not associated with race. Challenges to the practice of slavery by the radicals in the English revolution produced the racialization of slavery such that Africans became identified as slaves, while Englishmen were increasingly understood to have rights that precluded involuntary servitude. Resistance to the impressment of men for service in the Royal Navy became quite intense, especially in the colonies where the boats of press gangs were regularly hauled up on shore and burned. The law of habeas corpus eventually emerged to protect citizens against imprisonment and seizure without due process. Related demands for radical egalitarianism have recurred in all of the subsequent world revolutions.


The Cromwellian phase of the English Revolution suppressed the radicals and established a new, more commodified form of the legal protection of large-scale private property and slavery.


During a period of rivalry between Britain and France for European hegemony in the 18th century slaves, peasants, the urban poor and sailors began to systematically resist and to challenge the power of core states and business elites, and the American, French and Haitian Revolutions were important outcomes of these forms of transnational resistance from below (Linebaugh and Rediker 2000). And the Haitian Revolution, in which slaves came to power in the Western half of St. Dominque, had a large impact on slave revolts and abolition movements elsewhere, and on the outcome of the struggle between France and England. The 18th century movements from below had powerful effects on the outcomes of competition and conflict among global elites. Local and regional social movements (e.g. slave rebellions, indigenous revolts, pirates, etc.) affected the structures of global governance and the rise and fall of competing hegemonic core states. The Haitian revolution, itself a spin-off of the American and French Revolutions, played an important role in Britain’s defeat of Napoleonic France and thus in ushering in the 19th century British hegemony, the decolonization of Latin America, and new wave of capitalist globalization. Though the actions of the non-elite rebels fired resistance by example across the “Revolutionary Atlantic,” there was little in the way of coordinated action across great distances. Rather the rebellions had their effects mainly by clustering many local activities during the same decades (Santiago-Valles 2005).

Hegemonic Rivalry in the Eighteenth Century


After the decline of the Dutch hegemony there was a long period of struggle between France and England for preeminence in the Central PMN. Recall that the Anglo-Dutch alliance had foundered in the seventeenth century. Both England and France followed the example of the Portuguese, the Spanish and the Dutch in acquiring colonial empires in Asia and the Americas and further expanding the Central PMN. During periods of warfare among the European powers the overseas colonies would change hands, and so wars took on a global aspect as the whole world came to be divided up by the colonial imperialism of the European states. 


This was the period of the expansion of what Philip Curtin (1990) has called “the plantation complex” in which African slaves were forced to grow cash crops, especially sugar cane but also tobacco, indigo and rice, on the islands of the West Indies and in North and South America. The first wave of exploitation of mineral raw materials evolved into an expansion in many regions of latifundia, large tracts of agricultural land that were used to produce cash crops for export to the European core. Indigenous peoples were often culturally unsuited to the kinds of labor mobilization required for the plantation complex and they soon died of diseases. Africans had known a form of slavery and could survive the kind of labor required to grow, harvest and process sugar, so the Europeans raided African societies for captives and purchased African slaves from states such as Dahomey. Sidney Mintz’s (1974) important study of the Caribbean sugar islands notes the close connections between developing industrial production technology and organization in Europe and in the plantation complex, which he calls “factories in the field” because of the increasingly systematic organization of sugar production. Mintz (1985) also points out the importance of the consumption by the English middle and working classes of jam, sugar and tea for incorporating them into the imperial project.

The competition between England and France had, of course been ongoing for centuries. The Norman Conquest and a series of wars in which England and France had endeavored to take over one another’s home territories had evolved into a competition for predominance in the larger interstate system and for profit-making opportunities in the world market. The successful integration of the French state with its capital in Paris had brought a very large territory under the jurisdiction of a single monarchy. Defending the borders and trying to find policies that could fit the interests of very different regions required great resources and difficult compromises. England’s process of state formation and nation building was also long and difficult, involving the conquest and integration of the “Celtic fringe” (Wales, Scotland and Ireland) into the United Kingdom of Great Britain, but the geographic situation was different. Because it was an island, the center did not have to spend as much to defend the borders against attacking armies and it also encouraged investment in seagoing trade and in naval power. These activities encouraged the pursuit of the trading nation niche and the exploitation of distant colonies. 


At first the English mainly focused on raiding Spanish galleons and claiming uncharted lands for the crown. English nation building in the sixteenth century involved a crackdown on “foreigners” in London. The government of Queen Elizabeth acted to exclude the German Hanse merchants and Jewish traders
 who had been important businessmen in London involved in the export of English wool to the textile industries of Netherlands and Belgium. The presence of a large bale of wool in Parliament is mute testimony to the early market and export orientation of English landholders.  Domestic producers were encouraged by Elizabethan tariffs on the importation of textiles to use the raw English wool to produce yarn and cloth in an example of import substitution. The English Merchant Adventurers were formed and the English East India Company began its businesses in India and the East Indies. These enterprises were spurred both by competition with the Dutch and by Dutch encouragement. The empowerment of a domestic class of merchants and manufacturers and the integration of some of them into the governing class of England during the time of Queen Elizabeth and the later English civil wars played an important part in the shift of the English state away from a tributary orientation toward the role of the developmental state. 


This process of domestic business class formation had an interesting counter-point in peripheralizing Poland, where large Polish land owners were encouraging the immigration of Jewish merchants just as they were being kicked out of London. This retarded the emergence of an indigenous Polish capitalist class that might have challenged the landed aristocrats for political power
 and created what has been called a “middle-man minority” of Jewish merchants and moneylenders in Polish cities and rural towns. This, and the expansion of capitalist serfdom in Poland, constituted a core/periphery differentiation between Northwestern and Eastern Europe that was to last for centuries.  

This was England’s first sustained bid to move up in the emerging core/periphery division of labor from a semiperipheral exporter of raw materials to a producer of manufactured goods for export. English state power was also used to expand the role of private property and production for the market by means of the enclosures of the commons. Feudal custom had provided use-rights to landless peasants on large tracts of rural lands. The enclosures privatized these tracts and encouraged investments in the production of agricultural commodities. The commercialization of the English countryside drove peasants to the cities or motivated their participation in rural “cottage industry” in which they spun yarn and wove cloth in their rural homes (Kriedte, Medick and Schlumbohm 1981). The English state also legislated poor laws, debtor’s prisons and expanded urban police forces to deal with the “dangerous classes” that economic reorganization had produced (Polanyi 2001[1944]).

 The seventeenth century English Revolutions, like the Dutch, exhibited relative egalitarianism, pluralism, and the firm incorporation of diverse capitalist interests into a flexible state capable of mobilizing immense resources for international war while maintaining a somewhat sparse and inexpensive peacetime bureaucracy. It was Protestant Roundhead Oliver Cromwell who conquered Ireland. The unity of the coalition of different elite groups in Great Britain was not without contention, but the agrarian capitalist landowners were much more integrated into successful production for the world market and involvement in overseas colonial ventures than were the aristocrats of France. 

The English depleted their own forests for fuel and building timber for cities and ships and were prodigious importers of wood from the Baltic and from the American colonies. The rising cost of wood was an important element in the expansion of the use of coal for heating, and England had its own large supply of coal mines in Wales and Newcastle. The shift to coal was the beginning of a transition from the wood and water power energy regime to the regime of coal that was to follow (Podobnik 2006). Pomeranz (2000) contends that it was the need to pump water out of the coal mines that was the most important stimulus behind the invention of the steam engine in England, a consequence that had enormous consequences for the expansion of the use fossil fuel to power industry and transportation.

The French monarchy had played an important great power role at several crucial junctures in the history of the European interstate system. Paris was not only the uncontested center of France, but it was also a great world city of cultural refinement, learning, science and philosophy. The styles of France’s urbane elite were emulated from St. Petersburg to London, and the French language became the European language of diplomacy.

The French colonial empire spread to all the continents as the French and English states sought to emulate and outcompete the earlier European colonial empires. French Canada and Louisiana and the penetration of French explorers and trappers into the North American wilderness pushed the frontier outward. The French sugar plantation colony of St Dominque was one of the largest sugar producers in the West Indies. And the French set up a trading enclave at Pondicherry in South Asia to contend with the English expansion on that subcontinent as the Mughal Empire build by Akbar began to decline.

Capitalism developed in France along with its expansion in other European core areas, but the French landed aristocracy remained strong and disinclined to support capitalistic ventures at home or abroad. France was a case of too large a nation-state in which the formation of the Absolute Monarchy was necessitated by the divergent interests of economic regions (Braudel, 1984: 315-51).  The cities of the western coast (e.g. Nantes) were anxious to participate in the expanding Atlantic economy, while the older Mediterranean-oriented Occitania (Wallerstein, 1974b:262-9; 1980a) displayed the tendencies of downward mobility characteristic of other areas that were becoming semiperipheral to the emerging core region of Europe. The mercantilist and industrializing policies of Jean Baptiste Colbert were undercut by the renewed focus on continental diplomacy and political-military aggrandizement (Lane, 1966).  The "bourgeois revolution" was delayed until 1789, by which time England had stolen the march on the newly emerging core industries.  Paris remained the cultural and diplomatic center of Europe, while London became the hegemonic world city of the global economy.


The eighteenth century was a century of world wars between France and Britain for primacy of place in the Central PMN. The Seven Years War (1755-1763) was both a global struggle between England and France and a continental struggle among contenders for upward mobility in Europe. Hinsley emphasizes the relative degree of equality that characterized the leading states in the eighteenth century (1967: 176).  Similarly, Davis (1973) contends that the British economic hegemony achieved in the nineteenth century could not have been predicted a century earlier (1973:288).  The hierarchical structure of the core was fluid and wars like the Seven Years War facilitated the rise to prominence of expanding states like Prussia and Russia. The Seven Years War linked the conflict among Prussia, Austria, and Russia for core status with the struggles between Britain and France for control of the resources of the periphery. 

In U.S. history books the Seven Years War is called the “French and Indian Wars” because the French colonists of North America allied with several powerful Native American tribes in their struggles with the British. Other tribes allied with the British (e.g. the Cherokee) and these alliances were important factors in the struggle for survival among Native American groups (Dunaway 1996). The British victories in key battles in North America reduced the power position of the French in North America and reduced the dependence of the English colonists on the support of British army and navy, thereby facilitating the possibility of independence from the “mother country.” The American Independence was the first salvo of another world revolution that extended national sovereignty to much of the American periphery, the first wave of decolonization discussed in Chapter 14. The symbolic year chosen to represent this world revolution is 1789, the year of the French Revolution, but this world revolution included the American Independence, the Haitian Revolution and the revolt of the Spanish colonies of Latin America led by Simon Bolivar that extended into the 1820s. 


The expenses of the Seven Years War, the victory of British over French forces on many fronts and the subsequent costs of supporting the American colonial revolution weakened the French monarchy at home. The French Revolution of 1789 was made in the name of the ideals of the European Enlightenment – liberty, equality and fraternity.
 This was both the late coming of the “bourgeois revolution” in France and the continuation of another challenge to the institutions of the geoculture. The French Revolution brought an end to the monarchy and evolved into another effort to establish a core-wide empire in the Napoleonic Wars. Though the British economy was more industrialized and urbanized than the French at the beginning of the nineteenth century the outcome of the Napoleonic Wars was by no means a certain thing. Great Britain’s ability to mobilize allies against Napoleon was good but not great. The French citizen armies won many victories, and Napoleon’s navy was also formidable. But Napoleon committed the classical mistake of imperial overstretch in his march on Russia, and in the end the British were victorious, ushering in the hegemony of the nineteenth century that will be a main topic of the next chapter.

Tributary States in the Early Modern Period


The early modern story is not only the story of Europe, though some of the focus on Europe is due to more than Eurocentrism. It is true that Europe was unique with regard to the extent to which capitalism developed and was able to become institutionalized. The use of state power in the service of capitalist accumulation in certain key states, especially the Netherlands and the United Kingdom of Great Britain, did not completely eliminate the tributary mode of production in Europe. Indeed many of the policies of even the most capitalist states are quite similar to tributary accumulation, especially in peripheral colonies. Marx called this “primitive accumulation” implying that coercion is necessary for setting up the institutional bases of capitalist accumulation but that once set up the institutions of capitalism can dispense with coercive power. But latter day Marxists have increasingly come to realize that primitive accumulation is not just a stage at the beginning, but is rather an option that is repeatedly employed within the real world of capitalist accumulation even unto the present. David Harvey (2003) uses the term “primary accumulation” to designate this recognition. While the most successful European states were also the most capitalist states, they have been repeatedly challenged by powers that were much more reliant on state-based coercion (e.g. Napoleonic France, Germany in the twentieth century). And so even though we call the modern world-system capitalist, the tributary mode of production is still with us.


The story in South, East and West Asia is similarly complicated. The shorthand version is that the tributary mode remained predominant, which is the main reason why Europe was eventually able to get the upper hand. But the early modern Asian tributary states – the “gunpowder empires” mentioned above, became quite commercialized. Production for the market, contractually based labor relations, commodified property, and monetized exchange were highly developed. The ability of the Asian tributary states to maintain centralized state power (and to prevent the emergence of capitalist political power) was at least partly due to their successful adaptation to the market processes that were emerging within them. 


In 1644 the Ming dynasty fell to another semiperipheral marcher state, this time from the forest zone to the north. The Jurchen (Jin) Dynasty had emerged from Manchuria in the twelfth century to conquer northern china. It was an important precursor of the Manchu conquest and an indication that the tribal forest dwellers of the north were undergoing state formation. As with earlier semiperipheral marcher states, the Manchus produced a powerful military machine that was able to defeat the Ming armies and to conquer China. The resulting Qing dynasty substituted itself for the Han Chinese elite, but compromised with the Han by incorporating them into all the levels of the Qing bureaucracy. 


China had experience waves of marketization of the economy since the Song dynasty, when paper money was invented and a formidable iron industry flourished. But the rise and fall of Chinese dynasties, with peripheral and semiperipheral conquests and nativist restorations, reproduced, albeit at intervals, a strong centralized tributary state that was able to keep merchants, finance capitalists, and industrialists from themselves taking state power. The Columbian exchange with the Americas brought several new crops to East Asia that enable more intensive exploitation of the land and the production of far more food. This facilitated the growth of large cities and rapid population growth. The marketized economy grew fast and the Qing dynasty organized effective responses to floods and famines that protected peasants to some extent from exploitation by grain merchants and local gentry. The establishment of local public granaries and the storage of grain surpluses was an effective institution for preventing market-based exploitation and famine (Davis 2003). But population growth outstripped the growth of the economy, producing large numbers of landless peasants and unemployed workers. 

A series of peasant movements, based on egalitarian ideologies and vegetarianism (such as the White Lotus movements), recruited supporters from these marginal groups (Hung 2005). These radical movements sometimes favored the expulsion of the Manchus as well as the redistribution of land, and so the Qing Dynasty repressed them. In order to maintain a centralized state the Qing Dynasty embraced neo-Confucianism, a conservative hierarchical ideology of obedience to the patriarchs. But the Qing also made a great show of paternal responsibility toward the peasantry, which provided good excuses for cracking down on regional gentry and rich merchants whenever they sought to challenge the power and policies of the Manchu government in Beijing. Nascent regional trading states in the south occasionally challenged Qing control, but they were successfully subdued by the centralized tributary state in Beijing. Thus was the emergence of a capitalist state in China prevented.

The early modern world-systems were developing commodified relations and contractual law, but only in Europe did capitalists take state power in the core. The transition from Venice to Amsterdam represented the rise of the logic of capitalist accumulation to state power in a regional system. This had huge consequences for Europe and for the world.
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� The first wave of European expansion, if we do not count the Roman Empire, was the Crusaders attack on the “Holy Lands.”


�  Giovanni Arrighi (1994) presents this as the first of a series of four “systemic cycles of accumulation.” This is his term for what is called the “hegemonic sequence” in Chapter 14. The later systemic cycles analyzed by Arrighi are focused on the Dutch in the seventeenth century, the British in the nineteenth century, and the United States of America in the twentieth century.


� Many stage theories of capitalism posit a mercantilist stage in which states actively intervened in the economy. This was allegedly followed by a free market stage in which states followed the policy of laissez faire (let the buyer beware). In the world historical framework that includes both core and non-core regions we can see that state intervention does vary over time in degree and content, but it is always important. Free trade and free market ideologies and policies are characteristically found in states that either have a comparative advantage in some key economic activity or that have very little leverage over the world economy because they are dependent on economically dominant states. Protectionist and interventionist policies are likely to be adopted when a state with potential and aspirations is trying to move up in the global food chain. The content of state regulation and intervention is also important. Some states, mainly in the periphery, are merely tools for the extraction of rents by a state elite. Others intervene to promote economic development, and use political leverage to open new markets and investment opportunities abroad. Stages of world capitalism are not easily demarcated as mercantilist or free trade because these policies vary across countries as well as across periods.


� Wallerstein calls the period between 1450 and 1640 the “long sixteenth century.” It is in this period, he contends, that capitalism first emerged to predominance out of European feudalism.


� According to Wallerstein the capitalist mode of production is a feature of the whole world-system, not its parts, and it includes both core and peripheral forms of capitalism. Peripheral capitalism uses coerced labor (slaves, serfs, etc.) to produce commodities for export.


� International organizations have explicitly national subunits while transnational organizations do not, but the memberships cross international boundaries.


� The notion that non-secular political organizations were “traditional” and that functional groups would be mainly represented by secular organizations has allowed social movement theory to largely ignore religious movements and organizations. This is a huge problem for understanding both the early modern world-systems and the contemporary scene.


� Stephen Gill adopts a similarly broad and flexible definition of “political party” in order to discuss contemporary developments (2000, 2006). Gill also makes the important point that all global political parties are not progressive. A more complete survey would include these.


� As explained in Chapter 11, the concept of “protection rent” was developed by Frederick Lane (1979), the historian of Venice (1973) to explain the relationship between profit making and the provision of security by “violence-controlling enterprises” such as the Venetian state. Protection rent is not the returns to the state for providing protection. It is rather the additional returns obtained by a businessman who receives protection at (or below) cost compared with competing businessmen in other states who are charged more for their protection than it costs. Lane understood that Venetian capitalists were making greater returns than were the businessmen of other states with whom they were competing because the government of Venice was providing naval protection for overseas trade enterprises at cost. 





� Some analysts of global capitalism argue that the integration of the global capitalist class is a recent phenomenon. Transnational capitalism and strong elite ties across borders have been a variable feature of the modern world-system for centuries, as this instance of the formation of the English East India Company illustrates.





� The transnational links and activities of the Dutch capitalists were strong enough to overcome whatever patriotic qualms they may have had. In addition to participating in the founding of the English East India Company for the purpose of competing with the VOC, Dutch-owned canon-making firms in Sweden were suspected of selling weapons to states that were actively engaged in wars with the United Provinces of the Netherlands.


� The Queen of the Netherlands owns buildings on Washington, DC’s Massachusetts Avenue that are rented as the embassies of many nations.


� International law is a set of codified rules that are agreed upon in treaties among sovereign states. International law is not true law in the sense meant by Max Weber (1978:33-36) because no state exercises legitimate coercion to enforce international law. To have true world law in the Weberian sense would require a world state.


� Why do Shakespeare’s plays display such an aggressive anti-Semitism (e.g. Shylock in the Merchant of Venice)? The playwright reflected the spirit of his time, in which English nationalism was on the rise and foreigners were subjected to legal and social discrimination.


� The Jews were also invited to help challenge the power of German merchants in Danzig (Gdansk), an important port city in Poland that had long been dominated by the Hanseatic League of German merchants.


� Chou Enlai, Mao Zedong’s foreign minister, was asked in the 1950s what he thought about the consequences of the French Revolution. He replied that it was “too soon to tell.”
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