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Figure 16.1: Brooklyn Bridge: a wood engraving by Rudolph Rusicka, 
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This chapter tells the story of the great wave of globalization in the nineteenth century. The rise and fall of British hegemony, the world revolution of 1848, the merger of the East Asian system into the Central System, and the rise of the United States are important parts of this story. The British hegemony was based on a second industrial revolution that began in England in the middle of the eighteenth century and spread to the other core and upwardly mobile semiperipheral areas. European interlopers surrounded China, and Japan leapt on to the global stage. The United States rose from the periphery to the core in the nineteenth century. And another world revolution emerged in the middle of the century. International trade and investment rose to a high peak in 1880 and the spread of the industrial revolution and the intensification of global markets allowed other core and semiperipheral states to challenge the economic and political hegemony of the United Kingdom. The British resisted the changing structure of economic power, and a new period of hegemonic rivalry emerged at the end of the nineteenth century.


The eighteenth century struggle between Britain and France for global hegemony ended in 1815 with Napoleon’s defeat. British forces tried to reconquer their lost colonies in North America in 1812. The new capitol building in Washington DC was burned to the ground, but U.S. forces held in New Orleans and at Fort McHenry in Baltimore Harbor. Frances Scott Key wrote the poem that would become the U.S. national anthem while watching British ships bombard Fort McHenry to no avail. The flag was still there. The story of the long rise of the United States is below, but first let us look at the British hegemony.

 
Modern hegemony is based upon a complicated combination of economic comparative advantage, military superiority and political consensus. It is both leadership and domination. British resolve had vanquished Napoleon and saved Europe from another marcher state conquest, but this did not completely resolve the issues that had been posed in the world revolution of 1789. Demands for democracy did not end with the defeat of Napoleon. The decolonized U.S. republic survived and the Haitian revolution created a new state run by former slaves in the Caribbean. The ideals of the French and American Revolutions had spread widely in Europe, the European colonies and the uncolonized regions. 


British industrialization was going great guns and the industrial revolution was spreading to the European continent and to North America. The nature of business organization was evolving from the more corporate, centralized and formally regulated structures typified by the English East India Company to the decentralized, informally regulated and flexibly organized networks of firms that emerged in the late eighteenth and earlier nineteenth centuries in Britain (Barr 1999). In the English Midlands the new industrial cities of Manchester and Birmingham were using steam engines to power huge spinning and weaving machines to produce cotton cloth in large factories.  The demand for labor to supply, tend and maintain the machines created and expanded a new class of urban industrial workers. Vast amounts of raw cotton were imported to feed the machines, and vast amounts of cloth for sails and apparel were produced. This product could be profitably sold both in the home market and abroad for a low price, and so the English manufacturers had a substantial comparative advantage with which to penetrate the home markets of other countries. 

In this first phase of British hegemony economic comparative advantage was combined with both political conservatism and some selected progressive international policies that were substantially congruent with the economic interests of the British elites. Conservatism was revealed in the repression of Chartism, an early trade union movement, at home, and Britain’s strong support of the organization of the Concert of Europe in the international arena. The suppression of the Chartists was accomplished by outlawing unions (so-called “combinations”). The Concert of Europe was a formally organized supernational alliance of European governments the purpose of which was to prevent future French Revolutions and Napoleonic escapades by sustaining traditional elites and resisting demands for popular sovereignty. The Concert of Europe was also intended to reproduce the interstate system, and yet it was itself a supernational political organization. In this respect it was a precursor to the League of Nations and the United Nations of the twentieth century. 

Two other British international policies that emerged in the wake of the Napoleonic Wars were suppression of the international slave trade and covert support for the decolonization of Spanish colonies in the Americas.  Both of these policies were progressive efforts to occupy the moral high ground with respect to the European Enlightenment ideas of equality and national self-determination. Support for Latin American decolonization was an easy option because decolonized states were much more likely to become trade partners with the British and to be open to diplomatic influence. This had to be done covertly because Spain had been an important ally of the British in the struggle against Napoleon. The suppression of the international slave trade was more politically complicated. The British Navy went about intercepting slave ships traveling from Africa to the New World, effectively suppressing this booming business in coerced labor. 

This unilateral British intervention into the international slave trade was opposed in Parliament by West Indian plantation owners, but their opposition was overcome, and the effective implementation of the policy of preventing further depredations on the peoples of Africa allowed the British government to regard itself as a leader in humane global governance and an upholder of Christian civilization (Hochschild1998). As a consequence the price of slaves in the New World went up to the benefit of those regions within countries that could grow slave children for sale (e.g. Virginia). The suppression of the slave trade and abolition of slaver in the British colonies in 1834 provided validation for Haiti and for the abolition movements in other colonies and states. 

One of the most important consequences of industrialization was urbanization, a large increase in the percentage of the total population living in big cities. The nineteenth century saw an upward sweep in the growth of cities. Britain led this trend, which then spread across Europe and to the other industrializing regions of the world. Another consequence of the British hegemony was that London became the most populous city in the world, surpassing Constantinople (the capitol of Ottoman Empire) and Beijing (the capitol of Qing Dynasty) by 1825. 

In the 1840s there arose in Britain a movement for international free trade that focused first on British tariffs (taxes on imports) on grain. The “Anti-Corn Law League” sought to abolish the Corn Law – a high tariff on imported grain (“corn”).  This tariff protected British growers of wheat and barley against foreign competition and kept the price of bread artificially high. Thus the slogan of the Anti-Corn Law League was, “Down with infamous bread tax.” 

This was a successful use of the economic theory Adam Smith, the father of modern economics, who published his famous book defending free trade, The Wealth of Nations, in 1776. Not only was the British Corn Law repealed, but the British government went on to campaign for international free trade in Europe and the Americas and this campaign was rather successful in convincing other governments to reduce tariffs and to adopt the Gold Standard in which their national currencies were valued in gold. The world economy was increasingly organized by world markets for money and commodities in the second half of the nineteenth century, and international trade as a proportion of all exchange peaked around 1880. This was the nineteenth century wave of economic globalization (O’Rourke and Williamson 2000). 

At the middle of the nineteenth century London was the host of the Crystal Palace Exhibition, a huge ‘world’s fair” at which the high tech gizmos of all the countries who were seeking a place in the arena of technical competition displayed their products and inventions. 

But already by the 1840s Britain was losing its comparative advantage in textile manufactures to competitors abroad.  British capitalists had begun making money by exporting textile machinery rather than cloth. They also began building railroads abroad and sold the steel tracks, and the “rolling stock” (engines and cars). And soon would come the boom in the production of steam ships and their sale to buyers all over the world. This was the capital goods phase of British hegemony described by Eric Hobsbawm (1969) in his Industry and Empire. Railroads and steamships were lowering transportation costs across the world economy, and this expanded and intensified the markets for long-distance trade. 

In the 1860s both England and France had to decide what to do about the “war for Southern Independence” in the United States. The war disrupted the export of cotton from the U.S. south, which created a “cotton famine” in the English Midlands. Despite entreaties from the Southern Confederacy for support based on the principle of self-determination, both the English and the French governments decided not to support the secession of the U.S. South. The English cotton textile manufacturers sought new sources of supply, and so cotton growing in Egypt was stimulated.

In the Crimean War (1854-1856), in which Russia tried to seize territory from the declining Ottoman Empire, the British allied with the Ottoman Empire to prevent the Russian advance.  This is usually depicted as a crucial defeat for the Russian effort to keep its place among the “Great Powers” of Europe. But in Victorian England,
 despite the eventual defeat of Russia, it revealed that the British Navy had become moribund during the long period of relative peace since the Napoleonic Wars (Briggs 1964). 

The Rise of Germany

The rising power of Prussia and the economic and political integration of Germany accelerated the emergence of German industrial prowess. Friedrich List, a German economist, had argued in favor of the “developmental state,” in which government would ally with industrial business interests in order to promote national industrialization. This model was executed successfully in Germany, and many other states tried to emulate it. 


The story of the rise of Germany needs to be told in order to understand how the Great War (World War I) could have happened. The lands in which the German language was spoken were divided into the Austro-Hungarian Empire, the remnant of the Hapsburg Empire discussed in Chapter 15, and a large number of small independent states. The age of the Hanseatic capitalist city states had passed, though the long history of successful German merchant capitalism demonstrated a strong cultural capability for successful business entrepreneurship and craftsmanship. The question after the Napoleonic Wars was whether Hapsburg Austria would lead an emergent German nation, or whether some other center would lead. The notion of the sovereignty of nations that was part of the political heritage of the French revolution challenged the basic premise of the Austro-Hungarian Empire as well as the Ottoman Empire, because these were multicultural states held together by a small elite. A strong nationalist movement has emerged in Hungary during the World Revolution of 1848, but it had been suppressed by the Hapsburgs. Though they would have preferred to lead the new Germany, their main energies were spent trying to hold together the Empire. Prince Metternich of Austria had along with the British Lord Castlereigh, been the main architects of the Concert of Europe. But the British were enlightened conservative who saw that the nationalist movements would need to be accommodated, while the Austrians could not afford to compromise. This difference of approach became visible in the different policies toward the emerging national movement of integration in Italy. The British supported Italian unification, while Austria-Hungary opposed it.

A German customs union, the Zollverein, was organized to allow for free trade among the 38 independent principalities of the German Confederation in 1834 and a common external tariff border, and then the Prussians emerged victorious in the Franco-Prussian war with France. The Franco-Prussian war demonstrated that the Germans were a serious military power. It was the Prussian Junker elite of landed aristocrats with a strong military tradition that provided the core of the new German governing class that would lead the emergent nation. The idea of Germany as a nation of people who were related by blood and culture emerged in the nineteenth century and became the basis of the political unification of the principalities with Prussian leadership. 

The Prussians supported the policy ideas of Frederick List and accommodated the emerging industrial capitalists. It was the success of German industrialization and railroad building that provided the economic power that was the mainstay of German military capability, but the aristocratic military culture of the Prussians was also a big advantage in crafting the geopolitical policies of a world player and social policies of enlightened conservatism. The German state responded to a strong and organized labor movement by developing nationalism and by extending public education to the working class. Some find it ironic that capitalist industrialization and modern nation-building was led by an elite with deep roots in the tributary mode of production, landed aristocrats. But from another point of view the German challenge to declining British hegemony had the look of an old strategy, the semiperipheral marcher state, and in that light the Prussians fit the bill perfectly. They were able to be nationalists without having to give up an existing empire while their co-nationals in Vienna tried in vain to maintain an empire.

German successes in industrialization created international “lateral pressure,” --the growing need for access to foreign markets and raw materials in a world that was already structured around British hegemony (Choucri and North 1975). In an attempt to accommodate this, the British participated in the Berlin Conference on Africa in 1884-1885, in which the European nations agreed on a division of Africa amongst themselves. The Germans were allocated Tanganyika, Southwest Africa (now Namibia) and the Kamerouns. This constituted an extension of the European system of colonial empires to Africa. Thus was Africa converted from a region of pure predation to a region of exploitation in which the imperial powers came to have an interest in the reproduction of the labor force and the development of the colonial economy. This was the further incorporation of the African land and the people into the Europe-centered world economy, and a transition from an external source of the “reserve army of labor” to an internal source of peripheral production (Wallerstein 1976; Rodney 1974). 


As mentioned above, the Berlin Conference was partly an effort by the British to incorporate Germany into the club of European core states. But this effort was not enough. After agreeing to hold the conference in Berlin and granting Germany three colonies in Africa, the British attitude toward accommodating German expansionism hardened. 


The victory of the north in the U.S. Civil War firmly set the U.S. on a path toward core status. While some in Britain continued to resent the upstart colonials, others saw opportunities for profitable investments and geopolitical partnership. The financial houses of New York and London became increasingly linked and upper class English gentlemen began increasingly to marry wealthy American wives, tightening the links between the English and American elites.


The process of economic development in England was anything but a smooth upward trend. Ten-year business cycles of boom and bust were a prominent a noted feature of the British economy, and larger forty to sixty year business cycles, later called Kondratieff Waves after the Russian economist who observed and theorized them, were noticeable in prices series that began in the 1790s (Goldstein 1988). The success of the Anti-Corn Law League at home encouraged free trade proselytizers to carry their message of economic liberalization abroad, and these ideas were also promoted by British legations in countries all over the world. In 1846 the U.S. federal government lowered tariffs and the governments of most European powers followed suit in the next two decades (Krasner 1976). Widespread adoption of the Gold Standard made national currencies tradable and encouraged international trade and foreign investment because an investor could be assured that holdings in a foreign currency could be converted into gold at a predictable rate. The British pound sterling (£) become the de facto currency of global trade. The great nineteenth century wave of economic globalization can be seen in Figure 16.2, which shows the ratio of international trade to the size of the whole world economy.
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Figure 16.2 Waves of trade globalization. 1830-2010

There was an unusually large economic depression in 1873 and another big one in 1896. British hegemony in the world market for capital goods was in relative decline already by the 1870s as serious competition emerged abroad, especially in Germany and the United States. British capital was increasingly invested overseas and the last phase of British hegemony was based on centrality in the world of finance capital. The City of London (the financial district of London) was truly the global center of high finance. Banking, currency exchange, stock and bond markets and insurance were concentrated in London. This was quite similar to the global economic role that had been played by Amsterdam in the declining years of the Dutch hegemony. But, though London was the most important center, there was also a network of other world cities that included Paris, New York, Berlin and others. These competed with each other, but they also complemented one another with regard to regional specialization. 

As British hegemony in manufacturing declined, jobs were exported. Many urban and rural workers in England could no longer find jobs, and so they emigrated to the Americas and to Australia and New Zealand. Irish victims of the potato famine crowded into the East End of London, adding to the casualization of labor and the expansion of the “informal sector” in construction and petty services (Jones 1971). This “peripheralization of the core” and growing inequalities in the urban economy was similar in many ways to that studied by Saskia Sassen (2001) during the more recent rise of global cities such as New York during the most recent wave of globalization in the last decades of the twentieth century. As with contemporary globalization, the nineteenth century wave saw growing inequalities within many of the countries that were involved in expanded international trade and investment (O’Rourke and Williamson 2000; Davis 2003). 


One reason why trade globalization declined after 1880 (see Figure 16.2 above), is that many of the countries that had lowered tariffs and adopted the Gold Standard in the middle decades of the nineteenth century reversed these policies in later decades. The United States reasserted its policy of tariff protectionism during the Civil War and did not return to Free Trade until after World War II. In Germany Freidrich List advocated that the national state should support national industrialization by using monetary and tariff policies to helf found new industries. List advocated a strong national bank that would make credit available to strategically chosen industries. List’s ideas were taken up the by newly integrated German state under the Kaiser Wilhelm and were influential in many other countries that wanted to catch up with the British. 


The Edwardian
 reign has been called the “Indian summer” of British hegemony, the last warm days before the winter of hegemonic rivalry and deglobalization. It has also been called the belle époque, the beautiful epoch, because life was good for those who could benefit from investments abroad. But the working class was again on the move in the union movement and in national politics. The English were the first to adopt free trade, and the last to abandon this policy. Joseph Chamberlain, the political leader from Manchester, increasingly focused attention on the Empire in the name of improving social conditions at home – so-called “social imperialism.” Cecil Rhodes expanded the British Empire in South Africa, but the Dutch colonists (Afrikaners) were not happy with the expansion of British control.  The Afrikaners rebelled in the Boer Wars, and the British Army carried on a long and bloody struggle that finally succeeded in saving South Africa for the British Empire. For many students of modern hegemony the second Boer War represents an instance of “imperial overstretch” in which a hegemon that is losing it economic comparative advantages tries to maintain its global supremacy by using its remaining military superiority (e.g. Modelski 2005).

1848: Another World Revolution


Toward the middle of the nineteenth century another world revolution was brewing. This time the volatile mixture was composed of reactions to capitalist exploitation of workers (slaves, serfs and wage workers) resistance to rapidly expanding global markets and demands for national sovereignty, especially in the remaining multicultural tributary empires – Austria-Hungary and the Ottoman Empire. Steamships and railroads brought distant regions into the sway of world market forces. Food was now exported to lands that had the ability to pay, and this often caused local shortages and made prices rise. The workers movement in Europe recovered from its earlier repression, and states that sought to mobilize citizens for war increasingly extended citizenship rights that enabled workers to play a greater role in national politics. From the 1830s new religious sects emerged in regions that were exposed to rapid social changes (in technology, migration, and marketization). Migration and economic reorganization disrupted older forms of community, and many new movements emerged to reestablish or to build new collective identities. Identity politics is another feature of globalization that is not unique to the twentieth century.

It is called the world revolution of 1848 because that is when worker’s movements and demands for popular sovereignty came to a head in several European countries. But the mobilizations included both secular humanist demands for equality (following the tradition of the French Revolution and the Leftist branch of the European Enlightenment) and radical religious sects that produced new forms of community with creative new interpretations of older religious ideologies. In the United States several new Christian sects emerged during the middle decades of the nineteenth century. Both the prophets and the recruits were people whose lives had been disrupted by the powerful forces of rapid technological and economic change. These newly emergent forms of cooperation and community challenged traditional moral orders, established religions, and political structures. Not everyone had fared well in the rapid economic changes that occurred during the nineteenth century expansion of capitalism and people were needy for a reassertion of moral values and revitalized bases for generalized trust. 

The new religious sects adopted many of the radical ideals and reforms of the European secular movements. Joseph Smith, the prophet of the Latter Day Saints (Mormons), embraced communal ownership of property, obviously inspired by utopian socialist ideas emanating from Europe (Stegner 2003). The Mormons, who eventually established a large colony in Utah with pretensions to becoming an independently sovereign state, devised, taught and published newspapers in a radically simplified script for representing the English language. Linguistic reforms of this kind were intended to facilitate mass literacy and they had been another prominent feature of the radical social movements in Europe.

Population pressures encouraged migration, and some of the lands to which people moved were environmentally marginal. In Northeastern Brazil the sertao region receives enough rainfall in unusually wet years to support rain-watered agriculture. Thousands of immigrants and landless people from other areas of Brazil moved out to this region during years of unusually greater rainfall associated with the El Nino/La Nina climate oscillation in the 19th century (Davis 2003:188-195). When the more usual low precipitation returned, the new crops failed and the pioneers faced starvation. Some left, but the others banded together into millenarian religious movements and established collectivistic communities that were seen as threatening by the newly-independent Brazilian state and the large land owners. The city of Canudos, established by the followers of Antonio Conselhiero as a refuge from drought, was conquered and decimated by the Brazilian federal army in 1897.   

In China the cycle of peasant rebellions discussed in Chapter 15 continued, but the rebellions came to be influenced ideologically and economically by strengthening interactions with Europe and the Americas. The Taiping Rebellion (1851-1864) was a huge movement that was joined by millions of landless peasants and unemployed workers. As with the earlier White Lotus peasant rebellions, the Taiping started off as a peaceful religious cult that stressed class and gender equality and vegetarianism. The leader was Hong Xiuquan, a member of an ethnic minority from South China called the Hakka. Hong had tried four times to pass the literary exams that were required to become an official in the Qing state. He came to be influenced by Issachar Roberts, an American Baptist missionary from Tennessee, who held to a very millenarian interpretation of Christianity. Hong came to think of himself as Jesus’s younger brother. The Taipings turned to military action in order to expel the Manchus from China and to redistribute land to the poor. The Taipings recruited women as soldiers and proclaimed gender equality. They rejected private property and promoted a simplified language and mass literacy in order to overthrow the literary hierarchy of the Mandarins. The Taiping guerilla armies were formidable foes and it took decades and thirty million deaths for the Qing dynasty to crush the rebellion. 

Was this connected to the world revolution of 1848? The Taiping Rebellion was certainly a continuation of the pattern of East Asian development described in Chapter 15 in which Chinese population growth enlarged the underclass, which then rebelled against that paternalistic neo-Confucianist political order using egalitarian and apocalyptic ideas. But the influence of Western millenarian ideas and the increasingly synchronous economic cycles linking China with the Central system in the nineteenth century constitute both ideological and structural links that justify considering the Taiping rebellion to have been part of the world revolution of 1848. 

Coordinated global party formation from below began in the world revolution of 1848. The movement to abolish slavery in the U.S. was inspired by the example of the Haitian revolution and led by an ex-slave from the Caribbean named Denmark Vesey, a large group of slaves in Charleston, South Carolina plotted an uprising in 1822 that was discovered and crushed before the rebellion could emerge. Slaves that were able to escape to the free states played an important role, along with protestant ministers, in the development of the abolitionist movement in the U.S. In England and France abolitionist groups were emboldened by the suppression of the slave trade by the British Navy. The radical abolitionist John Brown moved from Massachusetts to Kansas in order to try to prevent that state from adopting slavery. Frederick Douglass, a slave shipwright from Maryland’s Eastern Shore, worked in a shipyard at Fell’s Point in Baltimore before he moved to Boston, where he was a leading publicist in the rapidly growing abolitionist movement. The New England publisher and campaigner William Lloyd Garrison was a synergist who saw the potential for fruitful alliances among the several movements that were challenging the powers that be in the world revolution of 1848. The trade union movement was growing and feminists were beginning to demand that women should be able to vote. Garrison traveled to the World Antislavery Conference in London in 1840 with an American delegation that included women from New England and from the South. When the English majority refused to seat the women as American delegates Garrison and several other male members of the American delegation sat with the women in the balcony as spectators (Keck and Sikkink 1998: 46).

The American Civil War was a battle between the peripheral capitalists of the South and the free farmers of the West over the extension of slavery (see below). In the midst of the war, under pressure from both England and France, the Union leadership embraced the abolition of slavery. This was an important moment in the global struggle to make slavery illegal.

In 1863 the Czar Alexander II of Russia abolished serfdom in order modernize Russia’s economy and to improve its position in the international system. The abolition of serfdom failed to undermine the power of the Russian landed aristocracy and neither did it measurably improve the situation of the Russian peasants. But it did provide fuel for the next world revolution, which is usually called the world revolution of 1917 because of the world historical importance of the October Revolution in Russia.


One outcome of the world revolution of 1848 was the increasing popularity of the idea that the urban working class was going to be the main agent of the transformation of capitalism into a more collectively rational and egalitarian social order. Karl Marx, a German Jewish expatriate living in London in the middle years of the nineteenth century, wrote a brilliant analysis of industrial capitalism that assumed that the British path of development was the path that the whole world would take. Marx’s analysis, mainly contained in Volume 1 of Capital, underestimated the continuing importance of the core/periphery hierarchy in the development of capitalism. Marx knew that European colonialism had been crucial for the emergence of capitalism in Europe, but he saw this as an early stage of “primitive accumulation” that would later be transcended. For Marx capitalism was based mainly on wage labor, as it had come to be within the United Kingdom. Its spread to the rest of the world would create a global proletariat of wageworkers, which would then make socialist revolutions everywhere. Marx had no notion of peripheral capitalism, in which coerced labor would continue to be an important source of labor exploitation for producing commodities. And he only vaguely understood that the capitalist world-economy is importantly and continuously stratified into a global hierarchy of core and peripheral regions, with an important group of semiperipheral regions in between. 


Marx was not entirely wrong, however. He saw that capitalism had internal contradictions that would eventually cause it to evolve into a qualitatively different kind of social system. His focus on class relations and the urban wage workers as important players in the world historical movements that are restructuring capitalism was a fundamental insight, but his failure to see the continuing significance of the core/periphery hierarchy was an unfortunate error because it blinded him to the phenomenon of semiperipheral development.

The First New Nation


Before the Europeans discovered the Americas, regional indigenous world-systems were in the process of developing complexity and hierarchy, as we saw in Chapters 7 and 8. The arrival of the Europeans incorporated these indigenous systems into the expanding Central system over a period of centuries. By the arrival of the nineteenth century there were only a few pocket regions that had not been incorporated. These were in the Western part of that portion of North America that became the United States and during the nineteenth century these too were brought within the Central web. 

Though the Europeans had great technological and institutional advantages, the indigenous peoples were still capable of mounting significant resistance to peripheralization (Dunaway 1996).  But the fact that local indigenous elites had long been able to reinforce their power by means of goods obtained by trade -- the prestige goods systems of the Mississippian culture -- set the stage for the trade dependencies that formed the main basis for integration and peripheralization of the indigenous peoples.  Once local societies grew dependent on the importation of European tools and weapons, they soon lost the craft skills necessary to produce traditional tools.  And the old elites lost power when they could not protect the people from diseases. This led to their replacement by new leaders, many of whom were allies of the Europeans. A new political order emerged promoted by the Europeans as a means of controlling the indigenous peoples.  


The very decentralized and localized political structure that the Europeans encountered among the Cherokees in the Southeast was the outcome of the devolution of former Mississippian complex chiefdoms. The decentralized polity was very difficult for the British colonists to deal with because treaties and trade agreements had to be made with each Cherokee town. Thus the British colonists successfully imposed a more centralized form of governance on the Cherokees (Dunaway 1996).  It is interesting to wonder how the centralized political structure that emerged as a result of peripheralization was similar to, or different from, the earlier centralized Mississippian complex chiefdoms. Historically known Cherokee leadership was divided between two different organizational structures -- the Red organization led by a war chief (the Raven) and a White organization of elders led by the peacetime White chief. The White chief was in charge during periods of peace, while the Red chief took over during war (Dunaway 1996). The British succeeded in consolidating the centralized Cherokee polity mainly around the warrior leaders. The White chiefs lost their power.  This shift was partly due to the increased importance of warfare and slave raiding that accompanied incorporation in the Central System (Ferguson and Whitehead 1992).  Trade was important in both the old and the new hierarchies, but in the old hierarchy trade fed into a theocratic system in which the sacred chiefs used imported prestige goods to reward subalterns.  Trade with the Europeans was not a matter of symbolic goods used in religious rituals to glorify the sacredness of elites. Rather the goods received were guns, ammunition, metal tools and alcohol. While these sorts of goods have had (and do have) ritual importance in some societies, their effects on the Native Americans shifted power to the war chiefs, and centralized that power.


The competing European states allied with different Indian groups and used these alliances to provide buffer zones of protection for colonies and to keep trade routes open.  The Cherokee alliance with the British transformed the Cherokees from an autonomous and decentralized set of societies to a more centralized group that became a dependent and exploited periphery of the Central system. Their culture was corrupted and transformed, their lands were despoiled and appropriated, and their labor was exploited (Dunaway 1996).  On the other hand, at least in the long run, the Cherokees picked the right bunch of invaders with which to ally. The Creeks and Choctaws had it much worse when their Spanish and French allies withdrew.

The Native Americans were thus peripheralized and exploited by the traders and colonists from Britain. The colonial economy was based at first upon extracting valuables from the natives. But soon colonists began to produce agricultural cash crops (mainly rice and indigo) for export to the European core.  This required massive amounts of labor. The Native Americans did not make good plantation slaves. But Africans, far from their homelands and able to survive lowland climes and hard labor, served the purpose well. On their backs the colonial economy took shape as a classical peripheral structure using coerced labor to produce agricultural goods for export to the core.  Some have called the plantation economy non-capitalist because its use of coerced labor is similar to serfdom and slavery in tributary modes of accumulation. But the tight interdependence of manufacturing and industrial capitalism in the core with production based on labor coercion in the periphery of the modern world-system warrants the use of the term "peripheral capitalism" to designate the expansion of labor coercion that occurred in conjunction with the development of European capitalism.


In the emerging global capitalist world-system "national development" is best understood as upward mobility in the hierarchical division of labor between the core and the periphery. Most areas that were incorporated into the expanding Central system became organized as peripheries and were unable to escape this position. The process of peripheralization, or as Andre Gunder Frank (1966) called it, the "development of underdevelopment," reproduced the institutional structures that perpetuated peripheral capitalism and blocked the emergence of core capitalism. A few countries were able to overcome the forces of peripheralization and to develop core activities and to move upward in the core/periphery hierarchy. By far the most successful was the United States of America.

The developmental history of the United States, rather than being a replicable model of modern development for all countries, is an extremely unusual case of a region that went from being a colonial periphery to the hegemonic core power while the larger system remained a quite stable core/periphery hierarchy in which most countries did not change their positions.  The American Revolution was an important first step in this trajectory. One interesting question that involves core/periphery relations is why the planter aristocrats of the South joined with the embryonic core merchants and producers of New England to drive the British out.  Structurally, the Northerners had a shot at becoming another England and some of them knew it (e.g. Alexander Hamilton's Report On Manufactures) so they had a powerful reason to increase their autonomy from the mother country.  But the Southerners were completely dependent on the British as customers and suppliers.  The South was taking a big risk in joining up. Why did this happen?  Several arguments have been suggested including resentment at the reimposition of British taxes after a lax period of “benign neglect,” and the indebtedness of Southern planters to English lenders.  It has also been argued that the Southerners joined because they resented Crown efforts to keep them from expanding westward.  Perhaps it is not such a mystery after all.  Dominated peoples often rebel if they see a reasonable chance of success. After the threat of French dominion was settled in the Seven Years War, the French became a valuable but unthreatening ally of the North American colonists. Thus success was perceived to be possible enough for both Southerners and Northerners to take the risk.


Tariff politics in the nineteenth century provides a clear and wide window on how political power in the United States was in contention between the core and peripheral capitalists in the ante-bellum period (before the Civil War) (Chase-Dunn 1985).  After the Revolutionary War the different world-system positions of the North and the South engendered contrary attitudes toward tariff protectionism. As exporters of raw materials to the European core, and importers of manufactured goods, the Southerners were devoted to free trade. The manufacturers of New England and the Middle States came to embrace tariff protection of their “infant industries.”  The U.S. trajectory over the nineteenth and twentieth centuries is reflected in its tariff history.  The United States was a classical semiperiphery containing both core and peripheral regions   -- the North and the South.  As have most peripheral countries, the South favored free trade because it depended on core markets.  The North came to favor protectionism because it aspired to develop core industries and to rise in the value-added hierarchy that is the core/periphery division of labor.  

Nascent core producers are likely to be driven out of business if they have to face the competition of existing core producers, and so they need tariff protection to survive.  Before the Civil War the North and the South struggled over the question of tariffs. After the Civil War the rising United States was firmly protectionist until after World War II when, as a hegemonic power with a strong comparative advantage in core production, it shifted to free trade and went about the world trying to convince others to do the same.  The English had followed the same trajectory. First they were dependent exporters of wool to the textile producers of the Low Countries. Then they engaged in protectionism to support their own domestic textile producers. When they had developed a global comparative advantage in the production of core commodities they became champions of free trade.  And when they lost their comparative advantage they rediscovered the promise of protectionism. This was also the trajectory of the Dutch Republic in the seventeenth century.


The economy of the U.S. South grew rapidly in concert with the English Midlands as the invention of the cotton gin made upland short-fiber cotton commercially viable. King Cotton also exhausted the land quickly and fresh western lands became an important need for the expanding South.  The fight over tariffs began with the South Carolina nullification movement in the 1830s.  Whereas the North was intellectually fortified with the protectionist economics of Henry Carey, the South had a pro-free trade economist in Dr. Thomas D. Cooper of the College of South Carolina. Though the South was a classical example of peripheral capitalism (producing cash crops with coerced labor), it was a dynamic peripheral economy.   Indeed, by the time of the Civil War the South was the ninth largest economy in the Western world.


 The Federal Congress adopted protectionist legislation in fits between1816 to 1846. The farmers of the West supported free trade when the world market price of grain was high. But when the external demand was glutted they supported the “American System” of Kentucky’s Henry Clay -- a program of tariff protection of domestic industry and the building of transportation infrastructure to connect agricultural and industrial regions.  The North/South struggle over tariffs was largely over by the time of the Civil War, because by then the core capitalists of the North no longer needed tariff protection to prosper in the world market. The Civil War was primarily a fight between the plantocracy and Northern and Western workers and farmers. The Southerners main reason for insisting on extending slavery to the West was that they needed to control the Federal government in order to protect their “peculiar institution”. The Republican Free Soilers brought the Eastern manufacturers into their coalition by committing to the ultra-protectionist Morrill Tariff of 1861 and the United States remained protectionist until after World War II. The plantocracy was brought to heel and henceforth core capital ruled the Federal state with substantial support from workers and farmers. In this light the political histories of most of the Latin American countries can be seen as anticolonial struggles that were followed by Civil Wars in which the local "Souths" won.


The first new nation was formed when thirteen of the English colonies in North America rebelled against King George of the United Kingdom and established their own sovereign government, a federation of former colonies that had become states. It is fairly easy to understand why the colonies of New England rebelled. A large scale fishing industry, a boat-building industry and a class of merchants who carried goods all around the Atlantic world had emerged by the middle of the eighteenth century. Shipbuilders and merchants of New England and the middle colonies in the eighteenth century were able to begin the process of capital accumulation in types of production that allowed them to compete with producers of core products in England. The later rise of the United States to core status and world hegemony stems from these developments.
 The defeat of the French in the Seven Years War meant that the New Englanders no longer needed the British Army and Navy to protect them from France. But why did the plantation-owners of the southern colonies join the rebellion? They were exporters of agricultural raw materials mainly to British markets, and so they were quite dependent on the good will of the British. Yet they joined the rebellion, and indeed the great general who led the rebel army was a plantation-owner from Virginia, George Washington.
No doubt part of the explanation for the rebellion in the south was the popularity of republican ideas and the notion of national self-determination. The plantation class of Virginia is well known for the enthusiasm it had for Montesquieu and the ideals of liberty, as least insofar as these applied to land-owning gentlemen. Another factor may have been the desire to expand toward the west. George Washington, in addition to inheriting a prodigious great plantation on the Potomac, was a surveyor who spent much of his young manhood establishing the official boundaries of properties in the relatively as yet undeveloped regions to the west. The Virginians wanted to expand their plantations into the west, but the British government was standing by treaties that it had made with those Indian tribes that had supported the British against the French in the Seven Years War. This was an immediate and material reason to be free of the crown.


It was a long and difficult war, with the rebels resorting to tactics that would be labeled as terrorism or butchery if they had been carried out by other than the totemic fathers of the nation. General Washington crossed the Delaware River at midnight on Christmas Eve to slaughter the holiday-inebriated Redcoats in their bunks. Then, as now, the distinction between terrorists and freedom fighters is not so simple.

 At the crucial battle that turned the tide against King George there were no Americans present. It was a naval encounter at the mouth of Chesapeake Bay in which the French Navy succeeded in repelling a British Fleet that was headed to reinforce Lord Cornwallis at Yorktown. The French won and the American Revolution was saved. As mentioned in Chapter 15, the expense of supporting the American rebels weakened the French monarchies ability to deal with the challenges that emerged in the French Revolution of 1789. But French support had been crucial to the birth of the first new nation.


New England was a classical case of semiperipheral development. The involvement of its merchants in the “triangle trades” linking the Caribbean with Africa, the Mediterranean and the ports of Northwestern Europe was tolerated by the benign neglect of the British authorities.  But the rebellion was spurred by new efforts to enforce the Regulation Acts (mercantile laws that gave preferences to British merchants and shippers) and to collect taxes from the American colonies. The alliance between New England and the South was fitful because the two regions had rather different interests vis a vis the larger Atlantic economy. And Alexander Hamilton’s 1791 “A Report on the Subject of Manufactures" was an original and innovative statement of the strategy of the developmental state. Hamilton’s writings were an important inspiration for German economist Georg Freidrich List (1789-1846), who resided in the United States from 1825 to 1832. Hamilton advocated the establishment of a strong national bank that could use monetary policy and the allocation of credit to help establish and support industrial manufacturing. Hamilton also recommended a strong federal role in the development of transportation infrastructure that would link the new agricultural regions of the hinterland with the industrial ports of the coast.
 The Southerners opposed these policies, which envisioned a strong and active central government. They wanted local autonomy and low taxes so that they could continue to export their agricultural commodities to the core areas of Europe. This regional conflict of interest was not fully resolved until the Civil War.

The anticolonial victory did not, in itself, guarantee the upward mobility of the United States in the world-system. After all, the Latin American republics successfully established formal political independence in the early nineteenth century, but economic "neo-colonialism" continued to produce the development of underdevelopment and they remained in a peripheral position in the core/periphery hierarchy (Stein and Stein, 1970). So how were the forces supporting the development of domestic core production in the United States able to win out over the interests that supported the maintenance of peripheral production for export to the established core in Europe?

The Americans did not declare war on Britain in alliance with Napoleon. Rather they attempted to maintain neutrality so that their commerce could continue. It was British attacks on American shipping and the impressments of American sailors into the British Navy by force that led to war. In the first encounters fast and large American ships-of-the-line roundly defeated the British Navy to the great consternation of all who supported Britain and opposed Napoleon. But the long war with Napoleonic France was decided elsewhere, and during a lull the British decided that it was time to reconquer the upstart colonials, as recounted above. This time the colonials were able to hold their own without the help of the French in the War of 1812, though the new capitol building in Washington was burned to the ground. The few anglophiles left in the former thirteen colonies kept their feelings to themselves. 

The politics of import duties reflects the struggle between classes that have different interests in the larger world economy. Thus the outlines of the struggle between core capitalists, peripheral capitalists, and the other classes that ally with or oppose them, can be discerned in the tariff history of the United States.

During the Napoleonic Wars imports to the United States from Britain and from other developed regions were severely curtailed because the war interfered with international trade. The resulting pent-up demand and rise in prices was a big incentive for “import substitution” of manufactured goods. Entrepreneurs from Providence, Rhode Island traveled to Manchester and Birmingham to survey the latest technologies in cotton textile manufacturing. When these clever spies returned to Providence they designed a new power loom that was a big improvement over the British technology. The cotton textile industry in Rhode Island was well under way when the war came to an end. 


Lord Brougham gave a speech in Parliament recommending the export of vast quantities of British goods to be sold in New York at below their cost of production, thereby to drive out of business those industries that had emerged in the United States during the war so that the British manufacturers might retake the American market.
 In 1816 the U.S. Congress passed its first protective tariff in order to counteract the British dumping and to allow the new industries to survive.

Henry Clay of Kentucky proposed his "American System" to promote the alliance between agriculture and industry based on the protected development of a diversified national market. In Clay's scheme the Federal government would stimulate manufacturing by applying a protective (but not prohibitive) tariff. The revenues resulting from the tariff would enable the government to sell Western land cheaply and to finance internal improvements in transportation between the agricultural West (and, presumably, the South) and the industrial East. Clay's program created a political alliance among core capitalists, farmers, and labor, that supported increasing protectionism until Southern opposition reversed this trend in 1833. The program of internal improvements began in 1818 with the completion of the National Road, a federally built highway that connected Baltimore with the Ohio Valley. The General Survey bill of 1824 proposed an elaborate national transportation system of roads and canals, most of which were later built under the auspices of the separate states, but with Federal encouragement. The Erie Canal, connecting the Hudson River with the Great Lakes, was completed in 1825.

The shifts in United States tariff policy between 1815 and World War II can be generally described as follows: The war duties during the Napoleonic Wars (which were intended to raise revenues for the Federal government) were replaced in 1816 with a tariff that, although not high, was intended to be protective. The average rate in 1816 was 25% ad valorum, meaning that the import tax on an item was equal to one quarter of the price of the item. This was increased in 1824 to 33%, and again in 1828 to 50% (Freehling, 1968). In 1833, Southern planter and Northern merchant opposition forced the adoption of the Compromise Tariff that lowered rates slowly until 1842. In 1842 protection was renewed until 1846 when the Walker Tariff, a victory for the free traders, was adopted. In 1857 tariffs were lowered even further. The Republicans, who gained much power with the election of Lincoln, passed the ultra-protectionist Morrill Tariff of 1861 and so protectionism reigned from then until after World War II.

This tariff history from 1816 to 1860 reflects the process of class formation in the antebellum period (before the Civil War). Core manufacturers expanded after the War of 1812 and, in alliance with farmers, succeeded in passing protectionist legislation. The peripheral capitalism of King Cotton in the South expanded even more rapidly and the core and peripheral interests contended for power in the Federal state by making alliances with other classes: merchants, workers, and yeoman farmers. 

Peripheral capitalism in the South was by no means moribund. Indeed it was a dynamic and differentiated economy based on commodity production with slave labor. By the 1840s the upper South had become a slave-breeding and semi-industrial region. But the main-stay of this slave-based peripheral economy remained the production of cotton for the English Midlands. The plantocracy of the South was able to dominate the Federal state during most of the antebellum period by allying with Western farmers and Northern workers in the Democratic Party. This alliance, which ushered in the period of low tariffs in the 1840s and 1850s, eventually foundered on the issue of the legal status of slavery in the new territories of the West.

The shippers, merchants and politicians of New England had opposed protectionism because they feared that it would interfere with their business, but New England eventually came over to protectionism. “In 1825, the great firm of W. and S. Lawrence of Boston turned its interest and capital from importing to domestic manufacturing, and the rest of State Street fell in behind it. So did Daniel Webster, who was now to become Congress's most eloquent supporter of protection” (Forsythe 1977:79).

The advances made by the core industries in the 1820s and 1830s enabled them to survive and prosper in the period during the 1840s and 1850s when peripheral producers reestablished their control of the Federal state. Zevin (1971) reports that between 1820 and 1830 American consumption of cotton cloth increased from 50 to 175 million yards, while the share of that consumption supplied by New England increased from about 30% to about 80%. By 1825 even Hezekiah Niles, the ardent Baltimore protectionist, admitted that American coarse cotton textiles no longer needed protection. By 1832 these coarse cottons were competing with British products in the markets of the Far East. Thus further protection of cotton textiles was redundant.

There was considerable United States support for the Latin American independence wars against Spain, especially from the Catholic enclave in Baltimore (Maryland) where Latin American colonial elites often sent their children to be educated in Jesuit colleges (Bornholdt 1949). In 1823 President Monroe refused a British proposal for a joint British-United States declaration in support of Latin American independence and issued the precocious Monroe Doctrine forbidding European interference in Pan-American affairs. The United States, itself still a non-core power, staked out the moral high ground on which its later hegemony would claim legitimation as “leader of the free world” and defender of national self-determination. 

The Rise of Opposition to Protection

The peripheralized colonial Southern economy based on tobacco, rice, and indigo seemed to have reached its zenith at the end of the eighteenth century. Contemporaries such as Jefferson predicted that slavery would wither away. Others thought that the South would turn toward maritime and industrial activities. But the invention of the cotton gin and the demand for cotton to feed the mills of the English Midlands gave plantation slavery a new lease on life. The cotton gin made cultivation of the short fiber, upland cotton commercially profitable with the application of slave labor.

The reorganization of the core/periphery division of labor between the South and England also had effects on the maritime and commercial interests of the North, particularly New York City. New York merchant shippers bought most of the cotton from the planters, at first transporting the cotton to New York for inspection before shipment to Liverpool. Later the New York merchants established factors in the port cities of the South that enabled them to ship directly. But they maintained financial control of most of the trade between the south and England. Specialized merchant-banker firms such as Baring Brothers and George Peabody and Company established credit facilities by which American merchants could purchase English goods with drafts on London banks. Peabody, a Baltimore dry goods merchant, established a firm in London for this purpose and hired another dry goods importer, Junius Spencer Morgan of Boston. Through this connection the Morgan family entered the calling of high finance.

Both Northern merchants and Southern planters came to fear that their British customers would retaliate against U.S. protection by obtaining their raw materials from other than U.S. producers. Also Southern exporters were made aware that, as international economists have demonstrated, a tariff on imports is not only a tax on consumers of imports but is also effectively a tax on exporters. Dr. Thomas Cooper, a disciple of Adam Smith and President of the College of South Carolina, suggested that the marriage between the states had become somewhat less than a transcendent relationship. 

The Tariff of 1828 raised rates and extended protection to a large number of commodities not protected before, including a number that angered New England. Antiprotectionist sentiment was growing and free traders hoped that the election of Andrew Jackson would bring relief. But Jackson did not act to lower the duties. Southern planters organized an unsuccessful boycott of Northern products and leading politicians appeared in public in homespun (clothing made from thread and cloth that had been produced at home) to dramatize their cause. The most rabid of the South Carolinians were talking of secession when their Senator John C. Calhoun devised what he thought to be a compromise that would preserve the Union. Antitariff politicians had argued that tariff protection was unconstitutional. Calhoun (anonymously at first) proposed the doctrine that states have the right to nullify Federal laws that they deem unconstitutional. Nullification received enthusiastic support in South Carolina, but not in the other Southern states. In 1832 the South Carolina legislature called a convention and adopted nullification unilaterally, but President Jackson stood firm against this challenge to the sovereignty of the Federal state and, after some saber-rattling, the South Carolinians backed down.


The controversy over the tariff is often portrayed as being based on sectionalism, and indeed the Congressional voting record on the tariff acts from 1820 on shows that it was increasingly the Southern states that opposed protection. But the sectional aspect was due mainly to the conflict between core capitalists interested in creating a diversified and integrated national economy and peripheral capitalists specializing in the exchange of raw materials for European core products. These two groups contended throughout the antebellum period for the support of other politically important classes: merchants, farmers, and increasingly, workers. 

In the 1830s both farmers and plantation-owners were increasingly dissatisfied with the tight money policies of Eastern bankers. And labor organizations emerged to oppose municipal monopolies and restrictive land sales policies that were associated with Eastern financial and manufacturing interests. The Democratic Party chose Andrew Jackson, an Indian fighter from Tennessee, to symbolize the new coalition of farmers, laborers, and planters that led to the extension of suffrage to all white male citizens.15 Jackson was not sympathetic to free trade, nor did he yield to nullification, but his election was the beginning of the coalition between the South and the West, which was to increasingly delimit the power of the domestic core capitalists in the Federal state in the 1840s and 1850s.

Free Trade

In 1845 the potato famine in Ireland caused prices of American agricultural commodities to rise due to increased foreign demand. The recovery of the West from the crash of 1839 had been slow, but the new demand caused a renewal of expansion and brought the West back into the free trade coalition with the South.

Many industries in the U.S. no longer needed protection from imports. Cotton textiles were cheaper in New York than in Manchester. By 1839 the domestic market for many manufactures did not need tariff protection. Schumpeter (1939) points out that this period saw a long-term upswing in the pace of economic growth throughout the world. As we have mentioned above, tariffs were reduce all across Europe and the Atlantic economy as the benefits of trade came to outweigh the injuries done to domestic producers and the British engaged in a globalization project that promoted free trade and the gold standard. The British economy shifted from the production of mass consumption goods toward the production of capital goods (Hobsbawm 1969), and the capitalists of other core states developed their own mass consumption industries by importing British machinery and railroad equipment.

The Crystal Palace Exhibition of 1851 (Figure 16.3) was a great promotional effort to expand the export of British technology, a reversal of the earlier attempt to monopolize production techniques (Landes 1969). The international division of labor between core producers became less autarkical and protectionist as a result. Cobden and Bright traveled widely, lecturing on the beneficial effects of a world free market. Their arguments were acted upon because the actual gains from free trade to consumers came to outweigh the costs to producers. And the producers, including core capitalists in the United States, had less to lose because the pace of growth was expanding and they wanted to import capital goods from England.
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Figure 16.3: Crystal Palace, London. Wikipedia Commons
Protection Again: The Irrepressible Conflict

The Panic of 1857 came a few months after the passage of the tariff bill. It was similar to the depression of 1839 in that it followed a period of rapid inflation, economic expansion, foreign investment, importation, and Westward movement. But the expansionary phase was based on the growth of manufactures and Western free agriculture rather than slave-grown cotton as the growth of the 1830s had been. And, as before, the fall of grain prices (partly resulting from the end of the Crimean War which allowed Russian wheat back on to the world market) and the fall of wages and employment renewed the spirit of protectionism.


The new growth of the labor movement (especially among immigrant German workers), the opposition to the extension of slavery to the Western states, and the renewed enthusiasm for cheap land led to the birth of the Republican Party .The greatest issue of the new party was "free soil" and the passage of the Homestead Act (E. Foner 1970). The Republicans attracted Democratic voters with the slogan "vote yourself a farm" and they supported pro-labor legislation. Lincoln avowed the principle that labor is the source of all wealth and won the support of immigrant workers by his opposition to an alliance between the Republicans and the Know-Nothings (P. Foner 1975). The Republicans were antagonistic to the "money power" of the East, but they eventually adopted protectionism in order to appeal to the manufacturers.

The success of the Republicans and the split between the Northern and Southern Democrats broke the alliance between the farmers of the West and the planters of the South, that had allowed the Southerners to control the Federal state through the Democratic party. The crumbling of this alliance provoked the Civil War17 even though the Republicans never advocated the abolition of slavery but only prevention of its extension to the West. Southern peripheral capitalism was expansionist because of its extensive nature and the quick exhaustion of the soil, but this was not the main reason why the South desired the extension of slavery to the West. The main issue for the South was control over the Federal state. Planters opposed the creation of free states because the alliance with free farmers was tenuous and they felt they would have less and less power in the Federal state. The result would be a direct attack on their "peculiar institution" and their subjugation to the North as an internal colony. Therefore, when the South- West coalition crumbled and Lincoln won the election in 1860, South Carolina did not even wait for him to take office. South Carolina seceded immediately, and most of the other slave states followed when it became clear that the North would make war in order to preserve the Union.

The argument that the conflict between the North and the South was due to the economic inefficiency of slavery has been sufficiently demolished. Let me only add that plantation slavery remained highly profitable and the Southerners were well aware that emancipation in the British West Indies in 1834 had increased the cost of sugar production considerably. Slavery was not simply the basis of an aristocratic civilization, it was a profitable business. The plantocracy of King Cotton was probably the most successful peripheral capitalism in the whole history of the world-system because it was less encumbered by precapitalist institutions than the Hispanics, Germanics, Slavs, or even the British, and French colonies had been. This was truly successful capitalist agriculture and its very success led to dreams of Slave Empire and the challenge to the Northern and Western interests (Genovese 1965). After all, the slaveholders started the Civil War. The core capitalists, workers, and farmers of the North only grudgingly made war to keep the Union intact.

The contention that capitalism and slavery were incompatible for political or cultural reasons simply does not fit with the historical facts. Barrington Moore's (1966) observation that the legal and political legitimation of slavery contradicted the more opaque form of exploitation that existed in the North is true, but insufficient to explain the violent conflict that developed. Similarly Eugene Genovese's (1969) characterization of the divergence between the political culture of the aristocratic and precapitalist South from that of the fully developed capitalist mode of production based on wage labor in the North does not explain the Civil War. Regardless of cultural differences, both the North and the South were capitalist, only the North had become an area of core capitalism employing relatively high wage labor, while the South had remained an area of peripheral capitalism utilizing coerced low cost slave labor (Wallerstein 1979a).

The evidence that supports the foregoing contention is to be seen in the political history that led to the Civil War. Northern manufacturers were not against slavery. In fact, in the face of increasing labor struggles they may have been envious of it. Their biggest conflict with the South had been over the tariff issue, and that was no longer crucial to them by 1860. A main cause of the Civil War was the opposition of the free workers and farmers to the extension of slavery to the West. These core workers and farmers were not abolitionists. The main issue for them was the threat of competition with slave labor and plantation owners for the lands of the West. Their unhappiness with the Compromise of 1850 was seen most vividly in the battle for Kansas and in the fight against Southern opposition to the Homestead Act.

The Lincoln Administration did not contemplate emancipation until well after the Civil War had begun, and then mainly to head off English and French support for the South (Case and Spencer, 1970). Queen Victoria adopted a formally neutralist stance. The cotton famine caused by the blockade of Southern ports resulted in massive unemployment in the English Midlands. English support for Southern naval raiders allowed them to sink a large portion of the Northern merchant marine.18 The Emancipation Proclamation generated enough support for the Northern cause in England and France to prevent further aid to the South. 

It was not slavery that was the main issue, but the question of who would control the Federal state. Free farmers and wageworkers found themselves at odds with the interests of the peripheral capitalists of the South on the issue of the frontier, and so they cast their lot with core capital. Thus was the plantocracy destroyed and a strong federal state was created that was firmly in the hands of core capital and supported by a key sectors of core labor.  This was the form that semiperipheral develop took in the 19th century. The upward mobility of the United States was hereafter assured. The regime crises of antebellum period were over. Core capital had the state and was willing to invent the institutions needed to move on to the global stage as a core state. The alliance between the core capitalists, labor and farmers would be tested at several points in the future, but the core capitalist would never again be challenged by domestic peripheral capitalists.

The history of the tariff issue is significant as a reflection of contradictory class interests as perceived by the actors and the changing political alliances of classes and interest groups. As mediators of the core/periphery trade the merchants often sided with the peripheral capitalists, but when the imperial core state (Britain) became unusually hostile, or when manufacturing became more profitable than the maritime trade, the merchants and finance capitalists supported the politics of the domestic manufacturers.

The class alliances of the free farmers were a function of their changing position in the larger world-economy. When the world market price of wheat was high they went with the free-trading South. When the price was low they supported protectionism and the American System. 

A world historical perspective sheds new light on the class position and alliances of American wageworkers, and implies a new interpretation of the problem of "American exceptionalism." In comparative perspective the United States is held to be unusual (compared with European societies) because a labor party did not become an institutional part of the political system and the welfare state was only weakly institutionalized. The classic question of American exceptionalism is “why no socialism in the United States.” As Aglietta (1978) has argued, the original reliance of the propertied classes on farmers and mechanics for support against the British in the War of Independence created a political constitution that allowed the early extension of citizenship and political rights to men of no property. The control that elites maintained over the law and the court system protected the concentration of private property and allowed for the incorporation of non-elite groups into the political process in a way that did not seriously threaten the propertied class. The competition and conflict between core and peripheral capitalists of the North and South caused both to try to mobilize the farmers and mechanics (workers) behind them. Both free traders and protectionists argued that adoption of their tariff policy would raise wages.

It was not the cultural incompatibility of slave society and wage-labor capitalism that led to the irrepressible conflict, but rather the diminishing amount of new territory in which to expand that exacerbated the confrontation between core capitalism and peripheral capitalism. And this was less a struggle between core capitalists and peripheral capitalists (as the earlier controversy over the tariff had been) than a fight between peripheral capital and core labor and farmers. The victory redounded to the favor of the manufacturers, but it was not primarily their interests that led to the conflict.

The conflict between core labor and peripheral capital over the "internal" policies of the state is not inconsistent with a sophisticated version of the world-systems perspective.  The examination of class conflict as it occurs in the context of the world political economy seeks to eliminate the internal-external distinction, which has confused much previous analysis. The confrontation was caused by "internal" scarcities only because the policy of annexation had come upon natural and political limits. The emergent relative harmony between core capital and an important sector of core labor can be seen in formation in the Civil War. This class coalition made possible the creation of a strong core state that could rise to hegemony in the world-system.

In addition, the dynamism of American economic growth was both a cause and consequence of the interaction between capital and labor. The open frontier allowed expansion and, even with massive immigration, kept wages higher than they were in Europe. This encouraged capitalists to utilize laborsaving machinery, and also provided demand from relatively well-paid workers for an expanding home market for manufactures and agricultural commodities. Thus the political constitution, the legal system, the class structure, and the rate of economic growth made possible a relative harmony between capital and labor in the first new nation, and the outcome of political struggles between core and peripheral capitalists favored the trajectory of upward mobility in the larger core/periphery hierarchy. The expanding frontier was an important factor in this success story. When later militant challenges emerged from the working class the playing field was tilted in favor of compromise by the ability of the economy to incorporate and reward an expanding middle class and a large sector of labor. 

By 1880 the United States of America had recovered from the Civil War. Industry was booming and the U.S. was beginning to play the role of a core power in the newly global world-system.  The intertwining of the finance capitalists of New York and London was getting very cozy and was spilling over into other sectors. The wounds of 1812 were healing over. The U.S. economy was becoming more tightly linked by trade and investment with the great powers of Europe, and the West Coast was further developing its ties with the Pacific Rim. In 1898 the former champion of national sovereignty began to dabble in the “new imperialism” of the late nineteenth century by challenging Spain in Cuba and the Philippines. This was a new twist in the Monroe Doctrine in which the former first new nation was becoming the “colossus of the North” in the eyes of the Latin Americans. The British supported the U.S. against Spain, and the Anglo-American alliance was firmly on.

The indigenes of the American West whose cultures and life-ways had been over-run by the miners, farmers, rails, markets and Buffalo-slaughterers developed millennial revitalization movements based on the idea that the White Man would disappear and all the dead Indians would come back to life. Some of the enthusiasts of the Ghost Dance Religion thought that their ghost shirts would repel bullets, and this belief contributed to some of the massacres of the 1870s and 1890s (Thornton 1986).


New York became the second largest city on Earth in 1900, though London was still considerable larger (see Figure 16.4). New York did not surpass London in population size until 1925.
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Figure 16.4: The population sizes of world cities in 1900
There was a strong and militant labor movement in the United States that produced important political institutions. Agrarian socialism emerged in the granger movement that opposed the power of big banks and railroads. Unions and parties carried on important struggles and won electoral political power in several Midwestern states. The Socialist Party nearly won the presidency and the Communist Party had three million members in the 1930s. So it is not true that there was no socialism in the United States. But the defeat of the radical left and the incorporation of the labor movement into the Democratic Party does need explaining. The incredible 200-year upward mobility of the United States in the world-system made it possible for the rewards of economic growth to be shared by a sizeable group of middle class people and skilled workers. Waves of immigration undermined the power of labor organizations by pitting new arrivals against older working class communities, as did the migration of sharecroppers from the South to the industrial cities of the North. “Labor’s Untold Story” (Boyer and Morais 1975) needs to be told in order to understand how the relative harmony between capital and labor in the United States developed and what the implications U.S. hegemonic decline in the twenty-first century are for the future of class relations in the United States. The form of incorporation of the working class in the United States was constructed around nationalism and military service. The first formal welfare institutions created at the time of the Civil War were for war veterans (Skocpol 1992). The citizen-soldier axis was the major institution for building Federal welfare institutions in the U.S., and this served to undercut the class-consciousness of workers by strengthening nationalism. These elements will be traced in the next Chapters.

The New Imperialism


Until the 19th century the processes of contestation were substantially separate and autonomous in East Asia, where a trade-tribute system organized by China had long been the central institutional structure of an East Asian world order (Arrighi et al 2003). East Asia had been indirectly linked with the Central (Western) state system by means of long-distance prestige goods trade since before the Roman and Han empires, and though this connection and interaction with intervening Central Asia steppe nomads had some effects on both Eastern and Western state systems, their world orders remained substantially independent until the nineteenth century.  In the nineteenth century the rising European preeminence incorporated the East Asian state system into a single global system of states with a strongly and directly connected set of core states. The increasingly Europe-centered Central system had become organized within its core as a system of spatially bounded and formally sovereign states, most of which claimed control over distant peripheral colonies. 


Increasing inter-imperial rivalry in the late nineteenth century combined with nation building and pressures from emergent classes to produce another wave of European expansion. This can be seen in Figure 1, which shows the number of new colonies established from 1870 to 2000. There was a wave of new colonies established from 1870 to 1905. This was called the “new imperialism,” and the signal event was the Berlin Conference on Africa in 1884 in which the European powers gathered to divide Africa up amongst themselves. 
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Figure 16.5 Colonial Expansion and Decolonization, 1800-1915. (data from Henige 1970)


Figure 16.5 also shows the last year in which a colonial governor served, which can indicate that a country has gained sovereignty or that a colony has been taken over by another core power. The vast majority of cases, especially in the first great wave of decolonization that occurred in the first decades of the 19th century, were instances of gaining sovereignty and joining the system of sovereign states. The world of sovereign European core states, each with its own colonial empire, was becoming a global interstate system because the former colonies demanded and gained entrance into the system of sovereign states.


These waves of colonization and decolonization had been going on for centuries, but the relations between core and periphery had also been evolving. The big pattern involved first an uneven and long-term transition from old-style tributary imperialism in which a state would conquer its neighbors and extract tribute, to a new system of colonial empires in which core states that were competing with one another economically would establish control over distant colonies as sources of raw materials or to help control shipping. The European colonial empires had somewhat different styles and much of the comparative literature on colonialism focuses on these differences. E.g. the British often preferred so-called indirect rule, in which they found a local leader to be their ally and to help them get access to raw materials and markets, while the French often tried to turn all their colonial subjects into French citizens. But in practice all the colonial empires used different mechanisms under different circumstances, and the long-run evolutionary processes can only be seen by more or less ignoring the complications of each case and period. 

The last transformation, which is still under way, is from colonial empire to neo-colonial dependency (see Figure 16.6). Some have argued that the attaining of formal political sovereignty by former colonies abolishes the core/periphery hierarchy and creates a world of equal states. Indeed the General Assembly of the United Nations gives each national member one vote, so the votes of Honduras and of the United States have equal weight. But others point out that institutionalized international inequalities have continued to be structurally important despite the elimination of formal colonialism. What has happened is a shift from formal political mechanisms of control backed up by military power to a system based more on economic power. This shift has been occurring for centuries. Indeed, the prior transformation from tributary imperialism to colonial empires was also based on the rising importance of economic competition among core powers for shares of the world market in generative sectors. Semiperipheral capitalist city-states had had colonial empires for millennia before a whole regional system emerged in Europe in which all the core states adopted this type of imperialism. Both of the transitions were due to the increasing importance of capitalist accumulation in the processes of intersocietal competition.
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Figure 16.6: Evolutionary Typology of Forms of Imperialism

Neo-colonialism was one of the main structural innovations that became the basis of U.S. global hegemony after World War II. Both Britain and the United States had perfected the mechanisms of controlling peripheral and semiperipheral countries in Latin America through policies that involved alliances with local elites and military forces, with occasional episodes of “gun boat diplomacy” when other methods failed to achieve the desired result (Go 2011). Control of access to international credit, direct foreign investment and control over international financial institutions such as the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank have resulted in de facto U.S. hegemony over Latin American since the United States became a core power in the 1880s. But this does not mean that the United States has always had its way in Latin America. The Mexican Revolution produced a regime that was rather antagonistic toward the “colossus of the North.” In the 1930’s Mexican President Lazaro Cardenas nationalized the properties of the U.S.-owned Standard Oil Company in Mexico. Other regimes have occasionally come to power that pursued an independent course, and Latin American countries have a long history of episodic resistance to U.S. control.

It should be recalled that Britain also employed neo-colonial forms of control in those parts of the periphery that were not incorporated into the formal British Empire. Just as the U.S. eventually supported decolonization movements in the British and French Empires after World War II, Britain lent covert support to Simon Bolivar and the anti-imperial decolonization movements in Latin America in the early decades of the 19th century. This was the first wave of decolonization, and the British were quite happy to see the colonies of Spain and Portugal establish their freedom to trade with Britain. And their relations with these “new nations” employed the same mechanisms of financial manipulation, direct investment and covert operations that would later be called neo-colonial when they became the mainstays of U.S. policy toward Latin America.

Though it is in the main correct to say that the United States, itself a former colonized region, never had a formal colonial empire, this is not entirely true (Go 2011). U.S. expansion toward the Pacific Coast was a kind of internal colonialism that involved both buying territorial claims from other core states (France and Russia) and conquering territories claimed by other states. The Mexican-American War and the Treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo of 1848 gained a great expanse of western North America from Mexico. The treatment of indigenous peoples and of the Mexican residents of California was as brutal as anything that the other European core powers had even done in their colonies, with perhaps a few exceptions.

 In the wave of colonialism that was the “new imperialism” in the last quarter of the 19th century, the U.S. belatedly jumped on the bandwagon. Politicians from the U.S. South had long had their eyes on choice pieces of Central America and the Caribbean. In 1898 the U.S. took Cuba and the Philippines from Spain by force, thus participating in the “new imperialism” wave of expansion.  

The new imperialism was also a response to pressure from working classes in the core who were agitating to either overthrow capitalism or to be included in the capitalist development project. As nation-building led to the incorporation of workers into political coalitions as citizens politicians began to see the advantages of imperial expansions as a way of incorporating workers into their projects. This took different forms in different countries, but the overall pattern came to be known as “social imperialism.” 

The nineteenth century wave of globalization was winding down and the winds of world war were blowing. Successful German development was pushing up against the glass ceiling of the world order structured around British hegemony. Hegemonic rivalry, new class struggles, ethnic conflicts and challenges to the rule of capital were brewing. Anarchist terrorists were using dynamite in their “propaganda of the deed.” Socialist parties and labor unions were proclaiming international solidarity of the world working class. Arms races were getting under way. The world revolution of 1917 and the Age of Extremes were peeking through the flowers in the garden of the beautiful epoch. 
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� Queen Victoria (reign =1837-1901) presided over the classical years of the British hegemony.


� After Queen Victoria’s death in 1901, King Edward served as the British monarch during the belle époque of the declining years of British hegemony.


� In Chapter 2 we defined states, nations and ethnic groups. A nation is simply a group of people who speak the same language and who identify with one another and see themselves as sharing a common history. “The First New Nation” is the title of a book by Seymour Martin Lipset (1963) in which he considers the history and character of the United States in comparative perspective. Lipset wrote the book in 1963 during the last wave of decolonization in which the former colonies of European core powers were becoming sovereign states and were termed “new nations.” Lipset alludes to the fact that the U.S. was the first of the new nations. The term “first nations” is now being used to designate indigenous peoples who have been subjected to colonialism or neo-colonial domination.


� Though we shall occasionally use the term “American” to refer to the residents of the U.S.A. we are mindful that all the peoples of the Americas should be included in that term. The alternative, “United Statesian,” is clumsy and so we go along with common usage. The successful often see themselves as the center of the universe.


� The establishment of shipbuilding firms and textile factories in New England did not inexorably lead to the rise and triumph of core capitalism, but rather the forces of peripheral capitalism and competing interests in England constantly challenged the very survival of these core producers until the issue was finally settled in the U.S. Civil War.





� Hamilton was killed in a duel with Aaron Burr. Dueling remained part of the code of male honor throughout the nineteenth century in all of the countries that were held to be “most civilized.” 


� As Lord Brougham explained to Parliament in 1816, it was "well worth while to incur a loss upon the first exportation, in order, by the glut, to stifle in the cradle those rising manufactures in the United States, which war had forced into existence, contrary to the natural course of things." (Forsythe 1977: 69).


15 Formerly property qualifications had limited voting to land-owning white male citizens. Part of the Jacksonian coalition involved an agreement to expand at the expense of the


American Indians. Jackson's fame as an Indian fighter and his toleration of the abrogation of treaties and removal of Indians from the lands of the South was an early example of the dark side of American democracy. 


17 Northern sympathizers called it the Civil War. Southerners called it the War for Southern Independence. 


18 This injury and the emerging British superiority in ocean steamships caused the American maritime industry to go into a decline from which it did not recover until the end of the century.
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