"" ™

658 ParT 4 B ENLIGHTENMENT AND REVOLUTION

a revolution occurred in France in 1830 and a
sweeping reform bill passed through the British
Parliament in 1832. During the same period,

however, Russia and other countries in eastern and
central Europe continued to resist political and
social change. ®

—/ =

THE CHALLENGES
OF NATIONALISM
AND LIBERALISM

Observers have frequently regarded the nineteenth
century as the great age of “isms.” Throughout the
Western world, secular ideologies began to take
hold of the learned and popular imaginations in op-
position to the political and social status quo.
These included nationalism, liberalism, republi-
canism, socialism, and communism. A noted his-
torian once called all such words “trouble-breeding
and usually thought-obscuring terms.”! They are
just that if we use them as an excuse to avoid
thinking or if we fail to see the variety of opinions
each of them conceals.

THE EMERGENCE OF NATIONALISM

Nationalism proved to be the single most powerful
European political ideology of the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries. It has reasserted itself in
present-day Europe following the collapse of com-
munist governments in eastern Europe and in the
former Soviet Union. As a political outlook, na-
tionalism was and is based on the relatively mod-
ern concept that a nation is composed of people
who are joined together by the bonds of a common
language, as well as common customs, culture,
and history, and who, because of these bonds,
should be administered by the same government.
That is to say, nationalists in the past and the pre-
sent contend that political and ethnic boundaries
should coincide. Political units had not been so de-
fined or governed earlier in European history. The
idea came into its own during the late eighteenth
and the early nineteenth centuries.

Opposition to the Vienna Settlement Early nine-
teenth-century nationalism directly opposed the
principle upheld at the Congress of Vienna that
legitimate monarchies or dynasties, rather than
ethnicity, provide the basis for political unity. Na-
tionalists naturally protested multinational states
such as the Austrian and Russian empires. They

'Arthur O. Lovejoy, The Great Chain of Being: A Study in the
History of an Idea {New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1963}, p. 6.

also objected to peoples of the same ethnic group,
such as Germans and Italians, dwelling in political
units smaller than that of the ethnic nation. Con-
sequently, nationalists challenged both the domes-
tic and the international order of the Vienna
settlement.

Behind the concept of nationalism usually,
though not always, lay the idea of popular sover-
eignty, since the qualities of peoples, rather than
their rulers, determine a national character. This
aspect of nationalism, however, frequently led to
confusion or conflict because of the presence of
minorities. Within many territories in which one
national group has predominated, there have also
existed significant minority ethnic enclaves that
the majority has had every intention of governing
with or without their consent. In some cases, a na-
tionalistically conscious group would dominate in
one section of a country, but people of the same
ethnicity in another region would not have nation-
alistic aspirations. The former might then attempt
to impose their aspirations on the latter.

Creating Nations In fact, it was nationalists who
actually created nations in the nineteenth century.
During the first half of the century, a particular,
usually small, group of nationalistically minded
writers or other intellectual elites, using the print-
ed word, spread a nationalistic concept of the na-
tion. These groups were frequently historians who
chronicled a people’s past, or writers and literary
scholars who established a national literature by
collecting and publishing earlier writings in the
people’s language. In effect, they gave a people a
sense of their past and a literature of their own. As
time passed, schoolteachers spread nationalistic
ideas by imparting a nation’s official language and
history. These small groups of early nationalists
established the cultural beliefs and political expec-
tations on which the later mass-supported nation-
alism of the second half of the century would grow.

Which language to use in the schools and in gov-
ernment offices was always a point of contention
for nationalists. In France and Italy, official ver-
sions of the national language were imposed in the
schools and they replaced local dialects. In parts of
Scandinavia and eastern Europe, nationalists at-
tempted to resurrect from earlier times what they
regarded as purer versions of the national language-
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_Often, modern scholars or linguists virtually in-
vented these resurrected languages. This process of
establishing national languages led to far more lin-
guistic uniformity in European nations than had
existed before the nineteenth century. Yet even in
1850, perhaps less than half of the inhabitants of
prance spoke the official French language.

Language could become such an effective cor-
nerstone in the foundation of nationalism thanks
Jargely to the emergence of the print culture dis-
cussed in Chapter 17. The presence of a great many
printed books, journals, magazines, and newspa-
pers “fixed” language in a more permanent fashion
than did the spoken word. This uniform language
found in printed works could overcome regional
spoken dialects and establish itself as dominant. In
most countries, spoken and written proficiency in
the official, printed language became a path to so-
cial and political advancement. The growth of a
uniform language helped persuade people who had
not thought of themselves as constituting a nation
that in fact they were one.

Meaning of Nationhood Nationalists used a vari-
ety of arguments and metaphors to express what
they meant by nationhood. Some argued that gath-
ering, for example, Italians into a unified Italy or
Germans into a unified Germany, thus eliminating
or at least federating the petty dynastic states that
governed those regions, would promote economic
and administrative efficiency. Adopting a tenet
from political liberalism, certain nationalist writ-
ers suggested that nations determining their own
destinies resembled individuals exploiting person-
al talents to determine their own careers. Some
nationalists claimed that nations, like biological
species in the mnatural world, were distinct
creations of God. Other nationalists claimed a
place for their nations in the divine order of things.
[see “Mazzini Defines Nationality,” page 660.)
Throughout the nineteenth century, for example,
Polish nationalists portrayed Poland as the suffer-
ing Christ among nations, thus implicitly suggest-
ing that Poland, like Christ, would experience
resurrection and a new life.

A significant difficulty for nationalism was, and
is, determining which ethnic groups could be con-
sidered nations, with claims to territory and politi-
cal autonomy. In theory, any of them could, but in
reality, nationhood came to be associated with
groups that were large enough to support a viable
economy, that had a significant cultural history,
that possessed a cultural elite that could nourish
and spread the national language, and that had the
military capacity to conquer other peoples or to es-
tablish and protect their own independence.
Throughout the century many smaller ethnic

groups claimed to fulfill these criteria, but could not
effectively achieve either independence or recogni-
tion. They could and did, however, create domestic
unrest within the political units they inhabited.

Regions of Nationalistic Pressure During the
nineteenth century, nationalists challenged the po-
litical status quo in six major areas of Europe. Eng-
land had brought Ireland under direct rule in 1800,
abolishing the separate Irish Parliament and allow-
ing the Irish to elect members to the British Parlia-
ment in Westminster. Irish nationalists, however,
wanted independence or at least larger measures of
self-government. The “Irish problem,” as it was
called, would haunt British politics for the next
two centuries. German nationalists sought politi-
cal unity for all German-speaking peoples, chal-
lenging the multinational structure of the
Austrian Empire and pitting Prussia and Austria
against each other. Italian nationalists sought to
unify Italian-speaking peoples on the Italian penin-
sula and to drive out the Austrians. Polish nation-
alists, targeting primarily their Russian rulers,
struggled to restore Poland as an independent na-
tion. In eastern Europe, a host of national groups,
including Hungarians, Czechs, Slovenes, and oth-
ers, sought either independence or formal recogni-
tion within the Austrian Empire. Finally, in
southeastern Europe on the Balkan peninsula and
eastward, national groups, including Serbs, Greeks,
Albanians, Romanians, and Bulgarians, sought in-
dependence from Ottoman and Russian control.

Although there were never disturbances in all
six areas at the same time, any one of them had the
potential to erupt into turmoil for much of the
nineteenth century and beyond. In each area, na-
tionalist activity ebbed and flowed. The dominant
governments often thought they needed only to re-
press the activity or ride it out until stability re-
turned. Over the course of the century, however,
nationalists changed the political map and politi-
cal culture of Europe.

EARLY-NINETEENTH-CENTURY
PoLITICAL LIBERALISM

The word Iiberal, as applied to political activity,
entered the European and American vocabulary-
during the nineteenth century. Its meaning has
varied over time. Nineteenth-century European
conservatives often regarded as Iiberal almost
anyone or anything that challenged their own po-
litical, social, or religious values. For twenty-first-
century Americans, the word Iiberal carries with it
meanings and connotations that have little or
nothing to do with its significance to nineteenth-
century Europeans. European conservatives of the
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1ast century saw liberals as more radical than they
actually were; present-day Americans often think
of nineteenth-century liberals as more conserva-
tive than they were.

political Goals Nineteenth-century liberals de-
sived their political ideas from the writers of the
Enlightenment, the example of English liberties,
and the so-called principles of 1789 embodied in
the Erench Declaration of the Rights of Man and
Citizen. They sought to establish a political frame-
work of legal equality, religious toleration, and
freedom of the press. Their general goal was a po-
litical structure that would limit the arbitrary
power of government against the persons and prop-
erty of individual citizens. They generally believed
the legitimacy of government emanated from the
freely given consent of the governed. The popular
basis of such government was to be expressed
through elected representative, or parliamentary,
bodies. Most importantly, free government re-
quired government ministers to be responsible to
the representatives rather than to the monarch.
Liberals sought to achieve these political arrange-
ments through written constitutions. They wanted
to see constitutionalism and constitutional gov-
ernments installed across the Continent.

These goals may seem limited, and they were.
Responsible constitutional government, however,
existed nowhere in Europe in 1815. Even in Great
Britain, the cabinet ministers were at least as re-
sponsible to the monarch as to the House of Com-
mons. Conservatives were suspicious of written
constitutions, associating them with the French
Revolution and Napoleon’s regimes. They were
also certain that no written constitution could em-
body all the political wisdom needed to govern
a state.

Those who espoused liberal political structures
often were educated, relatively wealthy people,
usually associated with the professions or com-
mercial life, but who were excluded in one manner
or another from the existing political processes.
Because of their wealth and education, they felt
their exclusion was unjustified. Liberals were
often academics, members of the learned profes-
sions, and people involved in the rapidly expanding
commercial and manufacturing segments of the
economy. They believed in, and were products of, a
career open to talent. The monarchical and aristo-
cratic regimes, as restored after the Congress of Vi-
enna, often failed both to recognize their new
status sufficiently and to provide for their econom-
ic and professional interests.

Although liberals wanted broader political par-
ticipation, they did not advocate democracy. What

they wanted was to extend representation to the
propertied classes. Second only to their hostility to
the privileged aristocracies was their contempt for
the lower, unpropertied classes. Liberals trans-
formed the eighteenth-century concept of aristo-
cratic liberty into a new concept of privilege based
on wealth and property rather than birth. As the
French liberal theorist Benjamin Constant {1767-
1830} wrote in 1814,

Those whom poverty keeps in eternal dependence are no
more enlightened on public affairs than children, nor are
they more interested than foreigners in national prosper-
ity, of which they do not understand the basis and of
which they enjoy the advantages only indirectly. Proper-
ty alone, by giving sufficient leisure, renders a man capa-
ble of exercising his political rights.*

By the middle of the century, this widely shared at-
titude meant that throughout Europe liberals had
separated themselves from both the rural peasant
and the urban working class, a division that was to
have important consequences.

Economic Goals The economic goals of nine-
teenth-century liberals also divided them from
working people. The manufacturers of Great
Britain, the landed and manufacturing middle class
of France, and the commercial interests of Ger-
many and Italy, following the Enlightenment ideas
of Adam Smith, sought to abolish the economic re-
straints associated with mercantilism or the regu-
lated economies of enlightened absolutists. They
wanted to manufacture and sell goods freely. To
that end, they favored the removal of international
tariffs and internal barriers to trade. Economic lib-
erals opposed the old paternalistic legislation that
established wages and labor practices by govern-
ment regulation or by guild privileges. They saw
labor as simply one more commodity to be bought
and sold freely.

Liberals wanted an economic structure in which
people were at liberty to use whatever talents and
property they possessed to enrich themselves.
Such a structure, they contended, would produce
more goods and services for everyone at lower
prices and provide the basis for material progress.

Because the social and political circumstances
of various countries differed, the specific programs
of liberals also differed from one country to anoth-
er. In Great Britain, the monarchy was already lim-
ited, and most individual liberties had been
secured. With reform, Parliament could provide
more nearly representative government. Links be-
tween land, commerce, and industry were in place.
2evolution, 1814—

2Quoted in Prederick B. Artz, Reaction and R

Reactio
1832 {New York: Harper, 1934}, p. 94.
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France also already had many structures liberals fa-
vored. The Napoleonic Code gave France a modern
legal system. French liberals could justify calls for
greater rights by appealing to the widely accepted
“principles of 1789.” As in England, representa-
tives of the different economic interests in France
had worked together. The problem for liberals in
both countries was to protect civil liberties, define
the respective poOwers of the monarch and the
elected legislature, and expand the electorate mod-
erately while avoiding democracy. (See “Benjamin
Constant Discusses Modern Liberty.”)

The complex political situation in German-
speaking Europe was different from that in France
or Britain, and German liberalism differed accord-
ingly from its French and British counterparts. In
the German states and Austria, monarchs and aris-
tocrats offered stiffer resistance to liberal ideas,
leaving German liberals with less access to direct
political influence. A sharp social divide separated
the aristocratic landowning classes, which filled
the bureaucracies and officer corps, from the small
middle-class commercial and industrial interests.
Little or no precedent existed for middle-class par-
ticipation in the government Or the military, and
there was no strong tradition of civil or individual
liberty. From the time of Martin Luther in the
1500s through Kant and Hegel in the late eigh-
teenth century, freedom in Germany had meant
conformity to a higher moral law rather than par-
ticipation in politics.

Most German liberals favored a united Ger-
many and looked either to Austria or to Prussia as
the instrument of unification. As a result, they
were more tolerant of a strong state and monarchi-
cal power than other liberals were. They believed
that unification would lead to a freer social and po-
litical order. The monarchies in Austria and Prus-
sia refused to cooperate with these dreams of
unification, frustrating German liberals and forc-
ing them to settle for more modest achievements,
such as lowering internal trade barriers.

Relationship of Nationalism to Liberalism
Nationalism was not necessarily or even logically
linked to liberalism. Indeed, nationalism could
be, and often was, directly opposed to liberal po-
litical values. Some nationalists wanted their
own particular ethnic group to dominate minori-
ty national or ethnic groups within a particular
region. This was true of the Magyars, who sought
political control over non-Magyar peoples living
within the historical boundaries of Hungary. Na-
tionalists also often defined their own national
group in opposition to other national groups
whom they might regard as cultural inferiors or

historical enemies. This darker side of national-
ism would emerge starkly in the second half of
the nineteenth century and would poison Euro-
pean political life for much of the twentieth cen-
tury. Furthermore, conservative nationalists
might seek political autonomy for their own eth-
nic group, but have no intention of establishing
liberal political institutions thereafter.

Nonetheless, although liberalism and national-
ism were not identical, they were often compati-
ble. By espousing representative government, civil
liberties, and economic freedom, nationalist
groups in one country could gain the support of lib-
orals elsewhere in Europe who might not other-
wise share their nationalist interests. Many
nationalists in Germany, Italy, and much of the
Austrian Empire adopted this tactic. Some nation-
alists took other symbolic steps to arouse sympa-
thy. Nationalists in Greece, for example, made
Athens their capital because they believed it
would associate their struggle for independence
with ancient Athenian democracy, which English
and French liberals revered.

CONSERVATIVE
GOVERNMENTS: THE
DOMESTIC POLITICAL ORDER

Despite the challenges of liberalism and national-
ism, the domestic political order that the restored
conservative institutions of Europe established,
particularly in Great Britain and eastern Europe,
showed remarkable staying power. Not until
World War I did their power and pervasive influ-
ence come to an end.

CONSERVATIVE OUTLOOKS

The major pillars of nineteenth-century cep-
servatism were legitimate monarchies, landed
aristocracies, and established churches. The institu-
tions themselves were ancient, but the self-con-
scious alliance of throne, land, and altar was new. In
the eighteenth century, these groups had often quar-
reled. Only the upheavals of the French Revolution
and the Napoleonic era transformed them into nat-
ural, if sometimes reluctant, allies. In that sense¢,
conservatism as an articulated outlook and set of
cooperating institutions was as new a feature on the
political landscape as nationalism and liberalism.
The more theoretical political and religious
ideas of the conservative classes were associated
with thinkers such as Edmund Burke (s€€
Chapter 18) and Friedrich Hegel {see Chapter 19).
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Conservatives shared other, less formal attitudes
forged by the revolutionary experience. The execu-
tion of Louis XVI at the hands of radical democrats
convinced most monarchs they could trust only
aristocratic governments or governments of aristo-
crats in alliance with the wealthiest middle-class
and professional people. The European aristocra-
cies believed that no form of genuinely representa-
tive government would protect their property and
influence. All conservatives spurned the idea of a
written constitution unless they were permitted to
write the document themselves. Even then, some
rejected the concept.

The churches equally distrusted popular
movements, except their own revivals. Ecclesias-
tical leaders throughout the Continent regarded
themselves as entrusted with the educational
task of supporting the social and political status
quo. They also feared and hated most of the ideas
associated with the Enlightenment, because
those rational concepts and reformist writings
enshrined the critical spirit and undermined re-
vealed religion.

Conservative aristocrats retained their former
arrogance, but not their former privileges or their
old confidence. They saw themselves as surround-
ed by enemies and as standing permanently on the
defensive against the forces of liberalism, national-
ism, and popular sovereignty. They knew that po-
litical groups that hated them could topple them.
They also understood that revolution in one coun-
try could spill over into another.

All of the nations of Europe in the years imme-
diately after 1815 confronted problems arising di-
rectly from their entering an era of peace after a
quarter century of armed conflict. The war effort,
with its loss of life and property and its need to or-
ganize people and resources, had distracted atten-
tion from other problems. The wartime footing
had allowed all the belligerent governments to ex-
ercise firm control over their populations. War
had fueled economies and had furnished vast areas
of employment in armies, navies, military indus-
tries, and agriculture. The onset of peace meant
citizens could raise new political issues and that
economies were no longer geared to supplying
military needs. Soldiers and sailors came home
and looked for jobs as civilians. The vast demands
of the military effort on industries subsided and
caused unemployment. The young were no longer
growing up in a climate of war and could think
about other issues. For all of these reasons, the
conservative statesmen who led every major gov-
ernment in 1815.confronted new pressures that
would cause various degrees of domestic unrest
and would lead them to resort to differing degrees
of repression.

LIBERALISM AND NATIONALISM RESISTED
IN AUSTRIA AND THE GERMANIES

The early-nineteenth-century statesman who,
more than any other epitomized conservatism,
was the Austrian prince Metternich (1773-1859).
This devoted servant of the Habsburg emperor had
been, along with Britain’s Viscount Castlereagh
{1769-1822}, the chief architect of the Vienna set-
tlement. It was Metternich who seemed to exer-
cise chief control over the forces of European
reaction.

Dynastic Integrity of the Habsburg Empire The
Austrian government could make no serious com-
promises with the new political forces in Europe.
To no other country were the programs of liberal-
ism and nationalism potentially more dangerous.
Germans and Hungarians, as well as Poles, Czechs,
Slovaks, Slovenes, Italians, Croats, and other eth-
nic groups, peopled the Habsburg domains.
Through client governments, Austria also domi-
nated those parts of the Italian peninsula that it
did not rule directly.

For Metternich and other Austrian officials, the
recognition of the political rights and aspirations
of any of the various national groups would mean

Prince Klemens von Metternich (1773-1859) epitomized
nineteenth-century conservatism.
{1769-1830), “Clemens Lothar Wenzel, Prince Metternich” {1 773-1859),
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the probable dissolution of the empire. If Austria
permitted representative government, Metternich
feared the national groups would fight their battles
internally at the cost of Austria’s international
influence.

To safeguard dynastic integrity, Austria had to
dominate the newly formed German Confederation
to prevent the formation of a German national state
that might absorb the German-speaking heart of the
empire and exclude the other realms the Habsburgs
governed. The Congress of Vienna had created the
German Confederation to replace the defunct Holy
Roman Empire. It consisted of thirty-nine states
under Austrian leadership. Each state remained
more or less autonomous, but Austria was deter-
mined to prevent any movement toward constitu-
tionalism in as many of them as possible.

Defeat of Prussian Reform An important victory
for this holding policy came in Prussia in the years
immediately after the Congress of Vienna. In 1815,
Frederick William III (r. 1797-1840), caught up in
the exhilaration that followed the War of Libera-
tion, as Germans called the last part of their con-
flict with Napoleon, had promised some form of
constitutional government. After stalling, he for-
mally reneged on his pledge in 1817. Instead, he
created a new Council of State, which, although it
improved administrative efficiency, was responsi-
ble to him alone.

In 1819, the king moved further from reform.
After a major disagreement over the organization

of the army, he replaced his reform-minded minis-
ters with hardened conservatives. On their advice,
in 1823, Frederick William III established eight
provincial estates, or diets. These bodies were
dominated by the Junkers and exercised only an
advisory function. The old bonds linking monar-
chy, army, and landholders in Prussia had been
reestablished. The members of this alliance would
oppose the threats the German nationalists posed
to the conservative social and political order.

Student Nationalism and the Carlsbad Decrees
To widen their bases of political support, the mon-
archs of three southern German states—Baden,
Bavaria, and Wiirttemberg—had granted constitu-
tions after 1815. None of these constitutions, how-
ever, recognized popular sovereignty, and all
defined political rights as the gift of the monarch.
Yet in the aftermath of the defeat of Napoleon,
many young Germans continued to cherish na-
tionalist and liberal expectations.

University students who had grown up during
the days of the reforms of Stein and Hardenberg
and had read the writings of early German nation-
alists made up the most important of these groups.
Many of them or their friends had fought
Napoleon. When they went to the universities,
they continued to dream of a united Germany.
They formed Burschenschaften, or student associ-
ations. Like student groups today, these clubs
served numerous social functions, one of which
was to replace old provincial attachments with

tn May 1820, Karl Sand, a German student and a member of a Burschenschaft,
was executed for his murder of the conservative playwright August von
Kotzebue the previous year. In the eyes of many young German nationalists,

Sand was a political martyr.

Bildarchiv Preussischer Kulturbesitz
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loyalty to the concept of a united German state. It
should also be noted that these clubs were often
anti-Semitic. (See Encountering the Past: Gymnas-
tics and German Nationalism.)

In 1817, in Jena, one such student club orga-
nized a large celebration for the fourth anniversary
of the Battle of Leipzig and the tercentenary of
Luther’s Ninety-five Theses. There were bonfires,
songs, and processions as more than five hundred
people gathered for the festivities. The event made
German rulers uneasy, for the student clubs in-
cluded a few republicans.

Two years later, in March 1819, a student
named Karl Sand, a Burschenschaft- member, assas-

sinated the conservative dramatist August von
Kotzebue, who had ridiculed the Burschenschaft
movement. Sand, who was tried and publicly exe-
cuted, became a nationalist martyr. Although Sand
had acted alone, Metternich used the incident to
suppress institutions associated with liberalism.
In July 1819, Metternich persuaded the major
German states to issue the Carlshad Decrees,
which dissolved the Burschenschaften. The de-
crees also provided for university inspectors and
press censors. {See “Metternich Discusses Sources
of Political Unrest.”) The next year the German
Confederation issued the Final Act, which limited
the subjects that the constitutional chambers of

METTERNICH DISCUSSES SOURCES
OF POLITICAL UNREST

press the greatest danger?

hat the students’ folly declines or tunes to

some other side than that of politics does
not surprise me. This is in the nature of things.
The student, taken in himself, is a child, and the
Burschenshaft [student fraternity] is an unprac-
tical puppet show. Then, I have never ... spo-
ken of students, but all my aim has been
directed at the professors. Now, the professors,
singly or united, are most unsuited to be con-
spirators. People only conspire profitably
against things, not against theories. .. . Where
they are political, they must be supported by
deed, and the deed is the overthrow of existing
institutions. . . .

This is what learned men and professors can-
not manage, and the class of lawyers is better
suited to carry it on. I know hardly one learned
man who knows the value of property; while, on
the contrary, the lawyer class is always rum-

X\

Prince Klemens von Metternich (1773-1859) was the chief minister of the Austrian
empire and the statesman who most opposed change in Europe after the Congress of
Vienna. In 1819, he was attempting to suppress political activity in the universities.
As he explained in this letter, he did not fear students as such but rather the future
adults who, as students, had been taught liberal political ideas. He also considered
lawyers more politically dangerous than professors.

» According to Metternich, what is the difference between people who conspire
against things and those who conspire against theoriest Why does he fear the role of
universities as a source of revolutionary disturbance! Why does he consider the

From Memoirs of Prince Metternich, vol. 3, trans. by Mrs. Napier (New York: Scribner: 1880-1881}), pp. 286~288.

maging about in the property of others. Besides,
the professors are, nearly without exception,
given up to theory; while no people are more
practical than lawyers.

Consequently, I have never feared that the
revolution would be engendered by the univer-
sities; but that at them a whole generation of
revolutionaries must be formed, unless the evil
is restrained, seems to me certain. I hope that
the most mischievous symptoms of the evil at
the universities may be met, and that perhaps
from its own peculiar sources, for the measures
of the Government will contribute to this less
than the weariness of the students, the weak-
ness of the professors, and the different direc-
tion which the studies may take. . ..

The greatest and consequently the most ur-
gent evil now is the press.




/
/

Part 4 M ENLIGHTENMENT AND REVOLUTION 7

668

Bavaria, Wiirttemberg, and Baden could discuss.
The measure also asserted the right of the mon-
archs to resist demands of constitutionalists. For
many years thereafter, the secret police of the vari-
ous German states harassed potential dissidents.
In the opinion of the princes, these included al-
most anyone who sought even moderate social or

political change. ) { L
Conpiv€ 4o P 67O

POSTWAR REPRESSION IN GREAT BRITAI

The years 1819 and 1820 marked a high tid¢ for
conservative influence and repression in western
as well as eastern Europe. After 1815, Great Britain
expérienced two years of poor harvests/At the
same\time, discharged sailors and soldierg and out-
of-wof‘{s industrial workers swelled thé ranks of
the unemployed.

Lord Liverpool’s Ministry and Popular Unrest
The Tory ‘ministry of Lord Liverpgol {1770-1828)
was unprepared to deal with th!gse problems of
postwar dislgcation. Instead, it gought to protect

the interests &f the landed and fvealthy classes. In
1815, Parliament passed a Coyn Law to maintain

high prices for demestically produced grain (called
“corn” in Britainh\by levying import duties on for-
eign grain. The next year, Parliament replaced the
income tax that only, the wealthy paid with excise
or sales taxes on consumer goods that both the
wealthy and the poor paid. These laws continued a
legislative trend that mharked the abandonment by
the British ruling clags of\{‘ts traditional role of pa-

ternalistic protectorof the poor. In 1799, the Com-
bination Acts had otitlawed workers’ organizations

or unions. During the war, wage protection had
been removed. Many in the, taxpaying classes
wanted to abolish the Poor Law'that provided pub-
lic relief for the/destitute and unémployed.

In light of these policies and the postwar eco-
nomic downurn, it is hardly surpkising that the
lower social/orders began to doubt the wisdom of
their rulers/and to demand political c}i}anges. Mass
meetings ¢alled for the reform of Parliament. Re-
form cluxs were organized. Radical newspapers,
such as William Cobbett’s Political Registzar, de-
manded/change. In the hungry, restive agriciltural
and industrial workers, the government could see
images of continental sans-culottes ready to

hang/aristocrats from the nearest lamppost. Ggv-
ernment ministers regarded radical leaders, such
Cobbett (1763-1835), Major John Cartwrigh
(1}40—1824), and Henry “Orator” Hunt (1773~

35}, as demagogues who were seducing the peo-

le away from allegiance to their natural leaders.
/ The government'’s answer to the discontent was
f repression. In December 1816, an unruly mass

-

. ] . . .
' way for a restoration of Bourbon rule in the ho

disturbance gave Parliament an excuse to pass th

imeeting took place at Spa Fields near London. Thi%/

oercion Acts of March 1817, which temporarig
suspended habeas corpus and extended existing
laws against seditious gatherings.

“Pet\Erloo” and the Six Acts This initial repres-
sion, \in combination with improved harvests,
calme@% the political landscape for a time. By 1819,
however, the people were restive again. In/the in-
dustriali north, well-organized mass meefings de-
manded%the reform of Parliament. The radical
reform campaign culminated on August 16, 1819,
with a megting in the industrial city of Manchester
at Saint Péter’s Fields. Royal troops gnd the local
militia wete on hand to ensure grder. As the
speeches wete about to begin, a loca} magistrate or-
dered the militia to move into th¢ audience. The
result was par\\jliand death. At ledst eleven people

in the crowd were killed; scores
event became known as the Peterloo Massacre, a
phrase that drew'a contemptuofis comparison with
Wellington’s victary at Waterl(
Peterloo had been the act of local officials,
whom the Liverpo 'y felt it must support.
The cabinet also decided tp act once and for all to
end these troubles. Most of the radical leaders were
arrested and imprisoned./In December 1819, a few
months after the German Carlsbad Decrees, Parlia-
ment passed a series of laws called the Six Acts,
which (1) forbade largg unauthorized, public meet-
ings, (2) raised the fines for seditious libel, (3)
speeded up the trials of political agitators, (4] in-
creased newspaper taxes, (5) prohibited the train-
ing of armed groups, and (6) 3llowed local officials
to search homes jn certain disturbed counties. In
effect, the Six Acts attempteﬁglto prevent radical
leaders from agitating and to give the authorities
new powers. / \
Two months after the passage\:\gf the Six Acts,
the Cato Streét Conspiracy was unearthed. Under
the guidance/of a possibly dement%d man named
Arthur Thistlewood {1770-1820), a\group of ex-
icals had plotted to blow up the entire
British cabinet. The plot was foiled. {The leaders
were arrested and tried, and five of them were
Ithough little more than at\half—baked

the
e-
e

abdication of Napoleon in 1814 opene

lahd of the great revolution. The new king was
rmer count of Provence and a brother of Low$
XVI. The son of the executed monarch had died in,
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PART 4 M ENLIGHTENMENT AND REVOLUTION

THE CONSERVATIVE
INTERNATIONAL ORDER

At the Congress of Vienna, the major powers—
Russia, Austria, Prussia, and Great Britain—had
agreed to consult with each other from time to
time on matters affecting Europe as a whole. Such
consultation was one of the new departures in in-
ternational relations the Congress achieved. The
vehicle for this consultation was a series of post-
war congresses, Of conferences. Later, as differ-
ences arose among the powers, the consultations
became more informal. This new arrangement for
resolving mutual foreign policy issues was known
as the Concert of Europe. It prevented one nation
from taking a major action in international affairs
without working in concert with and obtaining the
assent of the others. The initial goal of the Concert
of Europe was to maintain the balance of power
against new French aggression and against the mil-
itary might of Russia. The Concert continued to
function, however, on large and small issues until
the third quarter of the century. Tts goal—a novel
one in FEuropean affairs—was to maintain the
peace. In that respect, although the great powers
sought to maintain conservative domestic govern-
ments, they were taking genuinely new steps to
regulate their international relations.

THE CONGRESS SYSTEM

In the years immediately after the Congress of Vi-
enna, the new congress system of mutual coopera-
tion and consultation functioned well. The first
congress took place in 1818 at Aix-la-Chapelle in
Germany near the border of Belgium. As a result of
this gathering, the four major powers removed
their troops from France, which had paid its war
reparations, and readmitted France to good stand-
ing among the European nations. Despite unanim-
ity on these decisions, the conference was not
without friction. Tsar Alexander I (r. 1801-1825)
suggested that the Quadruple Alliance [see
Chapter 19) agree to uphold the borders and the ex-
isting governments of all European countries.
Castlereagh, representing Britain, flatly rejected
the proposal. He contended the Quadruple Al-
liance was intended only to prevent future French
aggression. These disagreements appeared some-
what academic until revolutions broke out in
southern Europe.

THE SPANISH REVOLUTION OF 1820

When the Bourbon Ferdinand VII of Spain (r. 1814-
1833) was placed on his throne after Napoleon's
downfall, he had promised to govern according to a

N

THE PERIOD
OF POLITICAL REACTION

1814 French monarchy restored
1815 Russia, Austria, Prussia form
Holy Alliance
1815 Russia, Austria, Prussia, and
Britain renew Quadruple Alliance
1818 Congress of Aix-la-Chapelle
1819 (July) Carlsbad Decrees
1819 (August 16) Peterloo Massacre
1819 {December) Great Britain passes Six Acts
1820 {January) Spanish revolution
1820 (October} Congress of Troppau
1821 {January} Congress of Laibach
1821 {February) Greek revolution
1822 Congress of Verona
1823 France helps crush Spanish
revolution

written constitution. Once in power, however, he
ignored his pledge, dissolved the Cortés (the parlia-
ment), and ruled alone. In 1820, army officers who
were about to be sent to SuppIress revolution in
Spain’s Latin American colonies rebelled. In
March, Ferdinand once again announced he would
abide by the provisions of the constitution. For the
time being, the revolution had succeeded.

Almost at the same time, in July 1820, revolu-
tion erupted in Naples, where the king of the Two
Sicilies quickly accepted a constitution. There
were other, lesser revolts in Ttaly, but none of them
succeeded. ‘

These events frightened the ever-nervous Met-
ternich. Italian disturbances were especially trou-
bling to him. Austria hoped to dominate the
peninsula to provide a buffer against the spread of
revolution on its own southern flank. The other
powers were divided on the best course of action.
Britain opposed joint intervention in either Italy or
Spain. Metternich turned to Prussia and Russid
the other members of the Holy Alliance formed in
1815, for support. The three eastern powers, along
with unofficial delegations from Britain and
France, met at the Congress of Troppau in late O¢-
tober 1820. Led by Tsar Alexander, the members of
the Holy Alliance issued the Protocol of Troppat-
This declaration asserted that stable governments
might intervene to restore order in countries €Xpe
riencing revolution. Yet even Russia hesitated t0
authorize Austrian intervention in Ttalian affairs-
That decision was finally reached in January 1821
at the Congress of Laibach. Shortly thereafte?,
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Austrian troops marched into Naples and restored
the absolutist rule of the king of the Two Sicilies.
From then on, Metternich attempted to foster poli-
cies that would improve the efficient administra-
tion of the various Italian governments so as to
increase their support among their subjects.

The final postwar congress took place in Octo-
ber 1822 at Verona. Its primary purpose was to re-
solve the situation in Spain. Once again, Britain
balked at joint action. Shortly before the meeting,
Castlereagh had committed suicide. George Can-
ning (1770-1827), the new foreign minister, was
much less sympathetic to Metternich’s goals. At
Verona, Britain, in effect, withdrew from continen-
tal affairs. Austria, Prussia, and Russia agreed to
support French intervention in Spain. In April
1823, a French army crossed the Pyrenees and
within a few months suppressed the Spanish revo-
lution. French troops remained in Spain to prop up
King Ferdinand until 1827.

What did not happen in Spain, however, was as
important for the new international order as what
did happen. France did not use its intervention as
an excuse to aggrandize its power or increase its
territory. The same had been true of all the other
interventions under the congress system. The
great powers authorized these interventions to pre-
serve Or restore conservative regimes, not to con-
quer territory for themselves. Their goal was to
maintain the international order established at Vi-
enna. Such a situation stood in sharp contrast to
the alliances to invade or confiscate territory that
the European powers had made during the
eighteenth century and the wars of the French Rev-
olution and Napoleon. This new mode of interna-
tional restraint through formal and informal
consultation prevented war among the great pow-
ers until the middle of the century and averted a
general European conflict until 1914. As one histo-
rian has commented, “The statesmen of the Vien-
na generation . . . did not so much fear war because
they thought it would bring revolution as because
they had learned from bitter experience that war
was revolution.”?

The Congress of Verona and the Spanish inter-
vention had a second diplomatic result. The new
British foreign minister, George Canning, was
much more interested in British commerce and
trade than Castlereagh had been. Thus Canning
sought to prevent the extension of European reac-
tion to Spain’s colonies in Latin America, which
were then in revolt {see page 673). He intended to
exploit these South American revolutions to break

3paul W. Schroeder, The Transformation of European Politics,
1763~1848 {Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994}, p. 802.

Spain’s old trading monopoly with its colonies and
gain access for Britain to Latin American trade. To
that end, he supported the American Monroe Doc-
trine in 1823, prohibiting further colonization and
intervention by European powers in the Americas.
Britain soon recognized the Spanish colonies as in-
dependent states. Through the rest of the century,
British commercial interests dominated Latin
America. Canning may thus be said to have
brought the War of Jenkins’s Ear {1739) to a suc-
cessful conclusion.

REVOLT AGAINST OTTOMAN RULE
IN THE BALKANS

The Greek Revolution of 1821 While the powers
were plotting conservative interventions in Italy
and Spain, a third Mediterranean revolt erupted—
in Greece. The Greek revolution became one of the
most famous of the century because it attracted
the support and participation of many illustrious
writers. Liberals throughout Europe, who were see-
ing their own hopes crushed at home, imagined
that the ancient Greek democracy was being re-
born. Lord Byron went to fight in Greece and died
there in 1824 (of cholera). Philhellenic (“pro-
Greek”) societies were founded in nearly every
major country. The struggle was posed in the eigh-
teenth-century Enlightenment terms of Western
liberal Greek freedom against the Asian oriental
despotism of the Ottoman Empire.

As discussed in Chapter 13, the Ottoman Em-
pire had not changed its fundamental political or
economic structures during the eighteenth century
even as the major European states grew richer and
more powerful. Ottoman weakness and instability
troubled European diplomacy throughout the nine-
teenth century, raising what was known as “the
Eastern Question”: What should the European
powers do about the Ottoman inability to assure
political and administrative stability in its posses-
sions in and around the eastern Mediterranean?
Most of the major powers had a keen interest in
those territories. Russia and Austria coveted land
in the Balkans. France and Britain were concerned
with the empire’s commerce and with control of
key naval positions in the eastern Mediterranean.
Also at issue was the treatment of the Christian in-
habitants of the empire and access to the Christian
shrines in the Holy Land. The goals of the great
powers often conflicted with the desire for inde-
pendence of the many national groups in the Ot-
toman Empire. Yet, because the powers had little
desire to strengthen the empire, they were often
more sympathetic to nationalistic aspirations
there than elsewhere in Europe.
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These conflicting interests, as well as mutual
distrust, prevented any direct intervention in Greek
affairs for several years. Eventually, however,
Britain, France, and Russia concluded that an inde-
pendent Greece would benefit their strategic inter-
ests and would not threaten their domestic security.
In 1827, they signed the Treaty of London, demand-
ing Turkish recognition of Greek independence, and
sent a joint fleet to support the Greek revolt. In
1828, Russia sent troops into the Ottoman holdings
in what is today Romania, ultimately gaining con-
trol of that territory in 1829 with the Treaty of Adri-
anople. The treaty also stipulated the Turks would
allow Britain, France, and Russia to decide the fu-
ture of Greece. In 1830, a second Treaty of London
declared Greece an independent kingdom. Two
years later, Otto I {r. 1832-1862), the son of the king
of Bavaria, was chosen to be the first king of the
new Greek kingdom.

Serbian Independence The year 1830 also saw
the establishment of a second independent state on
the Balkan peninsula. Since the late eighteenth
century, Serbia had sought independence from the
Ottoman Empire. During the Napoleonic wars, its
fate had been linked to Russian policy and Russian
relations with the Ottoman Empire. Between 1804
and 1813, a remarkable Serbian leader, Kara
George (1762-1817), had led a guerrilla war against
the Ottomans. This ultimately unsuccessful revo-
lution helped build national self-identity and at-
tracted the interest of the great powers.

In 1815 and 1816, a new leader, Milos Obren-
ovitch {1780-1860}, succeeded in negotiating
greater administrative autonomy for some Serbian
territory, but most Serbs lived outside the borders
of this new entity. In 1830, the Ottoman sultan for-
mally granted independence to Serbia, and by the
late 1830s, the major powers granted it diplomatic
recognition. Serbia’s political structure, however,
remained in doubt for many years.

In 1833, Milos, now a hereditary prince, pres-
sured the Ottoman authorities to extend the bor-
ders of Serbia, which they did. These new
boundaries persisted until 1878. Serbian leaders
continued to seek additional territory, however,
creating tensions with Austria. The status of mi-
norities, particularly Muslims, within Serbian ter-
ritory, was also a problem.

In the mid-1820s, Russia, which like Serbia was
a Slav state and Eastern Orthodox in religion, be-
came Serbia’s formal protector. In 1856, Serbia
came under the collective protection of the great
powers, but the special relationship between Rus-
sia and Serbia would continue until the First World
War and would play a decisive role in the outbreak
of that conflict. ) .
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HE WARS OF INDEPENDENCE
IN LATIN AMERICA

The wars of the French Revolution and, more par-
ticularly, those of Napoleon sparked movements
for \independence from European domination
throughout Latin America. In less than two
decades, between 1804 and 1824, France was dri-
ven from Haiti, Portugal lost control of Brazil, and
Spain was forced to withdraw from all of its Amer-
ican em@\ire except Cuba and Puerto Rico. Three
centuries %{)f Iberian colonial government over the
South American continent ended. These wars
brought to a conclusion the era of European politi-
cal domination and direct economic exploitation
of the American continents that had begun with
the encountex between the peoples of the New
World and Spain at the end of the fifteenth century.
The period of transatlantic history beginning with
the American
Latin American Wars of Independence thus consti-
tuted the first era of decolonization from European
rule. {See Map 20-1,\qn page 674.)

REVOLUTION IN ITI

Between 1791 and 1804, the French colony of Haiti
achieved independence.This event was of key im-
portance for two reasons, First, it was sparked by
policies of the French Revplution overflowing into
its New World Empire. Seéond, the Haitian Revo-
lution demonstrated that slaves of African origins
could lead a revolt against white masters and mu-
latto freemen. The example ofithe Haitian Revolu-
tion for years thereafter terrified slaveholders
throughout the Americas.

The relationship between slaves and masters on
Haiti had been filled with violence throughout the
eighteenth century. The French coplonial masters
had frequently used racial divisions\between black
slaves and mulatto freemen to their own political
advantage. Once the French Revolution had bro-
ken out in France, the French National Assembly
in 1791 decreed that free property-owning mulat-
tos on Haiti should enjoy the same rights as white
plantation owners. The Colonial Assembly in
Haiti resisted the orders from France.

In 1791, a full-fledged slave rebellion shook
Haiti. It arose as a result of a secret coﬁspiracy
among the slaves. Francois-Dominique Toussaint
L'Ouverture (17432-1803), himself a former 'slave,
quickly emerged as its leader. The rebellion in-
volved enormous violence and loss of life on hoth
sides. Although the slave rebellion collapsed, qu-
lattos and free black people on Haiti, who hoped to
gain the rights the French National Assembly h;g
promised, then took up arms against the whit



