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TOWARD THE UNIFICATION OF GERMANY. Note the many elements that made up a unified Germany and the stages that brought
them together. = Did this new nation have any resemblance to the unified Germany envisioned by the liberal revolutionaries of the Frankfurt
Preparliament in 1848? (See page 697.) = How many stages were involved in the unification of Germany, and how many years did it take?

= What region filled with German-speaking peoples was not included in the new unified Germany and why?

In this context, Austria's defeats at the hands of  tion,acommon army, and made foreign and military policy
Piedmont-Sardinia in 1859 and Prussia in 1866 became  together. Francis Joseph was emperor of Austria and king
especially significant. The 1866 war forced the emperor — of Hungary. But internal and constitutional affairs were

Franz Josef to renegotiate the very structure of the empire.  separated. The Ausgleich, or Settlement, allowed the Hun-

To stave off a revolution by the Hungarians, Francis Joseph
agreed to a new federal structure in the form of the Dual
Monarchy. Austria-Hungary had a common system of taxa-

garians to establish their own constitution; their own legis-
lature; and their own capital, combining the cities of Buda
and Pest.
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What of the other nationalities? The official policy of the
Dual Monarchy stated that they were not to be discriminated
against and that they could use their own languages. Official
policy was only loosely enforced. More important, elevating

the Hungarians and conferring on them alone the benefits of -

political nationhood could only worsen relations with other
groups. On the Austrian side of the Dual Monarchy, minor-
ity nationalities such as the Poles, Czechs, and Slovenes
resented their second-class status. On the Hungarian side,
the regime embarked on a project of Magyarization, attempt-
ing to make the state, the civil service, and the schools more
thoroughly Hungarian—an effort that did not sit well with
Serbs and Croats.

In spite of these divisions, however, the Austro-
Hungarian Fmpire succeeded for a time in creating a differ-
ent kind of political and culture space within a Europe that
was increasingly given over to nation-states who perceived
their interests to be irrevocably opposed. The Austrian cap-
ital of Vienna developed a reputation for intellectual and
cultural refinement that was in part a product of the many
different peoples who made up the Habsburg lands, includ-
ing Germans, Jews, Hungarians, Italians, Czechs, Poles,
Serbs, Croats, and Balkan Muslims from lands that formerly
belonged to the Ottoman Empire. This polyglot culture
produced Béla Bartok (1881-1945), the great Hungarian
composer and admirer of folk musical traditions; Gustav
Mahler (1860-1911), a German-Austrian composer whose
romantic symphonies and conducting prowess made him
a global celebrity by the time of his death. From the same
intellectual milieu came Sigmund‘ Freud (1856-1939),
a German-speaking Jewish doctor from Vienna whose
writings helped shape modern psychology; and Gustav
Klimt (1862-1918), a painter and founding member of
the Viennese Secession movement, which rejected the
reigning classicism of the Austrian art world and made
the Austrian capital an important center for the birth of
modern art.

The Austrian emperor’s deep opposition to nationalism
was not just geopolitical, therefore, but also a defense of a
different relationship between the nation-state and culture.
Unlike the governments of France, England, Italy, or Ger-
many, the Habsburgs did not seek to build a nation-state
based on a common cultural identity. It tried instead to
build a state and administrative structure strong enough to
keep the pieces from spinning off, at times playing different
minorities off against each other, but also conceding greater
autonomy to different groups when it seemed necessary. As
the nineteenth century unfolded, however, discontented
subject nationalities would appeal to other powers—Serbia,
Russia, the Ottomans—and this balancing act would
become more difficult.

NATION AND STATE BUILDING IN
RUSSIA AND THE UNITED STATES

The challenges of nationalism and nation building also
occupied Russia, the United States, and Canada. In all three
countries, nation building entailed territorial and economic
expansion, the incorporation of new peoples, and—in
Russia and the United States—contending with the enor-
mous problems of slavery and serfdom.

Territory, the State, and
Serfdom: Russia

Serfdom in Russia, which had been legally formalized
in 1649, had begun to draw significant protest from the
intelligentsia under the reign of Catherine the Great
(r. 1762-96). After 1789, and especially after 1848, the abo-
lition of serfdom elsewhere in Europe made the issue more
urgent. Abolishing serfdom became part of the larger proj-
ect of building Russia as a modern nation. How that should
happen was the subject of much debate. Two schools of
thought emerged. The “Slavophiles,” or Romantic national-
ists, sought to preserve Russia’s distinctive features. They
idealized traditional Russian culture and the peasant com-
mune, rejecting Western secularism, urban commercial-
ism, and bourgeois culture. In contrast, the “westernizers”
wished to see Russia adopt European developments in sci-
ence, technology, and education, which they believed to be
the foundation for Western liberalism and the protection
of individual rights. Both groups agreed that serfdom must
be abolished. The Russian nobility, however, tenaciously
opposed emancipation. Tangled debates about how lords
would be compensated for the loss of “their” serfs, and how
emancipated serfs would survive without full-scale land
redistribution, also checked progress on the issue. The
Crimean War (see below) broke the impasse. In its after-
math, Alexander II (r. 1855-81) forced the issue. Worried
that the persistence of serfdom had sapped Russian strength
and contributed to its defeat in the war, and persuaded that
serfdom would only continue to prompt violent conflict, he
ended serfdom by decree in 1861.

The emancipation decree of 1861 was a reform of mas-
sive scope, but paradoxically it produced limited change.
It granted legal rights to some 22 million serfs and autho-
rized their title to a portion of the land they had worked.
It also required the state to compensate landowners for
the properties they relinquished. Large-scale landowners
vastly inflated their compensation claims, however, and
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= The Abolition of Serfdom in Russia

Tsar Alexander II's Decree Emancipating the Serfs, 1861

nd We place Our hope in the
good sense of Our people.
When word of the Govern-
ment’s plan to abolish the law of bond-
age - [serfdom] reached - peasants
unprepared for it, there arose a partial
misunderstanding. ~ Some  [peasants]
thought about freedom and forgot about
obligations. But the general good sense
[of the people] was not disturbed in the
conviction that anyone freely enjoying

the goods of society correspondingly
owes it to the common good to fulfill
certain obligations, [a conviction held]
both by natural reason and by Christian
law, according to which “every soul must
be subject to the governing authori-
ties.” ... Rights legally acquired by the
landlords cannot be taken from them
without a decent return or [their] volun-
tary concession; ‘and that it' would be
contrary to all justice to make use of the

Emancipation: The View from Below

Petition from Peasants in Podosinovka (Voronezh Province)

to Alexander II, May 1863

he  most: merciful -manifesto

from 19 February 1861, with
the published rules, put a limit to the
enslavement of the people in blessed-
Russia. But some former serfowners—
who desire not to improve the
peasants’ life, but to oppress and ruin
them—apportion land contrary to the
laws; choose the best land from all the

of Your Imperial Majesty

fields for themselves, and give the poor
peasants ... the'worst and least usable
lands; ‘

To this group of squires must be
counted our own; Anna. Mikhailovna
Raevskaia.... Of ~our fields and
resources, she chose the best places
from amidst our strips, and, like a cook:
ing ring in a hearth, carved off 300 des-
siatines [measures of land] for herself. . ..
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The aboliti

Crimaeio”ha;); ogserfdgm was central to Tsar Alexander II's program of modernization and reform after the

Crimean Wt rharr?ar(;a,t;ated s?rfs were now allowed to own their land, ending centuries of bondage. The decree

howere ‘;/ampe sized the tsar’s bgnevolence' and the nobility’s generosity—not peasant rights. The government /

g (Tujzer;cgana;/:hn t);) brmgtrevob/lut/on to the countryside; it sought to reinforce'the state’s authority, the

, e peasants’ obligations. After spelling out t i si ipatio
the decree added the paragraphs reprinted here. PPl utth dtald proviions oremancpation,
Emancipation di ' i

ot mcl)lbuadti/on did n;)t'solve problems in the Russian countryside. On the contrary, it unleashed a torrent of

pro Sea; " ng comp-amtsfrom peasants that nobles were undermining attempts to reform. These petitions i
nd section detail the struggles that came in the wake of emancipation in two villages ‘ ’ :

lords’ land without bearing the corre-
sponding obligation.

And now We hopefully expect that
the bonded people; as a new future
opens before them, will understand and
accept with gratitude the important sac-
rifice made by the Well-born Nobility
for the improvement of their lives.

S(?urce: James Cracraft, ed.;, Major Problems in the
History of Imperial Russia (Lexington, MA: 1994)
pp. 340-44. /

But our community refused to accept so
ruinous an allotment and requested that
we be given an allotment in accordance
with the local Statute....The peace
arbitrator ... and  the police chief ...
slandered us before the governor, alleg-
ing that we were rioting and that it is
impossible for them to enter our village.

The provincial governor believed this
lie and sent 1,200 soldiers of the penal

command to our village. .. . Withoutany
cause, our village priest Father Peter—
rather than give an uplifting pastoral
exhortation to stop the spilling of inno-
cent blood—joined these reptiles, with
the unanimous  incitement of the
authorities. ... They  summoned - nine
township heads and their aides from
other townships. ... In their presence,
the provincial governor—without mak-
ing any investigation and without inter-
rogating a single person—ordered that
the birch rods be brought and that the
punishment commence, which was car-

\

ried out with cruelty and mercilessness.
They punished up to 200 men and
women; 80 people were at four levels
(with 500, 400, 300 and 200 blows);
some received lesser punishment ...
and when the inhuman punishment of
these innocent people had ended, the
provincial governor said: “If you find the
land unsuitable, | do not forbid you to
file petitions wherever you please,” and
thenleft. ...
We dare to implore you, Orthodox
emperor and our merciful father, not to
reject the petition of a community with

Petition from Peasants in Balashov District to Grand Duke
Constantin Nikolaevich, January 25, 1862

our Imperial Excellency! Most
gracious  sirel Grand - Duke
Konstantin Nikolaevicht . ..
After being informed of the imperial
manifesto on the emandpation of peas-
ants from serfdom on 1867...we
received this [news] with jubilation....
But from this moment, our squire
ordered that the land be cut off from the
entire township. But this is absolutely

intolerable for us: it not only denies‘us

profit, but threatens us with a cata-
strophic future. He began to hold
repeated meetings and [tried to] force
us to sign that we agreed to accept the
above land allotment. But, upon seeing
so unexpected a change, and bearing in

mind the gracious manifesto, we
refused. . . . After assembling the entire
township, they tried to force us into
making illegal signatures accepting the
land cut-offs. But when they saw that
this did not succeed, they had a company
of soldiers sent in....Then [Colonel]
Globbe came from their midst, threat-
ened us with exile to Siberia, and ordered
the soldiers to strip the peasants and to
punish seven people by flogging in the
most inhuman manner. They still have
not regained consciousness.

Source: Gregory L. Freeze, ed.; From Supplication
10 Revolution: A Docuimentary Social History of Impe-
rial Russia (New York: 1988), pp- 170-73:

Nation and State Building in Russia and the United States

600 souls, including wives and children.
Order with your tsarist word that our
community be allotted land ... as the
law dictates without selecting the best
sections of fields and meadows, but in
straight lines. . ... [Order that] the mead-
ows and haylands along the river Elan be
left to our community without any
restriction; these will enable us to feed
our cattle and smaller livestock, which
are necessary for our existence.

Questions for Analysis

1. What did Tsar Alexander |l fear most
in liberating the serfs from bondage?
What provisions did he make to
ensure that the emancipation would
not destabilize his regime?

2. What issues mattered most. to the
peasantry? What s their attitude
toward the tsar?

3. Given the immediate danger to
social peace, why did the tsar feel
that emancipating - the serfs was
riecessary?
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managed to retain much of the most profitable acreage for
themselves. As a result, the land granted to peasants was
often of poor quality and insufficient to sustain themselves
and their families. Moreover, the newly liberated serfs
had to pay in installments for their land, which was not
granted to them individually but rather to a village com-
mune, which collected their payments. As a result, the pat-

“tern of rural life in Russia did not change drastically. The
system of payment kept peasants in the villages—not as
[reestanding farmers but as agricultural laborers for their
former masters.

While the Russian state undertook reforms, it also
expanded its territory. After midcentury, the Russians
pressed east and south. They invaded and conquered several
independent Islamic kingdoms along the former Silk Road
and expanded into Siberia in search of natural resources.
Russian diplomacy wrung various commercial concessions
from the Chinese that led to the founding of the Siberian
city of Vladivostok in 1860. Racial, ethnic, and religious dif-
ferences made governing a daunting task. In most cases, the
Russian state did not try to assimilate the populations of the
new territories: an acceptance of ethnic particularity was
a pragmatic response to the difficulties of governing such
a heterogeneous population. When the state did attempt
to impose Russian culture, the results were disastrous.
Whether power was wielded by the nineteenth-century
tsars or, later, by the Soviet Union, powerful centrifugal
forces pulled against genuine unification. Expansion helped

Russia create a vast empire that was geographically of one
piece but by no means one nation.

Territory and the Nation:
The United States

The American Revolution had bequeathed to the United States
a loose union of slave and free states, tied together in part by
a commitment to territorial expansion. The so-called Jeffer-
sonian Revolution combined democratic aspirations with a
drive to expand the nation’s boundaries. Leaders of the move-
ment, under the Democratic-Republican president Thomas
Jetferson (1801-1809), campaigned to add the Bill of Rights to
the Constitution and were almost exclusively responsible for
its success. Though they supported, in principle, the separa-
tion of powers, they believed in the supremacy of the people’s
representatives and viewed with alarm attempts of the execu-
tive and judicial branches to increase their power. They sup-
ported a political system based on an aristocracy of “virtue
and talent,” in which respect for personal liberty would be
the guiding principle. They opposed the establishment of a

national religion and special privilege, whether of birth or of

wealth. Yet the Jeffersonian vision of the republic rested on

the independence of yeoman farmers, and the independence

and prosperity of those farmers depended on the availability
| of new lands. This made territorial expansion, as exempli-
fied by the Louisiana Purchase in 1803,
central to Jeffersonian America. Expan-
sion brought complications. While it did
provide land for many yeoman farmers
in the north and south, it also added mil-
lions of acres of prime cotton land, thus
extending the empire of slavery. The pur-
chase of the port of New Orleans made

but led the American republic forcibly to
remove Native Americans from the Old.
South west of the Mississippi River. This
process of expansion and expropriation
stretched from Jefferson’s administration
through the age of Jackson, or the 1840s.
Under Andrew Jackson (1829—
1837), the Democrats (as some of the
Democratic-Republicans ~ were  now
called) transformed the circumscribed
liberalism of the Jeffersonians. They cam-

PACIEICY
 OCEAN

L ‘%@
Nt
A

Fort k4
Clatsop FCHINOOK Lk
1805 J% Clark Pass
/‘ NS (= -
CLATSOP
,f OREGON '::é
COUNTRY /P !

(claimed by 2 ¢ nip.&
Gredt Britatr)
‘ ioed

PURCHASE
ARAPAHO PAWNEE
(French)

\ \2 PIKE’S PEAK

N D 7
1 1501557 K!(gm

APACHE

U.S. population density
per sgugre mile, 1800

Under 2
2-18
18-45
- Over 45
PAIUTE Native American Tribal Regions
4 Indian trading centers

8 Fort

t" ’CO%II{\L

aw York
EW JERSEY
LAWARE
MARYLAND

St
OSAGE Louis

L
R

ATLANTIC

OCEAN

‘Gulf of Mexico

Q 10055200 300 Miles:

0:::100.:-200::300 Kilometers:

o

i S R e

lands in the south well worth developing -

THE EMANCIPATION OF THE SERFS. This engraving depicts officials delivering the
formal decree liberating serfs. A massive reform granting legal rights to millions of people,
emancipation was undermined by the payments serfs owed to their former owners,
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paigned to extend the suffrage to all white
males; they argued that all officeholders

AMERICAN EXPANSION IN THE EARLY NINETEENTH CENTURY.

a What three European powers had a substantial role to play in

American expansion? = What events enabled the United States to acquire all lands west of the Mississippi River? = How did the loss of these

lands affect European powers?

should be elected rather than appointed; and they sought the
frequent rotation of men in positions of political power—a
doctrine that permitted politicians to use patronage to build
national political parties. Moreover, the Jacksonian vision
of democracy and nationhood carried over into a crusade
to incorporate more territories into the republic. It was the
United States’ “Manifest Destiny,” wrote a New York editor,
“to overspread the continent allotted by Providence for the
free development of our yearly multiplying millions.” That
“overspreading” brought Oregon and Washington into the
Union through a compromise with the British and brought
Arizona, Texas, New Mexico, Utah, Nevada, and California
through war with Mexico—all of which led to the wholesale
expropriation of Native American lands. Territorial expan-
sion was key to nation building, but it was built on increas-
ingly impossible conflict over slavery.

The American Civil War, 1861-1865

The politics of slavery had already led to its abolitiog in
France and Britain (see Chapter 20), but in the United
States the combination of a growing abolitionist movement,
a slave-owning class that feared the economic power of the
north, and territorial expansion created deadlock and cri-
sis. As the country expanded west, the North and South
engaged in a protracted tug of war about whethe? new
states were to be “free” or “slave.”-In the North, territorial
expansion heightened calls for free labor; in the Soutb, it
deepened whites' commitment to an economy and society
based on plantation slavery. Ultimately, the changes pushed
southern political leaders toward secession. The failure of a
series of elaborate compromises led to the outbreak of the

Civil War in 1861.
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territories were absorbed into the republic? =

‘ The protracted and costly struggle proved a first expe-
rience of the horrors of modern war and prefigured the First
World War. Tt also decisively transformed the nation. First
it abolished slavery. Second, it established the preeminencé
of the national government over states’ rights. The Four-
teenth Amendment to the Constitution stated specifically
that all Americans were citizens of the United States and
n.o.t of an individual state or territory. In declaring that no
citizen was to be deprived of life, liberty, or property with-
out due process of law, it established that “due process” was
to be defined by the national, not the state or territorial

government. Third, in the aftermath of the Civil War the,
U.S. economy expanded with stunning rapidity. In 1)865

there were 35,000 miles of railroad track in the United’

States; by 1900, there were almost 200,000. Industrial and
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the question of slavery shape the way that new

Compare American expansion with European‘colonialism?

agricultural production rose, putting the United States in
a position to compete with Great Britain. As we will see
later on, American industrialists, bankers, and retailers
introduced innovations in assembly-line manufacturing
corporate organization, and advertising that startled their’
European counterparts and gave the United States new
power in world politics. These developments were all part
of the process of nation building. They did not overcome
deep racial, regional, or class divides. Though the war
brought the South back into the Union, the rise of north-
ern capitalism magnified the backwardness of the South as
an underdeveloped agricultural region whose wealth was
e.xtracted by northern industrialists. The railroad corpora-
tions, which pieced together the national infrastructure

became the classic foe of labor and agrarian reformers. Iri

CIVIL WAR RECRUITING POSTER. This poster, created by
northern African American abolitionists, exhorts fellow blacks to
fight in the American Civil War.

these ways, the Civil War laid the foundations for the mod-
ern American nation-state.

“EASTERN QUESTIONS™:
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
AND THE DECLINE OF
OTTOMAN POWER

During the nineteenth century, questions of national iden-
tity and international power were inextricable from con-
tests over territory. War and diplomacy drew and redrew
boundaries as European nations groped toward a sustain-

“Eastern Questions”: International Relations and the Decline of Ottoman Power

able balance of power. The rise of new powers, principally
the German Empire, posed one set of challenges to con-
tinental order. The waning power of older regimes posed I
another. The Crimean War, which lasted from 1853 to
1856, was a particularly gruesome attempt to cope with the

most serious such collapse. As the Ottoman Empire lost its

grip on its provinces in southeastern Furope, the “Eastern

Question” of who would benefit from Ottoman weakness

drew Europe into war. At stake were not only territorial

gains but also strategic interests, alliances, and the balance

of power in Furope. And though the war occurred before

the unification of the German and Italian states, it struc-

tured the system of Great Power politics that guided Europe

until (and indeed toward) the First World War.

The Crimean War, 1853-1856

The root causes of the war lay in the Eastern Question and
the decline of the Ottoman Empire. The crisis that pro-
voked it, however, involved religion—namely French and
Russian claims to protect religious minorities and the holy |
places of Jerusalem within the Muslim Ottoman Empire.
In 1853, a three-way quarrel among France (on behalf of
Roman Catholics), Russia (representing Eastern Orthodox
Christians), and Turkey devolved into a Russian confronta-
tion with the Turkish sultan. Confident that Turkey would
be unable to resist, concerned that other powers might take
advantage of Turkish weakness, and persuaded (mistak-
enly) that they had British support, the Russians moved i
troops into the Ottoman-governed territories of ‘Moldavia |
and Walachia (see the map on page 722). In October 1853, ‘ i
Turkey, also persuaded they would be supported by the
British, declared war on Russia. The war became a disaster |
for the Turks, who lost their fleet at the battle of Sinope in
November. But Russia’s success alarmed the British and the
French, who considered Russian expansion a threat to their o
interests in the Balkans, the eastern Mediterranean, and, :
for the British, the route to India. Determined to check that i
expansion, France and Britain each declared war on Russia

in March 1854. In September, they landed on the Russian

peninsula of Crimea and headed for the Russian naval base

at Sevastopol, to which they laid siege. France, Britain, and l
the Ottomans were joined in 1855 by the small but ambi- '
tious Italian state of Piedmont-Sardinia, all fighting against ‘
the Russians. This was the closest Europe had come to a “
general war since 1815.

The war was relatively short, but its conduct was devas- ‘
tating. Conditions on the Crimean peninsula were dire, and !
the disastrous mismanagement of supplies and hygiene by ‘
the British and French led to epidemics among the troops.
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