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INTRODUCTION TO THE SERIES

The War and Society book series fosters studies of organized violence
and its consequences in all forms of society, from deep in the past until
the present. It encourages different intellectual traditions from different
disciplines. Its goal is to expand theoretical understanding of the causes
and effects of war, thereby to provide intellectual tools for constructing
a more peaceful world.
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INTRODUCTION
Deadly Developments and Phantasmagoric
Representations

S.P.Reyna

“phantasmagoria:...a constantly shifting, complex
succession of things seen or imagined as in a dream or fever
state” (Webster’s 1966:1693).

Classical nineteenth century social theory arose as an attempt to
understand the emergence of modernity. Theorists thought that modern
society was “civilized,” and that this quality was related to economic
developments. So thinkers proceeded by formulating economic
dichotomies that distinguished the uncivilized from the civilized. Saint-
Simon made the main dichotomy one between feudal and industrial
economies; Comte and Spencer distinguished military and industrial
societies; Marx emphasized the transition from precapitalist to capitalist
modes of production; and Durkheim believed that segmental societies,
integrated by mechanical solidarity, evolved into industrial ones,
integrated by organic solidarity. Not only Comte and Spencer, but Marx
and Durkheim as well believed that war dominated the earlier societies
and that it would become infrequent, or die out entirely, in states with
industrial capitalism.' Classic social theory, then, to a considerable
degree, represented modern social order to be one of pacific, capitalist
states developing out of some warring uncivilized Other.

This book’s goals are to introduce readers to the rich variety in
anthropological analyses of modern war and, in so doing, to give them
some understanding of the intimacies between capitalist states and war.?
The present introduction contributes to the realization of these goals by
providing some analytic tools helpful when studying wars and states, by
offering previews of the articles’ arguments, and by raising the alarm
that certain scholarly traditions peddle phantasmagoric representations
that darken comprehension of modern war. The volume includes nine
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articles by ten anthropologists who investigate warfare in different
times and places during the evolution of modern governments and
capitalism. Included are studies from what came to be the crucible of
modern society, Atlantic Europe, to what came to be its peripheries in
the Third World. Certain findings of these articles provide a basis for
evaluating different representations of capitalism, states, and wars. It
turns out that classic social theory’s insistance that capitalist states were
pacific is a phantasm, a chimera that hides deadly developments.

1

The articles that compose this book analyze warfare in societies with
states. So it is important to begin by specifying an understanding of this
social form. The “state” is a territory within which there are two sets of
institutions, those of government and those of civil society.
“Government” is understood to be a roughly hierarchical organization
of offices with different amounts of power and authority in executive,
legislative, and judicial domains. Modern governments are
distinguished from their premodern counterparts, among other things,
by the enormous variety and amounts of resources at their disposal as
well as by the prodigious differentiation of their offices that allows them
to utilize these resources. Both of these differences contribute to the
vastly superior powers of modern vis-a-vis premodern governments.
“Civil society” includes the economic, kin, religious, and other non-
governmental institutions found in states.

“Capitalism” refers to the nature of institutions that have increasingly
come to dominate the civil society of modern states. Capitalist
institutions exhibit five attributes: 1. ownership of the factors of
production by private persons (who are the capitalists); 2. provision of
labor by workers who are politically free to dispose of their labor as
they wish; 3. the orientation of workers’ and capitalists’ activity to the
objective of the maximization of profit; 4. the realization of profit
through the operation of the market; and 5. the appropriation of profit
by the capitalists. Capitalism, because it exhibits these five attributes, is
a process of capital accumulation. Two f orms of capitalism have been
important. Most capital accumulation in the early modern period (c.1415
—=.1760) resulted from the maximization of profits of mercantile
enterprises. After this time, capital accumulation increasingly resulted
from the maximization of the profits of manufacturing enterprises that
utilized machine technologies. These two varieties of capitalism have
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been respectively called “commercial” and “industrial.” A “capitalist
state” is one in which either of the two forms of capitalist enterprise
dominate the civil society’s economic life. The essays constituting this
book analyze different forms of warfare in capitalist states or in
populations influenced by such states. A brief précis of these articles is
in order.

The volume is divided into three chronological parts. The first part
consists of an essay by myself that is concerned with warf are between
Portugal, Spain, Holland, Britain, and France during the development of
commercial capitalism in the early period. The second part of the book
also consists of a single essay: that of Abraham Rosman and Paula
Rubel dealing with an outburst of “tribal” fighting among certain
islanders in the south Pacific during the nineteenth century.

The third part of the volume, by far the largest, investigates twentieth
century conflicts. First, there is a piece by Candilario Saenz exploring
little known ethnic fighting in the United States southwest at the dawn
of the century. This is followed by five articles analyzing warfare in
postcolonial Africa. Three articles consider the eastern portion of the
continent. Joan Vincent analyzes Ugandan government attacks upon
various elements of its civil society, warring that has plagued Uganda
almost since Independence. David Turton contemplates an instance of
“tribal” war, one involving the Mursi and their neighbors in Ethiopia.
Carolyn Nordstrom seeks to understand war in Mozambique between
the government and a guerilla movement whose brutality has seemed to
epitomize “savagery.” Two articles are set in West Africa. Although
wars between states have been rare in postcolonial Africa, John
Magistro seeks to explain one such case that erupted between
Mauritania and Senegal in the late 1980s and early 1990s. A
comparative piece by Pierre Bonte looks at the relationship between
land and ethnic conflict in the Sahel, the arid savanna immediately south
of the Sahara. The last article in the third section deals with Latin
America. William Mitchell seeks to explain the war between the
government and the Shining Path guerillas in Peru.

Elsewhere (Reyna 1994) I have suggested that the term war is applied
properly only to societies with states. Specifically, war involves
practices of organized violence performed by institutions within states.
These articles explore two types of war: international and internal.
“International” war is that waged between the military institutions of the
governments of different states. Reyna considers a case of international
war. “Internal” war is that conducted within a state. There are two
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major sorts of internal war. First there is “civil” war, which happens
when the military institutions of a state’s government wage war against
different institutions in that state’s civil society. Then there is “civil
society” war that arises when different institutions in a civil society
fight each other in the absence of government intervention.

A further distinction might be made between ‘“ethnic” and
“nonethnic” internal wars. Civil or civil society wars between religious
groups or gangs are non-ethnic internal wars. Those between groups
such as the Sioux and Cheyenne in 19th century United States are ethnic
internal wars. Rosman and Rubel, Saenz, and Turton concentrate their
analyses upon ethnic civil society war. Magistro and Bonte investigate
instances of ethnic civil war. Nordstrom and Mitchell explore cases of
non-ethnic civil war.

The articles tend to identify determinants or accelerants of the
different types of wars. By “determinant” is not meant the sole cause of
a conflict. Rather, a determinant is understood in the context of this
volume to be a phenomenon that played a role in bringing about, in the
sense of “making occur,” organized violence. “Accelerants” are like
gasoline on a fire, for they are phenomena that, in the presence of
existing conflict, make the violence occur more frequently and/or
intensely.

Further, the articles generally explore structural and subjective
categories of determinants or accelerants. “Structural” phenomena are
those involving the actions of organizations that, in the cases analyzed,
are largely those of the governments and civil societies of capitalist
states. “Subjective” phenomena are those having to do with peoples’
thoughts and emotions. People are born with neuro-physiologies that
allow them to experience an enormous variety of cognitions and
sentiments. Their subjectivities are what they actually think and feel in
different contexts. Subjectivities, however, are ‘“constructed.”
Construction involves the activities of organizations that embody—i.e.,
literally put-in-the-body, in the sense of placing within neuro-
physiologies—systems of cultural meaning, so that people will
experience different cognitions and affects as they have been
constructed to experience them. It is time to look a bit more closely at
what the articles identify as structurally and subjectively important in
the determination and acceleration of modern warfare.
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Most anthropological analyses of modern war are concerned with
conflict over short periods of time in global peripheries. A long period
of time is considered in my article, the three and a half centuries during
which the modern capitalist state emerged. Further, the scene of the
action is the core, the five European Atlantic states most directly
involved in the making of modernity.

I begin with a discussion of the properties of the modern state and
suggest that foremost among these is its extraordinary power, a property
sensed by Hobbes when he imagined the state as a “great Leviathan,”
the most powerful thing he could envision. This means that an
important question to pose is: did anything happen during the time of
increasing commercial capitalism to make the Leviathan so powerful? I
believe that what happened was the gradual emergence of a “military-
capitalist” complex. This was a number of inter-related institutions that
allowed the accumulation of capital by commercial capitalists in civil
society to accelerate the accumulation of violent force in government
and vice versa. The Leviathan grew so powerful because the military-
capitalist complex made the accumulation of profits and militaries
mutually reinforcing, thereby accelerating the accumulation of capital
and violent force. It was the concentration of ever increasing amounts
of these forces within the state that made it so powerful a behemoth.

Analysis of the histories of the European Atlantic states in the early
modern period reveals that seventeenth century England learned how to
make a better military-capitalist complex than did its Portuguese,
Spanish, Dutch, and French competitors. Armed with its better military-
capitalist complex, Britain blasted and traded its way through the
eighteenth century, accumulating violent force and capital, with the result
that by 1763 it had amassed sufficient power to exercise truly global
domination.

Abraham Rosman and Paula Rubel take us to the periphery and
expand upon Ferguson and Whitehead’s approach to the
anthropological analysis of war, which studies “the transf ormation of
indigenous patterns of warfare brought about by the proximity or
intrusion of expanding states” (1992:1). Specifically, they describe an
efflorescence of “tribal” war among Melanesian peoples living on the
New Ireland islands subsequent to their first “contact” with Europeans
in the 1880s. It is the nature of this contact that is critical. Copra is the
dried meat of coconuts. When processed, copra yields an oil that has
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been used since the 19th century as an ingredient in a wide range of
industrial capitalist products including soaps and margarines. Rosman
and Rubel make clear that agrarian capitalism was penetrating
Melanesia during the late 1800s, often taking the form of copra
plantations. Trading stations were set up throughout Melanesia to
facilitate the copra sector. Employees of the trading stations bartered
guns to those who would provide them with labor for the plantations.

Those New Irelanders who had acquired guns used them against their
usual adversaries, which created, in Rosman and Rubel’s words, an
“imbalance” in relations between opponents, one that provoked them to
war more fiercely. Thus what appears to be an instance of “traditional
tribal” war turns out to be nothing of the sort. Rather, the search for
labor by agro-capitalist enterprise, supplying products demanded by
industrial capitalist enterprise, turns out to be a structural accelerant of
violence. At the end of their essay, Rosman and Rubel suggest parallels
between what happened in New Ireland at the end of the 19th century
and what has happened recently in Somalia.

Saenz’s piece, which opens the third section, considers an episode in
the “winning” of the West. In 1915 a document was found upon a
gentleman in Texas that came to be known as the Plan de San Diego.
The “Plan” called for the formation of a military unit, the “Mexican
Liberation Army of All Races and Peoples,” to be composed of
Mexican-Americans, Japanese-Americans, African-Americans, and
Native Americans, that would fight to create an independent republic in
the southwestern portion of the United States. A Mexican-American
insurrection started in the summer of 1915 as an attempt to implement
this plan. Saenz, whose family were active participants in the events
leading up to it, weaves a tale that accounts for the passions driving the
formulation of this plan.

A lesson of Saenz’s tale is that ethnic groups like the Tejanos and
Anglos do not war because of “natural” bloodlusts or because it is an
essential aspect of their ethnic identities to massacre each other. In fact,
the Tejanos were an amalgamation of Mexican and older Anglo families
who had inter-married and lived in peace. Rather, Saenz’s point is that
structural phenomena, changes to the global capitalist system involving
the production of wool were at the heart of the ethnic conflict.

Kay Warren has recently argued for the ‘“‘centrality of cultural
issues’ in the study of organized violence” (1993:1). Joan Vincent’s
contribution shows readers how such issues can be central in an analysis
that links cultural to political and economic factors. She seeks to
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understand the civil war that has plagued Uganda almost since
Independence. Specifically, she is interested in accounting for
differences in the ferocity of the conflict, for she finds that the fighting
conducted in more southerly areas was in a number of instances less
brutal than that in the north. In an analysis blending Foucauldian and
Gramscian insights with her own rich ethnography, Vincent shows how
colonialism resulted in a cultural hegemony, one of whose properties
was what might be termed a geographic consciousness, a consciousness
that helped legitimate different levels of violence.

The concept of cultural hegemony, with a genealogy deriving from
Antonio Gramsci via Raymond Williams and John and Jean Comaroff,
is a useful tool for the analysis of the role of subjectivities in
domination. Hegemony in Williams’ influential definition is a “
system of meanings and values—constitutive and constituting—which
as they are experienced as practices appear as reciprocally confirming”
(1977:118).3 Specifically, hegemonic meanings, which tend “...to be
taken for granted as the natural and received shape of the world...” J&J
Comaroff 1991:23), construct peoples’ subjectivities so that they will be
more likely to consent to their domination. Colonial officials, according
to Vincent, were interested in introducing agro-capitalist enterprises into
Uganda to satisfy the needs of English industrial capitalism at home.
These officials and their minions introduced a cultural hegemony in
which things associated with capitalism were valued, while those not
associated with it were devalued. Agro-enterprises introduced by the
British were largely located in more southerly areas and included such
export cash crops as coffee. More northerly areas were less touched,
except as reservoirs of cheap labor.

Given the prevailing hegemony, people living in these two areas
came to be conceptualized differently. Those in the south were seen as
more modern and civilized, while those in the north were understood to
be less modern and rather uncivilized. Here is the crucial point. This
constitution of values, a veritable hegemonic geography of where the
British had introduced capitalism, persisted into the postcolonial times.
So when southern Ugandan commanders and soldiers campaigned
against northerners in the north, they fought with greater fury, a ferocity
in some measure determined by their consciousness of what awaited
them in the heartland of the uncivilized. Vincent, thus, shows how a
certain type of subjective phenomena, the cultural hegemonic
geography, introduced to facilitate the introduction of capitalism into
Uganda, acted to accelerate violence in certain regions of that country.
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Turton takes readers to the isolated Omo River valley in Ethiopia, to
a people called the Mursi. His analysis explores the effect of the
acquisition of automatic weapons upon Mursi “traditional” warfare. A
key question, however, is why do the Mursi, who live in an outback
beyond the outback, suddenly find themselves massacring clan rivals
with AK 47s and the like?

An answer to this question has to do with threats to industrial
capitalism due to Communist expansion. Many people came to resist the
domination they experienced under capitalism. One way they did so
was to develop Communist ideologies, which helped to construct the
subjectivities of those opposing capitalism. Such opposition was
effective. Russia fell in 1917, much of eastern Europe went after 1945,
and China was lost in 1949. Such events closed off enormous areas of
the globe to capitalism and threatened to deny still more. This meant
that by 1950 the primary threat to continued capitalist accumulation was
Communist expansion. Such a threat had to be addressed on many
levels, one of which was to call upon the assistance of governments to
harass Communism politically.

One way this was done throughout the Third World was to arm
opponents of the Communists, which, of course, motivated Communists
to arm their supporters. One area where such an arms race was
prosecuted vigorously was in the Horn of Africa. As a result, Ethiopia in
the 1970s and 1980s became awash in weapons, some of which
eventually trickled down to the Mursi.

Turton notes that when the Mursi finally got their guns, “tribal”
warfare in the Omo River valley was part of a regional, inter-ethnic
system of reciprocity involving the exchange of violence as well as
goods. In such fighting an act of violence by a group must be
recipro cated by those attacked. Once this reciprocation has occurred, it
becomes the basis for restoring peace. Turton is especially insightful in
showing how the introduction of automatic weapons acted as an
accelerant to this system, one that, as was the case among the New
Irelanders, unbalanced it. When the Mursi’s opponents got machine guns,
the Mursi had to get them or be annihilated. When all groups get these
weapons the killing may be so inflated that they all will be threatened
with extermination. However, should the Mursi be exterminated, it will
not be because they were acting upon primordial antagonisms. Rather, it
would be an unintended consequence of political decisions taken by
officials of capitalist Great Powers to defend capitalism.
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Mozambique became independent in 1975 as a result of a decade of
war against Portuguese colonial rule. This anti-colonial revolt was
conducted by a Marxist oriented Frelimo (Frente de Libertagcdo de
Mogambique). In the years immediately after independence, Frelimo
instituted a Marxist-Leninist government dedicated to assisting
liberation movements in Rhodesia and South Africa. Southern Africa, in
general, is an area that has enormous quantities of natural resources.
Moreover, the regional hegemon, South Africa, then operating under a
racist Apartheid regime, was a country that both supplied a wide range
of raw materials to U.S. and European capitalist enterprise and benefited
from their substantial investments in its developing industrial sector. So
capitalism stood to suffer big losses if southern Africa fell.
Mozambique, then, in the late 1970s directly threatened capitalism in a
region where losses would be great. Mozambique had to be neutralized,
which was, of course, a task for governments in the region that favored
capitalism.

Rhodesia formed and controlled a terrorist movement called Renamo
(Resisténcia Nacional de Mogambique) with the covert, but strong,
support of Great Britain and Portugal. After the white regime fell and
Rhodesia became Zimbabwe with a left-leaning government, the
prospects f or capitalism in southern Africa seemed even more
threatened. As a consequence, South Africa, encouraged by the Reagan
administration, began an anti-Communist war throughout the region.
Mozambique, of course, became one theater in this war. The South
African military greatly strengthened Renamo around 1980, using it as
their weapon in Mozambique.

Renamo’s strategy was one of “dirty war,” i.e., the use of terrorism
against civilian populations. Nordstrom provides a phenomenology of
such violence. She seeks to understand the experience of unimaginable
butchery. For example, Renamo forced children to watch, or
on occasion to perpetrate, the murder and cannibalism of family and
friends. It commonly asked husbands and children to watch their wives
and mothers being gang raped and murdered.

Nordstrom interprets such cultures of terror as rituals that are
destructive of life-world viability. “Life-world” is a central subjective
notion of the philosopher Husserl and is his concept of the everyday,
unreflected upon experience of the way things are.* It is that part of a
person’s psyche that is like a computer’s operating system. Without an
operating system a computer cannot connect with its external
environment. Without a life-world a person cannot connect with, in the
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sense of having experience of, reality. Nordstrom shows how eating
one’s mother, a horrific perversion of normal experience, tends to
obliterate one’s life-world; as one of her informants says, “Who am 1?7 |
am nothing.” Such persons, with their subjectivities literally
“deconstructed,” and wandering in a world chaotic experience, simply
cannot fight and hence could not oppose Renamo and their South
African patrons.

Nordstrom suggests that Renamo’s dirty war was waged more by
“habit” than by “rational” strategy. This may well be true in certain
instances. However, South African security forces took Renamo over in
1980 to suppress Communist threats to South African dominance and a
whole way of life that had a capitalistic bias. Renamo made life so
miserable in Mozambique that Frelimo backed off the business of
exporting Marxist-Leninism to other countries and, for that matter, it
pretty much curtailed anything that smacked of Communism in
Mozambique. Dirty wars are cheap wars. So it seems that for relatively
little money South Africa got Renamo to help contain the spread of
Communism in a big region. This seems perfectly rational if one’s goal
is the maintenance of capitalism. It is, however, the rationale of
savagery.

Mobs of one ethnicity have butchered those of other ethnicities in the
Senegal River Valley since 1980. This fighting has pitted Maures from
Mauritania against sub-Saharan ethnicities, especially Toucouleurs, who
reside on both sides of the river in Senegal and Mauritania. Magistro
explores the causes of this violence, which, however, appear to have
little to do with ethnicity per se.

Since the 1970s there have been massive donor lending and foreign
capital investment in the Senegal River valley. These funds have been
used largely to construct an irrigation infrastructure. Once, while on a
development mission to this region in 1980, a natty European
Community official confided to me that such lending would give a “nice
little boost” to European and other core nations’ agro-industries. It turns
out that he was right. The lending has stimulated sales f or these firms.
Such donor lending might be seen as a mechanism that allowed core
governments to lend money, derived to a considerable extent from the
taxes of their middle classes, to Mauritania and Senegal, which then
spent it largely upon the products of European industry owned by
wealthy capitalists. This is a public subsidy of private, capitalist
enterprise. Ultimately such structural action helped provoke ethnic war.
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Certain Maures are called bidan (white). Wealthy bidan control the
Mauritanian government. They have lived in the recent past in the
Sahara. However, they have come to realize that the enormous irrigation
investments have conferred great value on the southern riverine areas.
Consequently, bidan have used their government connections to
expropriate lands from those who f ormerly exploited it. The latter are
often Toucouleur, and the loss of their lands is a fighting matter to
them. It is this expropriation that is at the heart of the ethnic conflict.

No person, or persons, consciously planned for Maure and nonMaure
ethnicities to butcher each other. However, some officials did
consciously plan river basin development, which they expected would
provide, among other things, a “boost” to EC business. Unfortunately it
was the unintended consequences of this rational planning that produced
the irrational mob butcheries that have characterized the ethnic violence
in the Senegal River valley.

Bonte extends Magistro’s analysis of the Senegal River Valley to
include other areas of the Sahel. His article reminds readers of the
crucial roles of the postcolonial state and land tenure in the construction
of ethnic identities and conflict; especially between herders and
farmers. Specifically, he investigates countries—Mauritania, Niger, and
Mali—whose governments are dominated by officials from either
pastoral or agricultural ethnic groups.

In the Séno Mango region of Mali he shows that, as the
commercialization of food production has occurred, it has for the most
part benefited the agricultural Dogons at the expense of pastoral Fulani.
This has allowed wealthier Dogon to purchase Fulani lands. Mali’s
government is dominated by people from farming ethnicities, and their
national development projects in the Séno Mango have added to the
expropriation of Fulani lands. The result has been an increased potential
for Dogon/Fulani conflict as the latter have been increasingly
marginalized.

Bonte reports on a somewhat similar situation in the interior delta of
the Niger River. This is an area that has been a major source of dry-
season pasture for herders throughout the central Sahel. Here the Malian
government has again favored development programs that privilege
farming. This has resulted in a situation where former pastoral areas are
being given over to different forms of commercial farming, tending to
marginalize people from herding ethnicities.

Bonte’s third case comes from Tuareg areas of Mali and Niger. The
Tuareg, of course, are the most famous of the saharan camel pastoralists.
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However, both Niger’s and Mali’s governments are dominated by
farmers and have followed policies that have tended to expropriate
Tuareg pastures. This ethnic marginalization has created a situation of
conflict, one that has evolved to the stage of armed revolt.

The final region Bonte investigates is that of the Senegal River
Valley. Mauritania is the only sahelian state whose officials derive
predominantly from a herder ethnicity, that of the Maures. The
Mauritanian government has used its powers to help wealthy bidan
Maures expropriate the land of riverain farmers, especially the
Toucouleurs, which they then use to set up commercial farming
operations. This ethnic marginalization of riverain folk, as we already
know from Magistro’s piece, has produced inter-ethnic fighting.

A crucial point to grasp is that ethnic conflict does not result from
deeply embedded, “traditional” pastoralist/farmer rancor. Rather, in the
particular instances discussed it is derived from structural changes in the
access to productive land that come about as governments seek to aid
their supporters to get into the business of capitalist agriculture.

Shining Path, or Sendero Luminoso, is the popular name of the
Peruvian Communist party, which, until the capture of its head,
Abimael Guzman, had led an effective war against governmental
regimes fighting to defend, among other things, Peruvian capitalism.
Shining Path, perhaps because of its effectiveness, has inspired a
considerable literature, mostly critical of its brutality. Mitchell argues
that f ocusing attention purely upon the Shining Path has prevented an
understanding of the social revolution of which it is but a part.

Since the 1940s Peru has evolved in the direction of an industrial
capitalist society, one integrated into United States dominated trade and
finance. This transformation, Mitchell’s social revolution, has been
accompanied by the ruin of peasant farming. This, in turn, has produced
a high rural exodus, with former peasants becoming underemployed
proletarians. Unfortunately, capitalism simply has not worked, at least
in the sense of providing rising incomes and living standards to the vast
majority of the population. In part this is because the Peruvian
development is a late blooming, not especially competitive, form of
industrial capitalism. In sum, Peru has experienced protracted economic
crisis since the 1970s.

This crisis has obliged capital and labor to compete more vigorously
for their respective shares of the national income. Capital, of course, has
had the better of this competition, with its profits representing an
increasing proportion of the national income. This means that labor’s
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share, wages, has declined. A few wealthy capitalists have gotten still
wealthier, while the vast bulk of the population has been impoverished.
A society-wide escalation of both crime and violence has been a
consequence of increased poverty. The Shining Path was but one
manifestation of this violence. Thus the changes involved in the
development of Peruvian capitalism have increased inequality and
poverty. This has resulted in violence—be it that of criminals against
their victims, the state against its people, or of the Shining Path and
other revolutionary groups against the state.

Is the Peruvian case a portent of the future of much of the rest of the
world, especially the part that got a late start on capitalism? Such states
are obliged by the International Monetary Fund or the World Bank to
develop capitalism in ways that decrease equality and increase poverty.
Peru has been down this “shining path,” and it has descended into an
inferno of violence. It is time to move out of this realm of hell and into
that of phantasmagoric representation and then, perhaps, out of the
phantasmic into a clearer apprehension of modern war.

I

Remember, from the beginning of the introduction, that a
phantasmagoria is “...a...sucession of things...imagined (as in a
dream...).” The articles just discussed provide grounds for separating
dreaming from fact and suggest that three commonly held approaches to
understanding modern war do strain towards the phantasmagoric.

Let us begin with the oldest, most persistent, at least in the Western
intellectual tradition, approach to the explanation of war, which was first
articulated in ancient Greece by Thucydides in his The Peloponnesian
War (1949) to account for wars between Athens and Sparta in the fifth
century B.C. It was introduced into modern discourse by Thomas
Hobbes in Leviathan (1968 [1651]) during the seventeenth century.
Thinkers hewing to the Thucydides-Hobbes line believe that warfare—
any warfare, modern or otherwise—is an expression of natural human
impulses, with “natural” here understood to mean pertaining to biology.
War occurs, according to this view, as Hobbes pungently put it, because
the natural state of people is “...warre of every man against every
man...” (1968:188). This approach might be called “naturalist,” and it is
so tenacious because f or many people it is hegemonic. Of course, there
will always be war: “It is human to hate” (Huntington 1996:130).
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Since the 1950s this position has been given an explicitly
evolutionary biological twist, of which there are now two variants. One
of these, argued by Ardrey (1961) and Lorenz (1966), has it that
selective pressures favored the evolution of pugnacious humans,
“natural born killers,” whose innate ferocity provoked wars. Another
view, the most recent, proposed by Ehrenreich, has it that before people
were predators they were prey, and that war is an expression of going
from the hunted to the hunter. Specifically, she argues that “...the
emotions we bring to war are derived in an evolutionary sense from...”
what she terms “...a primal battle...,” the prey-to-predator transition
(1997:95). These emotions are “ecstasy” (ibid.: 14) and “thrill” (ibid.:
17). Further, war is pretty much a religious ritual of blood sacrifice, and
such rituals—whipping celebrants up to thrilling heights of ecstasy—*...
th celebrate and terrifyingly reenact the human transition from prey to
predator, and so...does war...” (ibid.: 22).

The evolutionary biological versions of the naturalist approach to war
have been roundly criticized within sociocultural anthropology (see
Alland 1973 and Montagu 1973 and 1976). There have been a number
of lines of criticism. The most fundamental is that evidence supporting
evolutionary biological accounts tends to be weak. For example,
Ehrenreich’s argument depends, among other things, on having those
who are involved in war feeling the thrill of ecstasy. However, none of
the articles in this volume reports the faintest hint of rapture among
combatants and non-combatants in the conflicts they analyze. Further,
the vast bulk of the literature dealing with war fails to report that people
experience war as ecstasy. It might be countered that none of the
contributors to this volume was looking at the emotions of war and so
did not mention them. However, if war was such a big thrill it might be
expected that its observers would report it.

They don’t. Rather, what they do mention are facts like that narrated
by Nordstrom for Renamo, that it obliged children to cannabalize their
parents. Where is the bliss in such ingestion? Or they brag, as did one
Assyrian ruler, that,

I felled 3,000 of their fighting men with the sword. I carried off
prisoners, possessions, oxen (and) cattle from them. I captured
many troops alive: I cut off some of their arms (and) hands; I cut
off of others their noses, ears, (and) extremities. I gouged out the
eyes of many troops. I made one pile of the living (and) one of the
heads. I hung their heads on trees around the city. I burnt their
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adolescent boys (and) girls. I razed, destroyed, burnt (and)
consumed...(Grayson 1972: 176).

Realities of daddy and mommy for lunch, gouged eyes, heads
decorating trees, with the teen population roasting in merrily, crackling
fires evoke dread. Is it any wonder that Ehrenreich informs her readers
that her “...standards of proof...are hardly as firm as those that prevail
in the natural sciences...” (1997:4); or that one reviewer, Ignatieff,
commenting on her work should hail it as “a tour de force” of
“hypothetical anthropology” (1997:12; emphasis added).

How do the findings of our essay s bear upon the naturalist position
in general? None of the articles supports it. In each case institutions of
the capitalist state, institutions influenced by the capitalist state, or
subjectivities constructed by these institutions, do the job of provoking
war. The determinant or accelerant of violence is never biological. A
final point to appreciate concerns Ehrenreich’s scholarly representation
of war. Popular culture in novels, television, and movies portrays war as
exciting and glorious. Star Trek, Aliens, Independence Day, and the like,
teach viewers to thrill to the kill of the alien Other. The U.S. is an
advanced capitalist state. Such states, our contributors show, are deeply
involved in war. Ehrenreich’s scholarly cultural views converge with
those of popular culture. She, and the movies, are in the business of
constructing subjectivities in which it is pretty much taken for granted
that war is a glorious rush. The existence of such subjectivities would
seem to help the U.S. go about its military activities. Let us consider a
second popular approach to explaining contemporary wars.

Officials, journalists, and scholars, as they contemplate the Northern
Irelands and Bosnias of this world, often blame contemporary war upon
“essentialist” tribal or ethnic antagonisms. Essentialist views of social
groups are those that specify that groups have primordial, in the sense
of immanent, attributes that are their fixed and unchanging essence.’
Many believe that the current spate of ethnic or, more journalistically,
“tribal” wars have resulted because these groups, today’s savage Other,
are essentially antagonistic towards each other. This is a second “ethnic
essentialist” approach to the explanation of modern war.

However, the New Irelanders and Mursi did not start killing ethnic
enemies at higher rates because of essentialist antipathies. Rather, more
prosaically, they got guns, which allowed them to kill more. Saenz’s
evidence shows that Tejanos and Anglos did not always hate each
other. Rather, for a considerable period the reverse appears to have been
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the case. However, violence erupted when the position of the Tejanos
rapidly deteriorated in the capitalist world economy. Similarly the
ethnic groups described by Magistro and Bonte that are at each other’s
throats in the Sahel have been made competitors over land. The case of
Mozambique is the most striking. Its utter bestiality has nothing to do
with tribal antagonisms, and everything to do with the governments of
capitalist states fighting threats to capitalism, and doing this fighting
through dirty wars devised by agents of these states.

Additionally, there is a considerable literature arguing that the spate
of “ethnic” wars since the 1980s in Bosnia, India, Sri Lanka, Central
Asia, Sudan, Rwanda, and Somalia are the result of the deliberate
construction of antagonistic ethnic identities by political leaders seeking
to control these states, often with the conivance of agents of advanced
industrial capitalist states.® This suggests that those marketing ethnic
essentialism—dreaming that all ethnic groups hate each other as the
savage Other—peddle a phantasmagoria.

Let us end by considering a particular contention of a third approach,
that of classic social theory’s insistence upon the pacific nature of
capitalist states. Reyna’s article, however, argues that what gave the
modern state its distinctive quality was the evolution between 1415 and
1763 of a military-capitalist complex—military institutions in
governments co-dependent with those of capitalism in civil society—
that warred to assist in capital accumulation, and then used this capital
to increase military capabilities, i.e., to facilitate predatory
accumulation. Rosman and Rubel document how the accelerated war in
the tribal zone of New Ireland was the result of the arrival of capitalist
institutions from an expanding German state. Saenz believes the
rebellion in early twentieth century Texas was in part determined by
competition between two form of capitalist agroenterprise. Turton’s
data suggest that the acceleration of Mursi fighting was, in part, a
consequence of the operation of government institutions protecting
capitalist interests during the Cold War.

Magistro’s argument may be interpreted as suggesting that Senegal
River valley ethnic fighting has been partially determined by European
Community government operations in support of the profits of their
agro-enterprises. Bonte accounted for heightened ethnic tension
throughout the Sahel as a result of African governments’ taking sides
between ethnic groups, helping some at the expense of others, especially
with access to land that could then be utilized for capitalist farming.
Mitchell sees the civil war in Peru as in part the effect of the increased



DEADLY DEVELOPMENTS 17

poverty and inequality resulting from its late, industrial capitalist
development. Vincent and Nordstrom deal with the realm of
subjectivities. They show how colonial government (in the case of
Uganda) and postcolonial government (in that of Mozambique) took
actions that constructed their peoples’ subjectivities by creating cultural
hegemonies or life-worlds. These subjectivities, then, disposed peoples
to greater violence.

Thus, the conclusions of the different articles support the f ollowing
generalization. Structural and subjective factors found in, or associated
with, capitalist states help determine or accelerate the types of war
found in the modern world. This means that any representation of
capitalist states as pacific is delusional. Additionally, I have shown how
naturalist and ethnic essentialist accounts tend to induce the sweet
dreams of phantasmagoria.

v

Let us place these generalizations within a broader context, that of the
history of modern war since the emergence of industrial capitalism, in
order to draw a broader conclusion. The capitalist states that had
developed in Atlantic Europe by the eighteenth century were killing
machines. Roughly seventy to eighty percent of their budgets were
spent to pay the expenses of ongoing wars and the debts of past wars
(Mann 1986). Industrial capitalist states began to emerge outside of
their original crucible in Atlantic Europe during the nineteenth century.
One of these, Germany, developed a different version of the military-
capitalist complex, based in part on a vastly more lethal industrial
weaponry, and fought its way to territorial conquest throughout central
and western continental Europe. Two other newcomers, the U.S. and
Japan, joined Great Britain and France toward the end of the century in
the use of the new weaponry to butcher noncapitalist peoples in North
America, Africa, the Middle East, East Asia, and the Pacific. The term
“butcher” in the previous sentence is appropriate. Enormous numbers of
peoples fighting with spears and swords were slaughtered by those with
automatic weapons and heavy artillery. Some of these wars, especially
those against native Americans, were genocidal because they led to the
extermination of whole peoples (see Stannard 1992 and Todorov 1984).
They made it possible, however, for capitalist states first to free lands for
capitalist development and then to supply raw materials and markets
needed for this development.
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The first half of the twentieth century was dominated by the most
cataclysmic war the world has seen. World Wars I and II were a Second
Thirty Year War that ran from 1914 to 1945. In it, younger capitalist
states, Japan and Germany, fought older capitalist states, Great Britain
and France. Perhaps as many as ninety million people were killed as a
result of the conflict (Mandel 1986:169). The U.S. emerged from it with
by f ar the most powerful military-capitalist complex. It, not Germany
or Japan, became the greatest of the Great Leviathans, and ever since
there have been wars for the U.S. to fight and people to kill. Between
1946 and 1976 there were 120 wars. The U.S. intervened, overtly or
covertly, in roughly 42% of these (Kende 1978).

It is time to step back and smell the daisies. First remember that many
works in popular culture strive to convince folk that war is thrilling,
while, at the same time, many contributors to scholarly culture labor to
persuade us that it is natural, a natural high, or a product of the
unchangeable reflexes of ethnic, alien Others. Such popular, naturalist,
and ethnic essentialist representations construct subjectivities that take a
kindly view of war as a natural thing, a good thrill, or a regretable
necessity in a world of antagonistic, ethnic Aliens. Such representations
make notions of war hegemonic, because, though they quibble over the
nature and causes of war, they are based upon an unreflected upon,
taken-for-granted, premise that people should be disposed towards war.
Of course, such hegemonic notions help furnish capitalist states with a
supply of culturally constructed killers.

Remember, however, that popular, naturalist, and ethnic essentialist
depictions of war are phantasmagoric representations that hide an
actuality. The reality is that there have been deadly developments along
the highways and by ways of capitalist states. These states—sometimes
intentionally, often unintentionally, through intricate webs of causation
involving government and capitalist institutions and the subjectivities
they have constructed—have been instruments of internal and
international war. The savage Other is (capitalist) us. The grossest
delusion may be to ignore this reality, for if one does, one may not be
around to smell the daisies.

NOTES

1 Comte said, “no enlightened mind disputes the continual decline of the
military spirit, and the gradual ascendency of the industrial” (1957:
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166). Spencer made Comte’s observation a central part of his theories
(1896). Engels believed that war would negate itself when capitalism
evolved into socialism (1955:239—40). Durkheim stated that war became
“...more intermittent and less common” (1957:53) in industrial societies.
Giddens has noted classic social theory’s faith in the pacificity of
capitalist states (1985).

2. Ferguson and Farragher (1988) have written a useful guide to the
literature of the anthropology of war. Nagengast (1994) has reviewed
studies concerned with violence as it pertains to the state.

3. There is a considerable literature concerning Gramscian hegemony, to
which an especially useful introduction is Lears (1985). A distinction
should be made between cultural and other forms of hegemony. “Cultural
hegemony” is about cognition that reproduces domination within a state.
Other forms of hegemony refer to situations where one state has the
power to influence other states. This latter notion is about domination
between states.

4. Husserl’s life-world is, perhaps, best first approached in The Crisis of
European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology (1970). It was
introduced into social thought by Schutz (1972). Life-worlds are, in part,
a product of past cultural traditions. Absent in the notion of life-world, as
opposed to that of cultural hegemony, is any sense that a life-world might
help to reproduce the domination of certain groups within a society.

5. The view of essentialism offered in the text is that of Aristotle (Fetzer
and Almeder 1993:47). Essentialist views of ethnic violence are
expressed more often than not by those in governmental and journalistic
communities. However, the political scientist A.D.Smith believes that
“ethnicity is largely ‘mythic’ and ‘symbolic’, and..., once formed,...
exceptionally durable...” (1986:16). This is a rather essentialist view of
ethnicity. An essentialist view of ethnic conflict in the former Yugoslavia,
based upon Smith’s understanding of ethnicity, might assert that part of
the myth of what it is to be a Serb is that Serbs hate Croats and so the two
groups fight frequently.

6. For alternatives to ethnic essentialist accounts readers might consult
Denich (1993) and Kideckel and Halpern (1993) on Bosnia; Lessinger
(1994) on India; Schoeberlein-Engel (1994) on central Asia; Tambiah
(1986) on Sri Lanka; Erny (1994) on Rwanda; Deng (1994) on Sudan;
and Ahmed (1995) on Somalia.
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Chapter ONE
The Force of Two Logics: Predatory
and Capital Accumulation in the
Making of the Great Leviathan, 1415-
1763
S.P.Reyna

Anthropology Program
University of New Hampshire

Have you ever wondered, how do you build a “great
Leviathan;” with it recognized that Leviathan was Thomas
Hobbes’ term for the state; and with it further understood
that the most successful modern variant of it has been the
capitalist state. This article builds the Leviathan for readers
by bringing them to the places where (Atlantic Europe) and
the times when (1415-1763) the capitalist state was first
constituted. It argues that Great Britain developed a military-
capitalist complex that allowed it, more effectively than was
the case with its competitors, to conduct war so that greater
profits would be made, and to use these profits so that more
war could be waged. The operation of this complex allowed
England by 1763 to become a behemoth with global powers.

Thomas Hobbes published Leviathan in 1651, beginning modern
English discourse concerning the state. Hobbes’ state consisted of the
“Soveraigne” and the “Subject” in a dominion (1968:228). I accept this
Hobbesian notion of a state as a sovereign government and a subject civil
society, and my concern in the present article is to introduce an
approach that helps to explain the emergence of the modern version of
this Leviathan. So, in a sense, I tell a whale of a story, but do so using
the logical approach introduced below.

The “logics” of what I call the new social anthropology, as opposed to
those of mathematics, concern directions taken as a result of complex
actions, with it understood that “complexes” are groups of institutions in
which force is concentrated.! There have been logics of “capital
accumulation” that move in the direction of increasing and
concentrating capital force in capitalist complexes. There have also been
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logics of “predatory accumulation” that move in the direction of
increasing and concentrating violent force within government
complexes. Scholars have recognized that changes internal to Atlantic
European states’ capitalist complexes increased their capital
accumulation and were influential in the emergence of the modern state.
Few scholars have contemplated any such role for predatory
accumulation, and systematic analysis of the relationships between the
two logics in the making of the Leviathan has been virtually ignored. I
argue in this article that a military-capitalist complex, based upon two
mutually reinforcing logics of predatory and capital accumulation,
contributed to the formation of the modern state because the complex
allowed the reciprocating logics to produce more violent and capital
force than was possible when they operated alone. The military
capitalist complex, then, might be imagined as a sort of structural
steroid that bulked up stately whales into Hobbes’ “great Leviathan,” a
creature with the forces of a “mortal God” (1968:227) that—luckily for
England—turned out by 1763 to be England.

The plausibility of this view is established by documenting just how
England became a “great Leviathan.” The documentation proceeds in
four parts. The first section shows how medieval states employed a form
of predatory accumulation between A.D. 950 and A.D. 1400. It also
explains why predatory and capital accumulation were not mutually
reinforcing during this time. The second section relates how the Iberian
expansion (A.D. 1415-A.D. 1566) involved a new variety of predatory
accumulation that stimulated capital accumulation. Further discussed is
why Spain, the senior partner in this expansion, was unable to make the
two accumulations mutually reinforcing. The third and fourth sections
document the history of the original formation of the military-capitalist
complex. The third section proposes that a military-capitalist complex
was instituted in Holland, ironically in part due to Spain’s own attempt
to make the two accumulations mutually reinforcing in the period 1566
through 1648. Then, the fourth section specifies how England in the late
seventeenth century instituted a better military-capitalist complex that
allowed it by the end of the eighteenth century to become the first
modern “great Leviathan.” A goal of this article is to demonstrate how
the anthropological approach used in the text can nudge anthropology
out of an obsession with the exotica of particular cock-fights and into
more general and frankly more important questions like, how did the
Leviathan of modernity originate? A reply to this question is offered in
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the conclusion, an answer that is an elaboration upon a penetrating
insight of Eric Wolf.

1

Historians have conventionally dated the beginning of European
expansion at around A.D. 1500. Such dating is dated. R.Bartlett notes
that “...between 950 and 1350 Latin Christendom roughly doubled in
area...” due to “...conquest, colonization and associated cultural
change...” (1993:3).2 This expansion largely originated from the area of
the old Carolingian empire. It included the conquests by Norman
nobility in the British isles and the Mediterranean; by Burgundian and
other French nobility, allied with different Iberian dynasties, in the
reconquista of the Iberian peninsula; and by German-speaking nobles
eastward into the Baltic and Polish regions. Finally, the crusades were
the eastern-most, and least enduring, expression of this expansion.
Bartlett has suggested that this growth involved “...a process of...”
societal “replication...” (ibid.: 307). 1 agree, though I believe
that Barlett’s “replication” may be reinterpreted as an expansion of
fiscal domination in feudal fields through predatory accumulation. It is
necessary when documenting this assertion first to introduce the
concepts of fields and domination, then to discuss the distribution of
violent force in feudal fields, and finally to consider how fiscal
domination augmented that force.

“Fields” are distributions of complexes of institutions with force. The
fields explored in this article are those of states. Violent force in feudal
fields was decentralized because of the existence of lord/vassal
relationships. A higher noble, the lord, would grant land, a fief (or
estate), to a lower noble, who as a result became a vassal. Vassals in
return paid homage and swore fealty to their lord, which meant that they
owed them services, especially military ones. Feudal military units were
called “hosts,” and consisted of lords and their vassals. Vassals
sometimes had their own vassals, who had their own fiefs. Lords and
vassals had wide authority (administrative, fiscal, and judicial) within
their fiefs, so that these, in effect, were mini-governments. A collection
of vassals who swore fealty to a particular overlord was spoken of as the
realm of such and such a sovereign. Feudal fields were a topology of
mini-governments in realms. Violent force in such fields was
decentralized and distributed among “...the...small armies of wealthy
and powerful lords” (Thompson and Johnson 1937:297).
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It is time now to explore how violent force was augmented in feudal
fields. Notions of regimes and fiscal domination need to be introduced
in order to understand this augmentation. Force is only concentrated in
certain institutions within a complex. Violent force, for example, is only
concentrated in military institutions in a governmental complex.
“Regimes” are institutions in complexes that help the force-
concentrating institutions in the complex to acquire or exercise that
force. “Domination,” in the context of the present analysis, is a situation
where a complex possesses the force to have regularly some power over
other institutions in the former complex’s field. “Fiscal regimes” are
those that help governmental complexes acquire forces that can be
derived from revenues. Different forms of domination can be named
after the force ultimately conferring domination. “Fiscal domination,”
for example, refers to powers resulting from revenue flows to
government complexes.

Four attributes distinguish fiscal regimes in feudal fields. First, the
revenues were uncentralized. There was no procedure that sent the
realm’s revenues to the king or queen at the center. Rather “rulers,” as
Strayer notes, “...drew the supplies they needed from their own
estates...” (1982:28). Second, most revenues were extracted
from agricultural workers within the fief and were either in the form of
agricultural labor or products. Third, the revenues went to feed and
outfit soldiers who were the lord’s retainers, his or her vassals, and the
vassals’ retainers. Fourth, commerce and manufacturing tended to be
taxed lightly. This was because medieval fiscal regimes evolved prior to
A.D. 1000, when there was little in the way of trade or crafts, so little
effort was made to collect what were then unimportant revenue sources.
In the later Middle Ages, commerce and industry developed in towns.
However, urban areas often remained untaxed or lightly taxed. This was
the situation, for example, in the medieval Netherlands, where the
seventeen provinces that roughly corresponded to contemporary
Holland, Belgium and Luxembourg could only be taxed with their
concurrence. Thus nobles had no automatic way of securing revenues
from merchants and manufacturers.?

Because the main service the lord’s retainers and vassals provided
was military, the more vassals a lord had, the more violent force he had
available, and hence the more power. This meant, as Perry Anderson
recognized, that the “classical object” of medieval war was the
acquisition of “geographical territory” (1979:58), since new lands
allowed a lord to make new fief s and thus to acquire new retainers and
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vassals. So wars of geographic conquest accounted for Bartlett’s
expansion. These worked as f ollows. A lord would recruit a host,
usually from the lesser nobility who would not inherit or marry into
land. Often these followers included the personal retainers of the host’s
leader as well as others hoping to be enfeoffed for their labors. Once
organized, this host would conquer new territory, usually on some
frontier. The newly acquired land would then be distributed. Some of it
might go to enlarge the domain of the overlord who led the venture.
This would give him more food-producers from whom he might exact
additional dues. Other newly conquered lands would be given to the
followers as their new fiefs. William’s conquest of Anglo-Saxon
England (A.D. 1066) was perhaps the most famous of such operations.

What was happening here was that an initial increase in violent f orce,
due to the original recruiting of warriors f or the host, led to the seizure
of new land. This allowed the lord who directed the host to have more
personal land and more vassals with fiefs. This increased his or her
revenues, leading to increased fiscal domination. These additional
revenues meant more personal retainers and vassals who formed the basis
of still larger hosts. The logic, then, of this medieval expansion was
clearly one of predatory accumulation where accumulations of the
lords’ violent force were exercised to expand fiscal domination to
increase violent force.

Capital accumulation was brisk by the end of the Middle Ages in part
because lordly conquests created new commercial opportunities. Capital
domination, powers resulting from capital flows to capitalist
complexes, began to expand, especially in urban areas where the capital
flowed. However, it should be appreciated that this capital accumulation
was not mutually reinforcing of predatory accumulation, because “urban
economies” in feudal fields were “freed” from the “...direct domination
by a ruling class” (Anderson 1979:21). This was manifest in the fact
that merchants went either un- or under-taxed in medieval fiscal
regimes. This meant that increased incomes for merchants did not
invariably become increased revenues for nobles. It is now time to
consider the beginning of the expansion of European fiscal and capitalist
domination beyond Europe.
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“In Spain...the ruling classes managed the Conquest as they
had the reconquista, namely, in the feudal manner” (Vilar
1974:105; emphasis in the original).

A first phase of this expansion, largely an Iberian affair, ran between
1415, the year of Portugal’s first conquests in Morocco, and 1566, when
the Netherlands revolted against Philip II of Spain. This expansion, as
the above quotation makes clear, has been thought of as “feudal.” My
sense is that such an assertion is only partly correct and that it is
important to distinguish what was new f rom what was old in order to
ascertain what was actually feudal in the Iberian expansion. Below I
suggest that a new type of predatory accumulation—more deadly and
more costly—in a newly emerging type of fields greatly stimulated
capital accumulation, but that an older, more feudal, fiscal regime
frustrated making the two logics mutually reinforcing.

The violent f orce exercised in the Iberian expansion was organized in
something of a “feudal manner.” De Oliveira Marques, speaking of the
Portuguese Prince Henry, famous for organizing the voyages of
discovery during the first half of the fifteenth century, says that the
Prince’s interest in these voyages was that of an overlord who “
primarily regarded [the voyages] as a way of increasing his patrimony
and rents...” (1972:143-44). Further, Spanish conquistadores,
according to the 16th century historian Valdes,“...were vassals of the
Kings...” (in Stein and Stein 1970:12) who tended to be drawn from the
lower levels of the noble, hidalgo class. Hernando Cortes, the conqueror
of Mexico, was of a noble but impoverished family. Elliot says that he,
“...like any caballero of medieval Castile, aspired to obtain a fief and
vassals, to secure a title...” which he did, and so “...ended his life as
Marqués del Valle de Oaxaca...” (Elliot 1964:54). Thus by conquering
Mexico, Cortes achieved his aspirations and became, according to his
friend and confidant Bernal Diaz, a “gran senor” (a “great noble”)
(Elliot 1964:54). The preceding seems to support Vilar. Prince Henry
and Cortes, lord and vassal, were acting out the old, feudal logic of
predatory accumulation in the New World.

However, the fields that were being built were not feudal. Rather,
they were what might be termed “centralizing” because in both Spain
and Portugal, territories added by conquest, or other means, became
part of a central government organized around the crown, a ruling
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dynasty. Consider, for example, the case of Spain. During the reign of
Ferdinand and Isabella (1479-1516), Castile, Aragon, Navarre, and
Granada in Iberia, as well as parts of North Af rica and the New World
came to be ruled, though in different ways, by the throne. Ferdinand,
towards the end of his reign, would claim that “the crown of Spain has
not for over 700 years been as great or as resplendent as it now is” (in
Kamen 1991:9). Then, under Charles V (1519-1556), grandson of
Ferdinand and Isabella and inheritor of the Habsburg dynasty, territories
that included much of the Austrian empire, Italy, France, and the
Netherlands were joined to the Spanish throne. It seemed to Charles’
Grand Chancellor, Gattinara, as if a “world monarchy” had been created
(in Kennedy 1987:545).

To some degree, all the different regions in Charles’ realm were
permitted to conserve their own, medieval forms of governance. This
has led one commentator to assert that there “never was” a Spanish
empire (Pagden 1990:3). Such an assertion is deceptive, because
Ferdinand and Isabella, and later Charles, overlaid local institutions
with a single central government.* It was equally true that they strove
mightily to increase the power of this government against all others
within their realm. Such centralization might be called institutional
transformation by bricolage; keep the old, add the new. Nevertheless, a
trend was unmistakable. This was a return to the sort of centralized
government that had occurred in Spain during Roman times, where a
single central government extended its domination throughout an
expanding governmental complex. Stately fields, then, during the time
of Iberian expansion were characterized by the gradual elimination of
the lord/vassal mird-governments and their replacement by centralizing
dynastic monarchies, such as the Tudors in England, the Valois in
France, and—most successful of all—the Habsburg in Spain. It was for
this reason that Ferdinand bragged about the size of his kingdom and
others spoke of “world monarchy.”

Centralization of power in these fields of dynastic monarchies
involved the mobilization of military forces and the attacking of some
area in Europe, Asia, or the New World. The resulting conquests
resulted in increased crown revenues, which made it possible f or the
crowns to mobilize still greater military force. This was predatory
accumulation. However, it was a new variety of such accumulation
distinguished from that in the Middle Ages by the nature of its violent
force and the manner in which this force was increased. These novelties
are considered below.
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Three attributes define the nature of violent f orce in dynastic
monarchies. The first of these had to do with the means of destruction.
Medieval violent force had largely relied upon hand-held weapons—
lances and swords—whose ability to hurt was dependent on the prowess
of the noble wielding them. There is agreement that there was a
“military revolution” at the end of the Middle Ages based on
gunpowder.” My sense is that what made this violent force so
revolutionary was that it made prowess obsolete. A lowly villein firing a
canon could pulp a lord of the noblest prowess and then, for good
measure, blast his castle into smithereens. The remaining two attributes
of this violent force pertained to how it was acquired. Weapons in the
Middle Ages were for the most part fashioned by artisans on the lord’s
manor. Soldiers, already armed by these artisans, were supplied as part
of the vassal’s obligations to the lord. No money changed hands. Violent
force did not have to be purchased. This had all changed by the time of
the Iberian expansion. The crown had to go out into the market to
purchase canons, ships, and soldiers who now, for the most part, were
mercenaries. Additionally, there was a “price revolution” in Europe
during the first half of the sixteenth century that involved rapid and great
price inflation (Hamilton 1932). The second and third attributes of early
modern violent force, then, were that the vastly more violent means of
destruction were acquired through purchase and were increasingly
expensive.

The fact that governments could only acquire violent force by
purchasing it had great implications for how violent force was
expanded. Predatory accumulation occurred entirely within the complex
of governmental institutions in the Middle Ages. This was impossible in
early modern times. When government officials bought weapons they
did so from merchants who had themselves spent money to make, or
purchase, them, and who fully intended to sell their weapons to officials
at prices that exceeded their costs. These merchants, then, planned to
make a profit and thereby to accumulate capital. Predatory accumulation
could not occur within the complex of governmental institutions. For
the first time a governmental complex was linked to a capitalist
complex: such that for the former to get what it had to have, violent
force, the latter had to get what it had to have, capital force.

So, unlike the feudal lords, who fought to acquire land to acquire
serfs from whom agricultural surplus could be extracted to arm and feed
soldiers, the Iberian crowns fought to get their hands on anything they
could sell. By the mid sixteenth century, Portugal had “...fought the
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naval engagements...” that allowed it to create “...the one new major
artery of world trade from Asia to Europe” (Modelski and Thompson
1988:157). Thus was born “...a fruitful partnership between trade and
conquest...” (Rahn-Phillips 1990:48), because the crown, by the middle
1500s, controlled much of the world spice trade (Oliveira Marques
1972:217-218). Spain also used war to generate trade (Lang 1975).
There was an eightfold increase in Spanish transAtlantic trade between
1510 and 1580 and a threefold increase again between 1550 and 1610
(Wallerstein 1976:117). Much of this commerce was in bullion.

This trade, as was that of Portugal, was in principle a crown
monopoly, which meant that it was not part of the early modern
capitalist complex. Rather it was part of the Spanish and Portuguese
complex of governmental institutions. Portugal created the Casa da
India as part of the central government. The Casa purchased spices in
the east and resold them, largely to merchants in Antwerp, f or money
that became crown revenues. Similarly, Spanish officials created the
Casa de la Contratacion de las Indias to perform the same function as
the Portuguese Casa. However, once the two Casa had sold their
merchandise they entered the complex of capitalist institutions, because
merchants took the crown products and resold them for their own
profits. Here, then, was a second way that the early modern Iberian
governmental complex was linked to the capitalist complex.

There was a third way in which the Spanish governmental complex,
in particular, was linked to that of the capitalists. The Casa de la
Contratacion de las Indias was “...merely a vast contracting out
system...” (Pearson 1991:81) that would license private enterprise—
Genoan, French, or, most often, Netherlander financiers or merchants—
to do the crown’s work in exchange for a percentage of the sales. The
royal cut might be quite high. Roughly 25% of royal revenues came
from bullion in the sixteenth century (ibid.:82). Thus, what was
supposed to be a governmental trade, at least f or the Spanish, never
really was.

It is important to grasp how well this new form of predatory
accumulation worked. Portuguese crown revenues expanded
enormously during the sixteenth century (Godinho 1944). The revenues
of Charles V tripled during his reign, while those of his successor,
Philip II (1556-98) doubled in the period 1556—73 alone (Lynch 1991:
128). Increased revenues permitted royal accumulation of the new
violent force. Especially significant was the development of naval force
in which Portugal took the lead, developing in the years between 1430
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and 1515 the caravel, the carrack, the nau, and finally the galleon.
Portugal had no large warships in service in 1470; by 1537 it had a total
of 40 such ships distributed from Lisbon to the Indian ocean and beyond
to the straights of Malacca (Modelski and Thompson 1988: 173). The
number of soldiers in armies of the Spanish crown increased roughly
tenfold during the sixteenth century, growing from about 20,000
soldiers in 1470 to 150,000 by 1550 and 200,000 by 1590 (Kennedy
1987:56). Clearly, this was a logic of predatory accumulation, one
where expenditures of violent force led to increased fiscal domination
which allowed increases in the crown’s violent force. However, as we
have seen, predatory accumulation was impossible without capital
accumulation. This means that war was good for those doing business,
which poses the question: was business good to those doing war?

An answer to this question depends on the discussion of two matters:
where business was being conducted and what happened to Spain’s
fiscal regime. The geographic locus of capital accumulation in Europe
during this time was not Iberia. Spain’s commercial capitalists in Iberia
occupied a “weak position” compared to those in the Mediterranean, the
Netherlands, and Germany (Kamen 1991:170). There were a number of
reasons for this, of which perhaps the most significant was that much
Iberian commerce and finance had been in the hands of Moorish and
Jewish populations, both of whom had been expelled by A.D. 1500.
This initially “weak” position was further “...rapidly undermined in the
sixteenth century...” (ibid.: 170).

There were two major reasons for this. The first pertained to who
conducted Spain’s finance and commerce. The second concerned the
terms-of-trade characteristic of this commerce. Most of those trading
and providing financial services in Spain were not Spanish, because of
the destruction of the indigenous commercial capitalist class. Rather
they were either Germans, Netherlanders, Italians, or French. A 1566
law allowed these merchants to export bullion from Spain. This meant
that a considerable portion of the profits of commercial capitalism in
Spain were accumulated elsewhere, increasingly throughout the 1500s
in Antwerp. Furthermore, Spain exported raw materials and agricultural
products in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, and these were
commodities of lesser value than the manufactures Spain imported from
the rest of Europe at that time. This pattern of international trade meant
that Spain experienced a severe balance-of-payments problem such that
“vast amounts of specie” left the country (Reitzer 1960:223). Such
capital flight meant that those merchants who remained in Spain were
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left with even less capital to compete with other merchants in more
capital rich areas, which were increasingly in the Netherlands. The
Habsburgs thus faced a great fiscal problem: how to tap the capital
accumulating elsewhere than in Spain.

Charles V created a Council of Finance (Consejo de Hacienda) in
1524 to serve as the central fiscal institution. This Council suffered from
a number of problems, not the least of which was that its system of
bookkeeping was incapable of accurate accounting (Thompson 1976:
67-100). Thus the Council could not efficiently collect revenues.
However, a more serious problem was that the empire had expanded
enormously between 1500 and 1560, and sixty years was simply too
brief a period to transform a medieval into a modern fiscal regime. So
Charles governed each part of the empire “...by its own traditional laws
in its own traditional manner” (Elliot 1964:157). This meant that
revenues were largely based upon “...the same principles for the
collection of taxes and levies...” that had been present in the different
late medieval fiscal regimes of the component territories of the empire
(Vives 1972:52).

There were four major sources of revenue: the different provinces of
the European empire (e.g. those in Austria, the Netherlands, Aragon,
etc.), the Americas, the church, and public credit. The medieval
principles governing these revenues were varied and complex. Castile
was very heavily taxed. However, Aragon gave according to its
medieval fueros (“privileges”), which meant a “relatively small share”
(Elliott 1964:193). Similarly, the Austrian territories by custom gave
little, and after 1556, when Charles ceded these lands to his brother
Ferdinand, they gave nothing. In Milan, Naples, and Sicily revenues ...
were progressively absorbed by local needs” (Braudel 1976, 1: 534).
The Netherlands gave according to its “liberties”, of which there were
over seven-hundred (Parker 1977:34), and only if their parliaments
agreed to pay. Church taxes were similarly complex and generally light.
Taxes arriving from America, the bullion, were treated as if they were
the property of a feudal entity, the crown of Castile.

This fiscal regime was not well centralized. Regions like Aragon
never contributed very much to the center. The Netherlands gave what
its parliaments, not the center, decided. Not a great deal arrived from
Italy. Nobles throughout the empire tended to be “...exempt from taxes”
(Vives 1972:52). Similarly, commercial wealth tended to be under-
taxed. Hence, Spain’s fiscal regime was inefficient and only semi-
centralized. Koenigsberger has said this regime was the “...fundamental
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weakness” of the Spanish government because “...Castile and the silver
financed and defended the empire...,” while “...the other dominions
were, to a greater or lesser degree, onlookers” (in Wallerstein 1976:
123).

Now we are in a position to distinguish old from new in Iberian
expansion. There was a novel form of predatory accumulation that
reinforced capital accumulation. But there remained something old.
This was the fiscal regime, which remained essentially medieval,
especially in its inability to transform private capital into public
revenues. So while war was good for business, business—Ilike a frosty
lover—was indif ferent to war. Nevertheless, the need to make
predatory and capital accumulation mutually reinforcing was becoming
increasingly urgent for the Habsburgs.

The revenues Charles had at his disposal provided him “...with a
wealth of resources that no other European power could match”
(Koenigsberger 1971:xi). However, such revenues were simply
insufficient because the Habsburgs made more war than any state in the
field of centralizing European monarchies. Spain fought with France
constantly from 1494 through the 1540s, especially over Italy. It fought
the Ottoman Empire throughout this same period, especially in central
Europe and the Mediterranean. Finally, it attacked Protestant princes in
northern Germany from the mid 1540s through the 1560s. Military costs
vastly exceeded revenues. By 1560 the government’s debts had reached
twenty million ducats (Braudel 1972, 1:533); but it still “...urgently
needed more ships...” (Elliott 1964:224) to confront Turkish advances
in the western and central Mediterranean. As a consequence the
Habsburgs were involved in a continual “struggle for solvency”
(Kennedy 1987:46). This quest for solvency was one in which they had
to expand their fields of fiscal domination. I shall show in the following
section how the Habsburg’s use of violent force to expand their fiscal
domination in the Low Countries had them like Don Quixote, tilting at
the most ghastly of windmills. This tilting, we shall see, would have
revolutionary consequences.

113
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“From experience, your lordships ought to know very well
that in India trade is driven and maintained under the
protection of your own weapons, just as the weapons are
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furnished from the profits of trade, in such wise that trade
cannot be maintained without war, nor war without trade”
(J.P.Coen, 1614: in Tracy 1991:1).

During the years roughly between 1566, when the Netherlanders rose in
revolt against their Spanish rulers, and 1648, when the Peace of
Westphalia finally ended the eighty or so year war that ensued, Holland
became an independent state and the Dutch managed to integrate
predatory with capital accumulation. This was done in a manner, as
Coen, a proconsul in the Dutch East India Company realized, that
married war with trade and vice versa in a manner that produced a
military-capitalist complex.

Charles V reigned from 1516 until he abdicated in favor of his son
Philip IT in 1556. Philip continued his father’s policies. The Netherlands
at this time corresponded roughly to modern Holland and Belgium and
consisted of seventeen provinces that in the Middle Ages had come into
the hands of the Dukes of Burgundy, from who they were inherited by
Charles V. These provinces were small in area, so they were not places
of enormous noble fiefs. Rather they consisted of cities whose urban
folk drew their wealth from commerce. This trade had grown
considerably, especially in the Baltic and with Spain in the 14th and
15th centuries. As a result, the Netherlands by the middle of the
sixteenth century was, with northern Italy, a site of the greatest capital
accumulation (Israel 1989:12-38).

Each of the seventeen provinces, as earlier reported, enjoyed the right
to consent to its own taxes. Parts of Philip’s empire beside the Low
Countries, unable to support the costs of Philip’s wars, had, according
to Braudel, “...one after another, silently refused to support the
expenses of his campaigns” (1973, 11:676). Philip, fighting throughout
Europe, was utterly broke. At one point, as a result of the anxieties
provoked by such finances, his Secretary of War conf essed, “I live in
terror of something irreparable happening” (in Thompson 1976:76).
Desperate for revenues, Philip sought to tax the wealthy Netherlands.
Charles had demanded a wide range of taxes in 1542-44 (Israel 1995:
132). Philip added to these in 1556 by insisting upon revenues that were
said to be so great that they were an “unheard of sum” (ibid.: 136).
William the Silent, a crucial Dutch leader at the time, described the
effect of these exactions when he lamented, “We suffer with all our
heart over the multitudinous and excessively cruel violences, the
excessive burdens, taxes...” (in Rowen 1972:40). “Excessively cruel
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violences” were about to realize the Secretary of War’s terror:
“irreparable” damage would happen.

Netherlanders began to resist efforts to expand Habsburg fiscal
domination by the 1550s. Two hundred nobles from the different
provinces founded a league to check Spanish influence in 1566. Philip
chose at this point to maintain his authority by using violent force,
which produced a revolt. This moved Philip to send his ablest general in
1567, the Duke of Alva, whose brutal repression came to be known as
the Spanish Fury. The fury failed and the Union of Utrecht (1579) was
promulgated, forming a Dutch Republic out of the seven northernmost
of the provinces. War, however, dragged on and off until 1648, when, in
the Treaty of Munster, Spain recognized Holland’s independence. A
small country had defeated the most powerful in Europe; how could this
have happened?°

A number of answers to this question have been given, but that of
C.R.Boxer still appears to be widely accepted. He attributed Dutch
successes ultimately to “...the truly remarkable economic development
of the two maritime provinces of Holland and Zealand” (1965: 4). Such
economic growth involved capital accumulation. However, the mere fact
of this accumulation is not an explanation of how capital came to flow
to Dutch military institutions. Part of the answer to this question
pertains to who controlled the Dutch state that emerged during the
revolt. Government in Holland was conducted by town councils,
provincial States, and the States-General. For example, in the province
of Holland there were eighteen towns with town councils, each with a
right to send a delegation to the provincial State. Each delegation to this
State, no matter how large, had but a single vote. The nobility also sent
a delegation, but it too had only a single vote. After the Union of Utrecht,
each province sent a delegation to the States-General. The three levels of
government in this state “were dominated by the regent class” (Haley
1972:72).

The regents (heeren) were an oligarchy, a small number of persons
with the right to be public officials, who were of “wealth and assured
social position” (ibid.: 59), and who—at the time under consideration—
were “intimately concerned with trade” (ibid.: 58). The association of
government office with membership in the class of commercial
capitalists meant, as one perceptive Frenchman of the time observed,
that “In Holland, the interest of the state in matters of commerce serves
that of the private individual...” (in Braudel 1979: 206). Holland was a
“bourgeois state” (Hart 1993). Critically, this allowed those with private
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capital to f ormulate policy concerning the public utilization of the
portion of capital that became government receipts. So when regents
made decisions about revenues, they were deciding how to spend their
own money, money which the Spanish Fury sought to have deposited in
the Madrid treasury. This concentrated the regents’ attention upon the
problem of devising an effective fiscal regime.

How did they solve this problem? The annual taxes required for the
use of the entire republic were divided into quotas for each of the
provinces and each province raised its quota if, and how, it saw fit. This
was not an especially centralized system of tax-collection, as the States
General lacked fiscal authority within the provinces. The major taxes
were excises upon consumption in Holland, Zealand, and Utrecht, the
most commercialized and prosperous of the provinces. While such
excises were not fair, because poorer folk paid a larger percentage of
their income than did the wealthy, they did allow the Dutch Republic to
tap the wealth of those in the capitalist complex because the bourgeoisie
were hefty consumers. So the Republic enjoyed a steady supply of
revenues. Tilly, reporting on the research of Tracy (1985), suggests that
other changes in public finance were equally important. He states: “The
critical innovations had occurred between 1515 and 1565, when the
States General of the Habsburg Netherlands...took steps toward issuing
state backed annuities secured by specific new taxes and bearing
attractive interest...” (1990:90). These bonds payable annually, hence
annuities, allowed the state to tap the private capital of its commercial
capitalists by creating a public debt.

What made these so attractive to those with capital, was that they
allowed merchants and others with money to profit from being taxed. A
person invested a specific amount of money in an annuity and received
greater than that amount in return. Spain had also experimented with
annuities, called juros, but continually bankrupt, it “suspended
payments” six times on its short term debts between 1557 and 1648
(Braudel 1976, 1:535). This made its juros risky. Capital rich Holland,
though not especially centralized in its tax collection, was still
prosperous enough to pay off its annuities from revenues—Ilargely
excise duties on basic domestic goods and comestibles (Tracy 1985)—
specifically earmarked for this purpose. As a result, the Dutch Republic
never def aulted on its public debts. This made annuities one of the
safest f orms of investment and, hence, a way of minimizing risk in an
entrepreneur’s program of private capital accumulation.
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As Homer Sidney has noted, strong Dutch state credit accounted for
“a good part of the military success...” (1963:124). This was because the
annuities were part of a fiscal regime that directly linked the complex of
commercial capitalist institutions of Holland with those of the
governmental complex, especially the ontvanger-generaal (receiver-
general) and thesaurier-generaal (treasurer-general). The former of
these “supervised the receipts and actually handled the money...”, while
the latter had “...responsibility for the expenditures of the central
government” (Price 1994:218). Monies, ultimately derived from the
capitalist complex, flowed to the receiver-general, on to the treasurer-
general, and finally on to Dutch “armies and navies” (Davis 1973:90).

So the “expansion of Dutch commerce” allowed Maurice of Nassau,
who took command after 1584, to build the second largest army in
Europe by 1597 (Israel 1995:253) and, perhaps more to the point, “...to
pay his soldiers well, and punctually” (Dupuy and Dupuy 1986:460)
when Spain was too broke to do the same. The result was a “highly
disciplined, homogeneous, responsive, professional army, at least a
match for the finest Spanish troops” (ibid.: 460) that by 1600 had
fought Habsburg armies to a standstill. Hostilities with Spain stopped in
1609, only to resume again in 1622 as part of the Thirty Year War.
Between 1622 and 1640 the costs of the Dutch armed forces rose from
13.4 million to 18.8 million florins. Spanish military needs exceeded
those of Holland, but Spain, with its bad credit history, experienced
enormous troubles securing even the least revenues needed for war. The
Dutch government had little problem raising these revenues through its
annuities. These revenues tended to be spent disproportionately upon
naval men and materials, because Holland had devised a naval strategy
to stimulate its commerce. By the time of the defeat of the Spanish
Armada (1588), Holland had become the strongest seapower (Davis
1973:184). Portugal had been incorporated into Spain in 1580, and
attacks upon Portuguese commercial holdings, especially in the east
during the next sixty years were an important part of the Dutch anti-
Spanish naval strategy. Admiral Maarten Tromp utterly devastated
Spanish seapower at the Battle of the Downs (1639). By 1640 Holland
had won control over the lucrative Asian trade (Boxer 1969:106-128).
Spain was ready for peace, which came in 1648.

There is irony in the events just narrated. The Habsburgs had to
expand their fiscal domination to continue predatory accumulation to
continue wars to which they were already committed. So Philip and his
ministers tried to raise additional revenues from the Low Countries,
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thereby threatening Dutch capital accumulation, producing not the
desired revenues but eighty years of warfare. This combat meant that
the Dutch now had to have their own revenues for their own predatory
accumulation. These they secured by resorting to a f orm of public
finance, the annuity, used by the Spanish government. We have seen
how earlier during Iberian expansion war was good f or business, but
that business was indifferent to war. Now the Dutch had made business
great for war. The more capital crafty Dutch merchants had
accumulated, the more annuities they could purchase, making possible
more ships for Tromp’s navy and soldiers for Maurice of Nassau’s
army. What the Spanish did to help themselves helped their f oes to hurt
them.

North and Thomas assert that Holland in the hundred years between
1575 and 1675 became the “first country to achieve self-sustained
growth” (1973:145). What they suggest by this is that the Dutch created
an economic system that was capable of accumulating capital on a
purely economic basis. Certainly, as Wallerstein notes, “no other
country had achieved such a well integrated agro-industrial complex”
(1980:44). However, if the Dutch had made business good for war, they
had equally—as was just noted—made war good for business; and what
had been instituted in the process of doing this was a complex of a type
that had never before been seen in the world.

The exercise of Dutch violent force produced after 1570 a “dramatic
upsurge” of overseas trade (Boxer 1965:7). Davis reports that Holland
fought in the Indian Ocean “...to seize Portuguese bases and exclude
Portugal and England from the most valuable places of trade, and...to
terrorize island rulers into acquiescence to Dutch terms...” (1973:184).
He further suggests that naval operations were conducted so that Dutch
merchant capital would enjoy “...the gains of monopsonistic buyers and
monopolistic sellers” (ibid.: 184). Similar wars were fought in the New
World and the Baltic. Holland’s shipping grew tenfold between 1500
and 1700. As of 1670, the Dutch owned more than the combined
shipping tonnage of England, France, Portugal, Spain, and the different
German states (Wallerstein 1980:46). This suggests that Holland
achieved “self-sustained” growth during the 17th century, at least in
part, because the use of violent force “for the advancement and
protection of trade” allowed it to achieve “world-trade primacy” (Israel
1989:411).

Philip’s Secretary of War had been right to live “in terror” because
“something irreparable” was happening. One begins to apprehend the
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outlines of this when one calculates the full string of linkages involving
the complex of capitalist and governmental institutions in Holland. The
annuities directly linked commercial enterprises in the capitalist
complex to the treasury in the governmental complex. The decisions of
the regents directly linked the treasury to the army and navy, and
actions of these military institutions to secure and protect trade
advantages linked the governmental complex back to the capitalist
complex, thus completing a circle. Complexes, it will be recalled, are
defined here as groups of institutions in which force is accumulated and
concentrated. “Networked” complexes are complexes in which more
than one form of force is accumulated and concentrated. Holland had
such a networked complex because increases in capital force could be
used to expand violent force, and vice versa. This networked complex
might be termed a “military capitalist” complex after the two complexes
that were mutually reinforcing. This networked complex was certainly
capable of “self sustained” growth, but of a different variety than that
imagined by North and Thomas. Predatory and capitalist accumulation
were two logics of the same complex, helping to sustain each other. It was
as if Philip had tilted at an innocent windmill that metamorphosed itself
into a great Leviathan that smashed him, his armies, and any dream of
“universal monarchy.”

The force of these two logics led in the seventeenth century, as the
title of Schama’s work (1988), evoking this period puts it, to The
Embarrassment of Riches. However, grave problems loomed for the
Dutch Leviathan. Some were geographic; others were fiscal. Holland
was wedged between France to the south and England, just across the
channel, to the west. Both countries had studied the Dutch rise to
affluence with interest. Further, though Holland had prospered through
the use of public debt, it had never really centralized its taxes. In principle,
each of the provinces provided taxes to the legislative States-General. In
reality, each of the provinces was complete master in its own house,
which meant that sometimes the provinces provided taxes to the center
and sometimes they did not (Haley 1972: 69). Another country in the
seventeenth century would build a better fiscal system, to Holland’s
detriment.
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v

“...whosoever commands the sea commands the trade,
whosoever commands the trade of the world commands the
riches of the world, and consequently the world itself” (Sir
Walter Raleigh, 1618. In Modelski and Thompson 1988:7).

“A  country abounding with merchants and
manufacturers...abounds with a set of people who have it at
all times in their power to advance, if they choose to do so,
a very large sum of money to government” (Adam Smith
1776, vol. 11:392).

Early on, only a hundred years or so into the Iberian expansion, when
England was still on the northern fringe of stately respectability, Sir
Walter Raleigh had a plan f or commanding “the world itself.” His
plan depended upon the strengthening of naval forces to control
commerce. A hundred-and-fifty years later, when England had done it,
and dominated a good proportion of “the world itself” others—Ilike
Adam Smith—realized that the trick to doing this was getting the
merchants and other wealthy sorts, “to advance” their money to the
government. Advancing and commanding were manifestations of a
better military-capitalist complex than that of the Dutch, and it is the story
of the building of this complex that is told below. The British military-
capitalist complex had two parts to it: a fiscal regime that linked capital
to predatory accumulation and a military regime that linked predatory to
capital accumulation. I treat the f ormer linkage first.

Building a fiscal regime: The years between the reigns of Charles I
(1625-49) and William and Mary (1689-1702) were dominated by
confrontation between parliament and the Stuart kings over revenues.
The Stuarts wanted them. Parliament was not so sure it wanted, in
Smith’s terms, “to advance” them (Goldstone 1991:102). This clash
provoked the English Revolution which led to Civil War (1642-1649)
that resulted in Oliver Cromwell’s (1649-58) Commonwealth, which
ended with the Restoration of the Stuarts (1660) and, finally, culminated
in the Glorious Revolution (1688), a revolution that set a Dutch
monarch on the throne and established that it would be parliament that
would govern England. This breathtaking sequence of British
constitutional history has been interpreted by Whiggish historians as
part of a stately progress towards parliamentary democracy. I differ and
offer a reinterpretation of these events as ones that occurred during the
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centralization of early modern Atlantic stately fields as part of struggles
between the crown and the upper classes as to the nature of this
centralization. Struggles that in the British instance built a better fiscal
regime, in part by making virtue out of necessity, roughly between 1637
and 1694. T am at pains below to describe the six virtues of this regime
that gave it real advantages over its competitors in the field of
centralizing Atlantic states at the time.” Let us begin by recognizing the
first of these. To do this we need to understand something of the
English upper classes.

By the early seventeenth century there were two major segments to
the upper class. One segment, the peerage and gentry, was a land-
owning class, but one that produced crops for the market, rented its
lands for profits, and invested in different trade, manufacturing, and
financial enterprises. This aristocracy, then, was in Cain and Hopkins’
terms (1986), a “gentlemanly capitalist” class. The second segment of
the upper class was commercial in origin and was divided into a number
of different sub-segments. There were merchantsinvolved in a
relatively short-distance broadcloth trade in Europe that had been active
since the Middle Ages. Toward the end of the sixteenth century there
emerged a group of merchants who traded in the goods of the Near and
Far East. Merchants who traded with the colonies of the New World
appeared at the very end of the sixteenth century and the beginning of
the seventeenth. Finally, there were those of the City, persons involved
in purely financial dealings. This commercial class, according to
Brenner, was “maturing” and aggressively “oriented toward making the
most of the growing opportunities that could be derived from the long
distance trade and a colonial empire, and as well from war finance...”
(1993:713). Thus, both of England’s upper classes at the end of the
sixteenth century were capitalist.

During the Revolution and the Commonwealth the different merchant
segments of the commercial class became significantly represented in
parliament, with the colonial merchants attaining ‘“‘unprecedented
influence” by Cromwell’s time (Brenner 1993:xiii). The Glorious
Revolution was really only glorious for the gentlemanly capitalists, for
it insured that they too would have their very considerable influence in
Parliament (Cain and Hopkins 1986:510). Parliament, thus, was not
especially democratic. Rather, it was a class act, a distinctly capitalist
class act. So by 1688 England had done what Holland had also
accomplished. Persons who made governmental, including fiscal,
decisions and who additionally accumulated capital were together in the
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same institution, parliament. This relaxed crown/upper class conflict
because it allowed gentlefolk “to advance” some of their money to the
crown, certain that it would be they who spent it in their interests. This,
then, was the first virtue of the English fiscal regime.

It is time to consider a second virtue. Parliament during the
Restoration enacted far-reaching legislation that abolished certain
feudal payments to the sovereign. In effect, this did away with any
remaining remnants of the medieval f iscal system. In place of feudal
dues to the crown, “Parliament arranged for the sovereign to receive
income in the form of taxation, which Parliament could raise or reduce
in amount” (Palmer and Colton 1965:150). This not only
institutionalized Parliamentary, i.e. capitalist, control over the fiscal
system; it meant that taxes flowed into the Exchequer from all parts of
the realm where the Parliament exercised authority. This effectively
centralized the fiscal operations, for it placed all the territories, and
classes, of the state under the fiscal control of one center, Parliament,
something that neither Spain nor Holland had been able to accomplish.
Centralization, then, was the second virtue of the British fiscal regime.

A third virtue was the creation of a large and capable bureaucracy that
could actually insure that revenues were delivered to the center. There
appear to have been only 1200 officials serving the entire state in the
eleven years between 1649 and 1660 (Alymer 1961:169). However, by
1688 there were over 2500 administrators whose sole responsibility was
tax collection (Brewer 1990:65).8 The growth of a fiscal bureaucracy
conferred two major benefits. The first of these was that revenues could
be collected more efficiently; there was f ar less spillage out of
government coffers than occurred with other systems of revenue
collection, such as the tax farming favored by the French. The second
benefit was that it helped create a widespread perception that the system
was fair. This was because such a bureaucracy allowed the government
actually to calculate how much it collected from whom; something that
was impossible in any other European fiscal regime at that time.

The belief that taxation was fair in England coupled with the fact that
fiscal decisions were made by those with capital contributed to the
fourth virtue of the fiscal regime. This was that Britain taxed itself at
higher rates than did its Atlantic competitors by the end of the
seventeenth century. The growth in total revenues far outstripped the
French and the Dutch between 1672 and 1715. This is not surprising in
the French case because their revenues stagnated, but it is surprising in
the Dutch case, because their revenues doubled (Dickson and Sperling
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1976:313). It is estimated that by the beginning of the eighteenth
century the English were paying about 17.6 livres per capita in annual
taxes, while their French counterparts were paying only half this
amount. By the end of the century a Britisher paid three times the annual
taxes of a French person (Brewer 1990:89).

The fifth and sixth virtues of the English fiscal regime have to do
with the type of revenues acquired. Most revenues came from excise,
customs, and hearth taxes. Excise taxes were duties on domestically
produced commodities. Customs were taxes on international trade,
largely imports. The hearth tax was a graduated property tax. The hearth
tax, basically a land tax, burdened those with the most land, the
gentlemanly capitalists. Excises and customs were felt more by
merchants. Most revenues, by the eighteenth century, came from the
first two taxes,” which were basically taxes on trade. Thus as trade
expanded, so could taxes. This situation encouraged gentlemanly
capitalists to support commerce, because it reduced pressures to
increase the hearth tax.

The sixth, and f inal, virtue of the British f iscal regime was the
adoption of the Dutch practice of annuities. In The Financial Revolution
in England (1967), P.G.M.Dickson provides an account of the history
of public credit in England. The institutions that extended such credit
began to be developed during the reign of the Dutch sovereign of
England, William of Orange, who ruled England as William III.
William’s government, in order to finance the Nine Year’s War,
borrowed 1,200,000 pounds from a group of private investors who, in
return for holding government bonds, were permitted to operate a bank.
Thus, in 1694, British annuities, national debt, and the Bank of England
originated at the same time.

There has been controversy as to which elements of this fiscal regime
were more important: the development of public deficit finance, made
possible by the annuities, or the taxes, resulting from excise and
customs duties. P.G.M.Dickson (1967), for example, has downplayed
the importance of the taxes and emphasized that of public borrowing. My
judgement is that all six virtues conferred a total package of benefits not
available to the other Atlantic states, but that Dickson is correct to
emphasize public borrowing. The first of these benef its was that the
fiscal regime heavily involved those with capital in decisions
concerning the acquisition and utilization of revenues, legitimating the
system to those with money. This advantage was shared only with
Holland. The second benefit was centralization. All the revenues from
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all the places and peoples over which Parliament had control came to
one center. This advantage was never achieved by the Spanish or
Dutch. The third advantage was that it taxed more heavily than did its
competitors, two to three times, for example, more than the French.
Fourth, because of the large, professional fiscal bureaucracy, it taxed
more efficiently than its competitors. Fifth, as did Holland, it combined
public borrowing, making possible rapid bursts of increased revenues to
finance the extraordinary expenses of wars, with steady increases in
excises and customs, made possible by increased trade, to pay off the
borrowing. Thus, only England’s fiscal regime had this total package of
fiscal virtues.

But I think Dickson is sensible to stress the importance of public
borrowing. Deficit finance was the key to military success because it
“enabled England to spend on war out of all proportion to its tax
revenue, and thus to throw into the struggle with France and its allies
the decisive margin of ships and men...” (1967;9). By the end of the
eighteenth century, it was no secret to some who were influential in the
French government that England’s fiscal regime had this “decisive
margin.” For example, when Jacques Necker, who was in charge of
government finances for a period under Louis XVI, published his
national budget, the Compte Rendu au Roi in 1781, he proposed
to reorganize the French revenues along the lines of the English model
(Harris 1979).

It needs to be understood that this English f iscal regime linked
capitalist with military institutions. The three taxes—customs, excise,
and hearth—in conjunction with the annuities took capital from both the
gentlemanly and commercial capitalists. This capital went to
government institutions where, under parliamentary control, most of it
went directly to military institutions. Roughly 70 to 80 percent of the
English budget was spent on the military in the years 1690 through
1790 (Mann 1986:484-85). This allowed capital force, accumulated in
the capitalist complex, to be used by the government complex to
accumulate violent force. Predatory accumulation, then, was at least
partially dependent upon capital accumulation. Let us regard this as a
way of making virtue out of necessity. Capital accumulation is an
economic necessity for capitalists. The British fiscal regime made a
virtue of this necessity because its public deficit financing made
possible a vigorous flow of capital to its commercial capitalists who
held the annuities, and it was this virtue that gave England the
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“decisive” edge in war. It remains in the following section to show how
predatory accumulation produced capital accumulation.

Building a military regime: The British military regime assumed its
distinctive characteristics at roughly the same time that the better fiscal
regime was built. These institutions bore the imprint of what
commentators have termed a “blue-water” strategy, whose fundamental
tenets were: 1. that most hostilities against European opponents would
be conducted at sea; 2. that these actions would be conducted by the
British navy, which would be constituted so that it could over-whelm its
opponents; 3. that land hostilities in Europe would be avoided; and, 4. if
this should prove impossible, that they be conducted by the troops of
allies encouraged by English subsidies.!® This strategy was official
government policy under the Commonwealth (1649-60) and Charles 11
(1660-85). It made the navy the major military institution. The “secret”
of British naval success at this time was the “broadside” (Dupuy and
Dupuy 1986:531).

There were three periods between 1585 and 1815 when this British
military system exercised such violent force. The first of these, the
“Seadog” era, 1585-1603, involved Britain against Spain and Portugal
(Portugal had been incorporated into Spain in 1580). This era might be
thought of as the “prehistory” of British naval dominance, when the
advantages of the accumulation of violent force along the lines of a
“blue-water” strategy became manifest. A second period occurred in the
second half of the seventeenth century (1652—74), when England and
Holland fought a set of three, largely naval, wars. The third period was
at the end of the seventeenth century and throughout the eighteenth,
when England and France fought from 1689 through 1815.

Elizabethan England, for reasons made clear below, entered the
Dutch Revolt on the side of Holland in 1585. However, the English
navy was too small at this time to challenge directly the combined naval
forces of Spain and Portugal. So Elizabeth’s government encouraged its
merchants to conduct naval operations. This they did either though
investments in privateers or in trading houses, like the East India
Company, that were authorized to have military capabilities. The
Seadogs—Drake, Hawkins, and Raleigh—were the captains of the ships
of such commercial enterprises.!!

There is question as to how one should conceptualize the violence
exercised by merchants through their privateering and trading
companies. Merchants are agents of private institutions in civil society,
so it seems plausible to classify their institutions as forms of “nonstate
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violence,” as does J.E.Thomson (1994). However, privateers and
trading company armed forces were not independent of governments, for
as Thomson notes further, “All the practices of nonstate violence...were
authorized by states. They were officially sanctioned” (ibid.: 21).
English privateers, for example, in addition to attacking shipping,
performed convoy duty, at times acted as blockaders, coast guards, and
troop carriers. Privateers and trading company militaries were a bit like
militias; sometimes they went about their ordinary, private lives, at
other times they were authorized to perform state duties. So it seems
misleading to insist that such institutions were purely nonstate.
Parastatal institutions, like militias, are ones in civil society that are
vested with government functions. The Seadogs were agents of
parastatal institutions of violence. Further, as we shall discover, their
violence was especially “intimately... connected” with commerce
(Andrews 1964:223).

English commerce in textiles expanded in the period between 1480
and 1550. Thereafter, the textile trade declined and stagnated between
1550 and 1614 (Brenner 1993:xi). Following 1550, English merchants
developed new trading ventures in the Near and Far East (Davis 1973).
However, much of English commerce in the sixteenth century was
conducted in the Netherlands, especially Antwerp, and the Spanish/
Dutch conflict disrupted this trade.'? It did so especially seriously after
Britain joined the conflict in 1585.

Privateering and trading company militaries supported English
merchants threatened by these wartime losses. For example, trade in the
Far East was opened in part by the naval operations of the East India
Company. During the first decades of the seventeenth century the
company constructed nearly eighty naval vessels, which it deployed
against the Portuguese in India. The company first established a
foothold at Surat (1608) and then defeated a number or Portuguese
squadrons, which allowed it to control the Strait of Hormuz. This gave
English merchants a commercial advantage over their Portuguese
counterparts in western India and Persia.'> Thus, England solved the
problem of the blocked entrepots by going beyond them directly to the
source of their imports.

When Britain entered the Spanish/Dutch dispute, its privateers began
a “...predatory drive...to win by fair means or foul a share of the
Atlantic wealth of the Iberian nations” (Andrews 1984:356). This
involved plundering, destroying, and extorting wealth from Spanish
ships and settlements in what amounted to “state-sponsored terrorism”
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(Thomson 1994:23). The predations of these privateers helped British
commerce in three ways. First, by 1603 the Seadogs had achieved the
“wholesale destruction” of the Spanish merchant marine (Andrews
1964:226), a feat that clearly diminished the ability of Spanish
commerce to compete with that of England. Second, though this
privateering did not directly lead to major new trades, it did aid English
merchants in the following ways. It provided them with goods to trade,
because the cargos of prizes were taken back to England and sold.
During the Elizabethan era, privateers’ prizes amounted to ten to fifteen
percent of England’s total imports (Andrews 1964:128). The revenues
from these sales earned “super-profits” (ibid.: 229), because the costs of
securing goods by plundering them were considerably less than by
purchasing them. Further, privateering led to increased shipping and
maritime expertise (Andrews 1964:230), both because merchants had to
build more vessels to serve as privateers and because these new vessels
had to be operated in new waters, especially in the New World, where
the English lacked experience. Third, the knowledge gained in these
new waters, especially in the West Indies, led to the very first British
attempts at commerce in the region, a region that in the next hundred
years was to become commercially vital to England. Thus, parastatal
naval force, either in the form of privateers or the East India Company,
had contributed to merchant capital accumulation in the tough times of
the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries; but when the Dutch
finally triumphed over the Spanish, times were to become even tougher
for English capital accumulation.

Holland, had risen, as Simon Schama describes it, from a “ram-
shackle and beleaguered confederacy... into a global empire” in only a
few generations, where “Capital begot capital with astonishing ease...”
(1988:223, 323). This capital accumulation was skillfully driven by
practices to preempt competition, monopolize supply, and to control all
conditions of trade, ranging from the production of raw materials to the
terms of international and domestic sales. England was insulated
partially from commercial competition with Holland while Holland was
preoccupied with its revolt from Spain (Israel 1988). However, the end
of this conflict brought “commercial carnage” (Brenner 1993:600) to
British merchants. Government officials were aware of the commercial
problems with the Dutch, and as one general of the time, General
Monck, indelicately put it, “What matters, this or that reason? What we
want is more of the trade that the Dutch now have” (in Wilson 1957:
20).
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Holland’s trade, of course, was conducted by ships across oceans, so
a large, fully-specialized naval f orce had to be instituted in order to get
at “more” of Dutch commerce. A strengthening of the British navy
began under the Stuarts and was greatly increased under Oliver
Cromwell (Ashley 1961). Two-hundred and seventeen new ships were
added to the fleet in the years between 1646 and 1659. After the
Restoration, 25 larger ships were added to this fleet. Naval
administration improved. Officers were chosen more on ability than
nobility. Tactics as prescribed in the manual Fighting Instructions
emphasized line-of-battle operations that were designed to maximize
broadsides. Thus, at precisely the time when war with Holland was
approaching, the royal navy emerged with its “blue-water” qualities.

Violent force was visited upon Holland in a series of three wars
(1652-54; 1665-67; and 1662-74).'* Just who won and who lost these
wars depends upon how “winning” is defined. If winning is restricted
solely to the outcomes of military operations, then the first war was an
English victory. However, the second war included a Dutch raid up the
Thames river that was disastrous for England and so angered Sir
William Batten, Surveyor of the Navy, that he confided, in the presence
of Pepys’s sharp ear, “I think the Devil shits Dutchmen” (in Schama
1988:234). The Second Anglo-Dutch war was won by Holland, with the
third a draw. Israel believes that overall Holland got the better of these
conflicts (1989:209-13; 255-56; 279-300). However, according to
Boxer, Dutch participation in these wars increased Holland’s national
debt about 4.5 times, placing a crushing debt burden upon it. This
ultimately made it difficult to continue building enough warships to
compete with Britain (1965:105-6). England, with its better fiscal
regime, experienced fewer problems in this regard. So, in purely
military terms, Holland may have won the three wars, but it came out of
them with a lesser ability to accumulate violent force to oppose Britain
in the future.

Further, England had fought the wars over commerce and here it
experienced triumph. In the first war England took 1700 Dutch merchant
ships. In the second and third wars fewer ships were taken, but the royal
navy still seized more than it lost (Pemsel 1977). Carter believes that the
second Anglo-Dutch war resulted in a “...downturn of the Dutch
Republic’s prosperity...” (1975:6). The weight of shipping in the North
Sea was thrown in England’s favor (McGowan 1981). Just prior to the
start of this combat, Holland lost its North American colonies to
England, and as a result lost control over the trade with this prosperous
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region. Thus the second war was especially important in the Atlantic,
for it helped to establish a “...fuller English hegemony over a whole
complex network of Atlantic trades including tobacco, sugar, fur, slaves,
and codfish” (Kammen 1970: 33). Further, as early as the first war,
“The Dutch had failed totally in their major war aim, to secure the right
of their ships to trade freely everywhere unhindered by the British navy
of the Navigation Act” (Capp 1989:89). This meant that from roughly
1660 England was able to enforce its Navigation Acts, whose measures
were specifically designed to reduce Dutch commerce.

As a result, the playing fields of Anglo-Dutch commercial rivalry
began to shift. In the three decades between 1660 and 1690, English
foreign trade increased more than fifty percent. As G.M.Trevelyan
cheerily put it, “At the end of the Stuart period,” in 1688, “England was
the greatest...trading country in the world, and London outstripped
Amsterdam as the world’s greatest emporium” (1953:235).
Unquestionably, the exercise of English violent f orce during the three
Anglo-Dutch wars was a determinant of this situation. French military
pressure also played a role, but the increase of British capitalist
domination at the expense of Holland was the first great victory for
blue-water military regime. It might have shat Dutchmen now and then,
but England got what England wanted, ““...more of the trade that the
Dutch now have.” However, a greater challenge than that of Holland
loomed.

England fought six wars with the French between 1689 and 1815, a
veritable “Second Hundred Years War” (Buffinton 1929:3), that
included the War of the League of Augsburg 1689-1697, the War of
Spanish Succession 1701-13, the War of Austrian Succession 1740-48,
the Seven Years War 1756-68, the American Revolution 1776-83,
and the Napoleonic Wars 1794-1815. The wars were fought throughout
the globe and, thus, have been called the first “World War” (ibid.: 3).
Critically, as Goldstein observes, they “...centered on access to the
wealth from the extra-European periphery” (1988:319). Access to extra-
European wealth, in considerable measure, derived from control over
the trade of these regions.

Seventeenth century France was the largest and wealthiest country in
the field of centralizing Atlantic states.'> During the reign of Louis XIII
(1610-43), many of the affairs of state were gathered in the hands of
Cardinal Richlieu. He formulated a policy favoring the increase of
French naval and commerical strength and the courting of Holland as an
ally against England. Louis XIV (1643—1715), the Sun King, attempted
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to take over where Spain had left off and to make France the dominant
power in Europe. As part of this strategy, his Minister for Finance and
Commerce, Jean-Baptiste Colbert, continued Richlieu’s policies. This
Richlieu/Colbert policy, of course, committed France to a contest for
capitalist domination in the Atlantic stately field. Of course, Holland
and England were France’s two main rivals in this competition.

One of the ways Colbert encouraged commerce was to subsidize
shipbuilding. By the 1660s, France had developed a substantial
merchant navy, with the result that overseas trade, especially with
northern Europe, Spain, the Levant, and French colonies, greatly
expanded, and France took her place alongside the great trading
nations, England and Holland. France began a trade war against
England in 1674 by, among other measures, raising tariff barriers
against British goods (Clark 1923:63-72). However, it was still not
clear where the real war would occur. The richest source of early
modern capital accumulation derived from overseas trade. At the time,
although Spain had been mortally wounded, it still had an enormous
empire—including the Spanish Netherlands (Belgium), parts of Italy the
Franche-Comté in Burgundy, and much of the New World. So the big
question that tantalized Europe in the late 1600s, as every student of
modern European history is taught, was that of “...the eventual
disposition of the entire Spanish empire” (Palmer and Coulton 1965:
166). The Sun King aimed to have this empire with its enormous trading
opportunities.

Initially Louis struck in the War of Devolution (1677-68) in which he
sought to conquer two Spanish areas in Europe, the Spanish
Netherlands and Franche-Comté. Holland, threatened by the prospect of
the loss of the Spanish Netherlands as a barrier against an aggrandizing
France, organized an alliance with Sweden and England. This was
called the Triple Alliance, and it obliged Louis to withdraw from the
Netherlands and make peace. However, the Sun King had been outraged
at being thwarted by the Dutch and resolved to acquire the Spanish
Netherlands by directly defeating Holland. In 1672 Holland itself was
invaded, provoking what has come to be known as the Dutch War
(1672-78). Sonnino (1988) has emphasized Louis’ personal motives as
the cause of the war. However, Adam Smith, long ago (1776), had
attributed the conflict to Franco-Dutch commercial competition. Israel
tends to suppport Smith, showing how Colbert expected to abort the
“Dutch world-trade supremacy through war...” (1989:297). Louis may
have been emotionaly ill-disposed towards Holland, but his attitude was
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expressed as part of a pre-existing French policy to increase French
capitalist domination.

Effective control over Holland during this war was conferred by the
States General upon William of Orange. He negotiated another alliance,
including the Austrian and Spanish Habsburgs, Denmark, and
Brandenburg. This alliance fought Louis to a standstill. William then
became, ten years after the end of the Dutch War, king of England. This
effectively united the two powers during his reign. Louis, who is
supposed to have confided on his deathbed, “I have loved war too
much,” now schemed to acquire all of Spain’s empire through
inheritance. Such intentions were unacceptable to his foes. William III
formed yet another anti-Louis alliance, that of the League of Augsburg.
When the League and France opened hostilities in 1689, Britain found
itself a major actor in the conflict. Louis, in hindsight, had made the
fatal mistake of modern French history. He had ignored the Richlieu/
Colbert policy of alliance with Holland and had, in fact, driven the two
greatest trading nations into alliance against him. The fighting in the
War of the League of Augsburg form 1692 onward involved “mutually
ruinous war against trade” (Kennedy 1987: 103).'° None of the
combatants was able to achieve a decisive advantage. Louis, however,
needing time to recuperate, negotiated a peace (1697) that left the
central issue of who was to get what in the Spanish empire “still
unsettled” (Palmer and Colton 1950:167).

Four aspects of this war might be emphasized. The first is that
Britain’s better fiscal regime was beginning to pay off. The war saw a
“...spectacular increase in war finance” (Root 1994:188). The second
aspect is that in considerable measure the war was fought to create
overseas commercial advantages. England and France raided and seized
each other’s settlements in Hudson’s Bay, Newfoundland, along the St
Lawrence, and the inland frontiers of the North American colonies as
well as in the Caribbean, West Africa, and India. A third aspect of the war
was that at the naval battle of La Hougue (1692) the French had their
flagship, the Royal Sun, crippled and lost fifteen more of their finest
ships. Wallerstein has called this victory a “turning point” (1980:248)
because, as Ehrman had noted, “Command of the sea had passed in one
blow to the allies and in particular to England” (1953: 398). England
would not lose this naval dominance until World War II. Finally, even
though the fighting had not been decisive, it did stop Louis. The Peace
of Ryswick (1697) that ended the conflict “...gave commercial
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benefits” both to England and Holland “...which tended to increase
their own seapower...” (Mahan 1957:176).

However, three years later, Louis still believed he could secure the
entire Spanish Empire by asserting a supposed Bourbon right to its
throne. When the reigning Spanish King, Charles II, died in 1700, he
stipulated that the succession to the Spanish throne should go to Louis’
grandson, Philip of Anjou. From Paris the cry was heard, “The Pyrenees
exist no longer.” This meant war, specifically that of the War of Spanish
Succession.!” William negotiated the last of his coalitions, the Grand
Alliance. Again Britain participated as the major partner. Again this was
in good measure “...to guard and nurture English commerce” (Brewer
1990:171). Hostilities began in 1702, and the royal navy was able to
handle the French navy with ease. Britain’s allies were equally
successful against France on land. Louis had been finally stopped.

Two facets of the War of the Spanish Succession should be stressed.
First, the conflict strained British government revenues to the absolute
limit. England covered much of the cost of the war f or its allies, as well
as its own expenses (Jones 1988). Even though France was the larger,
wealthier country, Louis was able to spend only about as much in his two
wars between 1688 and 1713 as did his foes (Dickson and Sperling
1961). British public debt stood at about sixteen million pounds sterling
at the beginning of the War of the Spanish Succession. As a result of the
sale of annuities it was at about forty million pounds sterling at its end
(Brewer 1990:115). This suggests that by the end of the War of the
Spanish succession, a poorer country, England, but one with a better
fiscal regime, was able to frustrate Louis’ intentions. France, because it
lacked a fiscal regime that could generate more revenues than its f oes,
would not get the empire of Spain.

A second aspect of the War of the Spanish Succession that should be
emphasized is that it was a commercial success for England. As one
member of Parliament said, defending the Peace of Utrecht (1713)
which ended the conflict: “The advantages of this peace appear in the
addition made to our wealth; in the great quantities of bullion
lately coined in our mint; by the vast increase in our shipping employed
since peace in the fisheries and in merchandise; and by the remarkable
growth of the customs upon imports and of our manufactures” (in
Williams 1966:48). Contemporary accounts of events by biased
participants can be inaccurate. However, in this instance the gentleman
from Parliament was correct. The war stimulated British “...trade in all
its branches” (Mahan 1957:196). Why was this the case?
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There appear to be two reasons. First, at least for a time during and after
the conflict, the war “ruined” French commerce (Hugill 1993: 123).
This meant that French merchants were less able to compete with their
English counterparts. Second, England acquired certain regions and
rights that gave its merchants still further competitive advantages. For
example, England acquired Gibraltar and Port Mahon in the
Mediterranean,'® which gave it control over the Mediterranean trades.
England also took Cape Breton Island, with its port Louisburg, the key
to the St Lawrence river and Canada. This stimulated trade based upon
the rich fisheries in that region.

Britain was additionally granted the asiento, a monopoly right to
supply slaves to Spanish colonies in the Caribbean and South America.
This right in itself was of benefit, but it became even more so as the
asiento became the basis for a flourishing smuggling trade with the
Spanish colonies. France made a number of concessions in favor of
Portugal. These in turn allowed England to dominate trade with
Portugal and its colonies, and this commerce was especially profitable,
because gold had just been discovered in Brazil. It is important to
realize that these competitive advantages did not go to Holland,
England’s ally in the fighting, but foe in the competition over capitalist
domination. Israel insists that the acquisition of these benefits at the
expense of Holland “...marked a significant step towards Britain’s
supplanting the Dutch as the world’s dominant commercial power”
(1989:375). Thus, England effectively vanquished ally and foe in the
War of the Spanish Succession, gaining a considerable competitive edge
for expanding its capitalist domination. Only three decades after the end
of the War of Spanish Succession, “half” of the world’s commerce “...
was done under the British flag” (Dorn 1940:105).

The War of the Austrian Succession, a quarter of a century later, was
largely a contest between the Bourbons of France and the Habsburgs of
central Europe. However, by the late 1730s, “French trade was booming
at a time when trade was sluggish in England” (Brewer 1990:173).
British merchants were experiencing problems with the French,
especially in the Caribbean and in India. France had captured the
northern European market in sugar, driving out the English product in
the 1720s (Davis 1973:307). Consequently, French sugar imports from
the Caribbean exceeded those of the British: roughly 65,000 tons to 41,
000 tons circa 1740 (Beaud 1983:234). In addition, France seemed to be
rapidly expanding its holdings in India.
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In such an atmosphere, according to one source, “English merchants
and manufacturers began to think it was time to halt French expansion
in the world” (ibid.: 45). British politicians became “obsessed” with the
fear of French competition in Spanish markets (Pares 1963:62).
Pamphleteers peddled the belief that “A rising trade may be ruined by
war; a sinking trade has a chance to revive by it” (in Pares 1963:62).
William Pitt, the leading British politician of the day, put it thus in 1739:
“When trade is at stake...: you must defend it or perish” (in Robertson
1962:26). As a consequence, Prime Minister Walpole led his
government into the fighting, first against a Spain allied to France
(1739), and then against France.'®

The war had a more global reach than the previous Anglo-French
conflicts. Operations occurred in Europe, North America, the Caribbean,
and India. It was largely a naval affair, with both French and Spanish
shipping being driven from the seas. The French West Indies were
blockaded. However, both sides decided to end the war before it arrived
at a military resolution. So the treaty of Aix-la-Chapelle that ended it
(1748), established nothing except the status quo ante bellum. In
Carlyle’s words, this was “A mere end of fighting because your powder
is run out” (in Williams 1966:67).

But fighting between the two states never really stopped. Rather, the
rivalry took on an “urgency and ruthlessness” (ibid.: 1966). The French
under Dupleix began a territorial expansion in India that menaced
English trading settlements. They exhibited no inclination to evacuate
certain Caribbean islands that they were supposed to under the terms of
the Aix-la-Chapelle treaty. But, above all, it was upon the North
American frontier that matters were most explosive. Here was open and
bitter war. So France and Britain, only eight years after what proved to
have been a false peace, returned to arms. The stakes were brutally
clear: who would achieve “...supremacy in the growing world
economy...” Palmer and Colton 1965:250).2° The issue would be
decided by who had the most revenues to transf orm into the most
violent force; so, to use a quip of the Sun King, “...it would be the last
Louis d’or—and the last ship—that would win...” (in Robertson 1962:
62).

In Europe military operations did not assume the magnitude of a
disaster for France. Overseas they did. The Engish navy completely
dominated the seas. British commanders took over Calcutta and
Chandernagore (1757), Louisbourg and Fort Duquesne (1758),
Quebec (1759) and Montreal (1760). “For the first time since the
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Middle Ages,” as one French historian, Martin, expressed it, “England
had conquered solely by the superiority of her government” (in Mahan
1957: 289). It was not, however, the British government in its entirety
that made the French defeat a reality. Rather, it was the better fiscal
regime. Braudel puts the matter thus: “The national debt,” resulting from
the sale of annuities, “was the major reason for the British victory. It
had placed huge sums of money at England’s disposal at the very
moment when she required them” (1984:378). At the beginning of the
Seven Years War, the British national debt was on the order of eighty
million pounds sterling. At the end of it, the debt was approximately
one-hundred and forty million pounds sterling (Brewer 1990:114).

Most of the funds f or the annuities came from English commercial
capitalists. Some, however, as Neal has emphasized, came from Dutch
capitalists (1977:35). The reason those with capital were eager to invest
in British annuities was, as Middleton put it, due to “...the strength of
British credit...” (1985:216). British bonds were guaranteed by
Parliament. Britain had never defaulted on its debts. The French
monarchy had dealt with its debt at the end of the Thirty Year War and
the War of Spanish Succession by repudiation.

During the Elizabethan years, British revenues equalled those of only
one province in France (Stone 1967). Britain, as earlier noted, had
caught up with France by the time of the first two Anglo-French wars
because of the implementation of its better fiscal regime. French
government revenues “...were not enough to pay for a continuing
succession of new wars” in the eighteenth century (Riley 1986:132).2!
Thus burdened with an “antiquated” (Dorn 1940:351) fiscal regime,
France simply could not raise the sums that England could by the Seven
Years War. Certain French officials of the time were aware of this.
Cardinal de Berni, writing to his successor at the foreign ministry in
only the second year of the war, predicted that France would be
“ruined” because, “No navy, consequently no strength to resist
England. The navy has no more sailors, and having no money cannot
hope to procure them...” (in ibid.: 353). The year 1759 became known
as an annus mirabilis of British arms, with decisive victories in North
America, Europe, the Caribbean, Africa, and Asia. France had no hope.
The Treaty of Paris (1763) formally concluded what had been decided
long before. The “antiquated” fiscal regime insured that Louis would
spend his last Louis d’or long before England spent its last pound.

How did Britain’s victory effect its capital accumulation? Answers to
this question have, in considerable measure, turned upon judgements as
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to the effects of the Seven Years War on French and British trade. There
has been debate concerning French trade. Riley argues that in eighteenth
century France *“...the trend of commercial activity was one of
impressive growth” (1986:105). Others take a darker view. Francois
Crouzet argues that the Seven Years War was extremely disruptive of
French trade (1966:264). Robert Foster argues that the mid-eighteenth
century wars “...had a permanently debilitating effect upon French
overseas trade” (1980:12).

I believe that both sides in this exchange make helpful points.
Certainly, Riley is correct to note that French trade did grow in the
eighteenth century. However, much of this increase was in European
markets, where French commerce rose 200 per cent between 1715 and
1783, while British commerce grew only 140 per cent (Davis 1973:
307). Nevertheless, France might have done better. It was not so much
that France’s commerce suffered as a result of its defeat. Rather it was
that England enjoyed exceptional gains, for “...it had made advances in
the West Indies and West Africa, had virtually eliminated French
influence from India, and, most important of all, was now supreme in
most of the North American continent” (Kennedy 1987:114). In a
sense, though there were two wars to follow, England had “...
essentially defeated France in the periphery and deprived France of its
right to compete outside Europe” (Goldstein 1988:325). Thus, England
had “...access to vast new wealth, which its rivals did not enjoy”
(Kennedy 1987:138). Total English trade in the Americas and India
grew from roughly 2,850 to 12,626 million pounds sterling between
1699-1701 and 17724 (Davis 1962:300-1), an increase of well over
400 per cent.

The Seven Years War, then, might be interpreted as the culmination
of a process that had been in operation since the Anglo-Dutch Wars.
The blue-water military regime linked military institutions to those of
commercial capitalist complex by exercising violent naval force to
produce conditions for commercial capitalists to organize their
accumulation of captial. Capital accumulation, then, became at least
partially dependent upon predatory accumulation in a manner that made
“English commerce...foremost in the world...” (Beaud 1983:63).

The evidence suggests that in the seventeenth century England
acquired its fiscal and the blue-water military regimes. The fiscal
regime provided a strong flow of revenues from capitalist institutions in
the capitalist complex to the treasury and the military in the
governmental complex. In turn, the military regime provided a counter-
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flow of capital due to the commercial advantages to the capitalist
complex.

CONCLUSION

Eric Wolf, in Europe and the People Without History, noted that
European states became more “consolidated” by the late Middle ages
(1982:101). What Wolf called consolidated I have termed centralized.
He, then, observed that “...several of the consoldiated states sought out
new frontiers in a collaboration between war-making rulers and the
merchant class” (ibid.: 101). This insight is both obvious yet
penetrating. It had long been obvious to scholars that there was a great
deal of killing and profiting during the early modern period. What was
so original about Wolf s insight was that nobody else had recognized
these for what they were, aspects of a common structure. The making of
modernity in the field of early modern Atlantic states was, in some
measure, history of making a structure in which there was
“collaboration” between governmental killing and private profiting. I
have sought in this article merely to enlarge upon Wolf’s original insight,
elaborating upon the nature of the collaboration.

The history of Atlantic states in feudal fields followed a logic of
predatory accumulation. Lords fought to acquire more land to extract
greater revenues from agricultural laborers so that they might command
a larger host in a later round of fighting. But this logic of medieval
predatory accumulation was largely unrelated to how merchants were
acquiring their profits. Spain and Portugal developed a new logic of
predatory accumulation during their expansion that catalyzed capital
accumulation because their rulers purchased violent force on the market
from merchants. This made war good for business. Unfortunately,
Iberian rulers never linked the two accumulations reciprocally, because
they f ailed to innovate fiscal regimes that could move significant
amounts of capital from capitalist to governmental complexes. So
business was not good for Spanish war.

Spain attempted to use violent force to impose the fiscal regime it
needed on the Low Countries. The resulting Eighty Year War was a
catastrophe for Spain and led to a structural revolution in the field of
centralizing Atlantic states. The Dutch, to defend themselves from the
Spansih Fury, developed the fiscal regime that Philip wanted. They used
the increased revenues form this fiscal regime to institute a military
regime whose increased violent force crushed Spain while at the same
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time securing competitive advantage for Dutch merchants to increase
their capital force. Here was the first military-capitalist complex where
there was “collaboration” between capitalist and governmental
complexes. England, of course, went on to build a better military-
capitalist complex. This complex might be thought of as the motor of
the “great Leviathan” of modernity, because it allowed the two
reciprocating logics of predatory and capital accumulation to rachet up
further violent and capital force, adding to the accumulations of these
forces that were already occuring within the capitalist and governmental
complexes. So the British Leviathan acquired, and exercised, more
violent and capital force than had hitherto been possible, leading by the
end of the eighteenth century to a degree of fiscal and capitalist
domination that was global in reach.

The reinterpretation of early modern Atlantic state history that has
just been offered is itself an elaboration of an older anthropological
tradition. Many anthropologists came to believe in the years between
the publication of Marcel Mauss’ The Gift (1924), Lévi-Strauss’
Elementary Structures of Kinship (1949) and Marshall Sahlin’s Stone
Age Economics (1972) that stateless peoples were structured on the
basis of different forms of reciprocity. These reciprocities involved, in
my terms, exchanges of roughly equal amounts of economic force
betweeen institutional complexes of relatives in fields of kinship. The
logic of these reciprocities was not that of an accumulation. Violent or
economic force did not premanently increase and concentrate in the
fields of kinship. Rather, the giving of gifts and counter-gifts followed a
logic of perpetuation. Kin saw to it that they gave and received what
they needed.

Anthropologists were never particularly interested in, or successful
at, extending their analysis of reciprocity to modern society. However,
the argument I have made situates a reciprocity at the very core of the
Leviathan that had emerged by 1763. However, this reciprocity was a
grim and paradoxical one, for it makes possible its opposite. It included
only a tiny upper class of those who controlled government and
capitalist complexes. These upper class persons collaborated with each
other through reciprocal exchanges of capital and violent force to help
each other expand their fields of fiscal and capitalist domination,
thereby excluding all others from the acquisition of these forces. This
article began in a playful mood, promising readers a whale of a story. I
apologize for misleading them, because the story of what emerged by
1763 has been no joke. The Leviathan was a military capitalist
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complex, the force of whose reciprocating logics killed so that the rich
could get richer, and got richer so that the killers might do it again, only
more so.

10.

11.

12.

NOTES

. A more complete account of the new social anthropology is in progress

(Reyna, ND). Readers might note that force and power are defined as
follows. “Force” is that which makes power. “Power” is the ability to
make things occur. This ability results from force, the combination of
resources whose utilization generates power. So understood, there are
many types of forces. Violent and capital force are important in this
article. The key resource in “violent force” is the means of destruction.
The key resource in “capital force” is money.

Others beside Bartlett have realized that there was a late medieval
expansion in Western Europe (Jones 1987, Scammel 1981).

Medieval fiscal regimes are discussed in Henneman (1971), Miller
(1972), Strayer and Holt (1939) and Mann (1986:418).

Discussion of Spanish government and revenues during the time under
consideration can be found in Hillgarth (1978), Alvarez (1966) and
Thompson (1976).

Roberts (1967), Parker (1989), and Downing (1992) discuss the “military
revolution”.

Analysis of the rise of the early modern Dutch economy can be found in
Zanden (1992); of the revolt, in Geyl (1958) and Parker (1977); and of
the nature of the state, in Hart (1993) and Price (1994).

Accounts of the creation of England’s early modern fiscal regime are in
Brewer (1990) and Dickson (1967).

The pace at which fiscal departments expanded was not constant. The
most rapid growth was during the Nine Years War and its almost
immediate successor, the War of Spanish Succession (1688—1714). There
were approximately 6000 persons working in some part of the fiscal
bureaucracy by 1714 (Brewer 1990:67).

Customs, excise, and land taxes provided 90 per cent of 18th century
state revenues. Excise and customs surpass land taxes as revenue sources
after 1714 (Brewer 1990:95).

Bluewater is sometimes referred to in the literature as “maritime” and
“navalist” strategy. I follow Kennedy’s (1976) and Duffy’s (1980)
accounts of the founding of the British navy.

Corbett’s (1898) account of the Tudor navy and privateering remains
useful. Andrews (1964) is more recent.

Extensive discussion of English commerce during late Tudor and early
Stuart times can be found in Brenner (1993:3-50). During the period
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

1571-1640 there were only 36 years of good trade (Hinton 1955). Not all
trade problems were due to the Dutch/Spanish conflict. However, a
considerable problem that the conflict did pose to English trade was that
it tended to cut English merchants off from their entrepots in Iberia and
the Low Countries, and it was from these that they got their imports for
England.

The Portuguse/British conflict at the turn of the seventeenth century in
the Indian Ocean is described in Andrews (1984:270-77) and Chaudhuri
(1965:80-96).

The Anglo-Dutch wars are discussed in Wilson (1957), Mahan (1957:
126-141), and Pincus (1994).

Wallerstein says of France compared to England, “France had four times
the population of England and a far larger army. She was rich in natural
resources with excellent ports and naval bases. Furthermore, her
industrial production was growing...” (1980:246).

Useful histories of War of the League of Augsburg can be found in Clark
(1923), Ehrman (1953), and Powley (1972).

Accounts of the War of Spanish Succession can be found in Clark
(1928), Crouse (1943), Thompson (1968), and Jones (1988).

Britain had secured naval control of the Mediterranean by 1706, forcing
France “...entirely out of that sea...” and, as a result, “...we...secured our
trade with the Levant, and strengthened our interests with all the Italian
princes...” (Campbell, in Mahan 1957:203).

Literature pertaining to the British participation in the War of the
Austrian Succession is limited; see, however, Richmond (1920) and
Baugh (1965).

The Seven Years War is analyzed in Entick (1763-64), Corbett (1907),
Pares (1963), Sharrard (1975), Middleton (1985), and Riley (1986).
Discussion of the deficiencies of the fiscal regime of France in the
eighteenth century can be found in Goldstone (1991:196-221), Morineau
(1980), and Mathias and O’Brien (1976). Its fundamental problem was
that most taxes were drawn from the weakest sector of the economy,
peasant agriculture (Goldstone 1991:202).
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Chapter TWO
Colonialism and the Efflorescence of

warfare: The New Ireland Case
Abraham Rosman and Paula G.Rubel

Barnard College, Columbia University

Rosman and Rubel ask their readers to consider what
seems, at first glance, to be just another case of “primitive”
tribal war in the south Pacific at the end of the nineteenth
century. Their keen insight, however, shows that this
outburst of fighting among New Irelanders was precipitated
by a growth of agrarian capitalism in the Pacific that served
to supply raw materials to industry in capitalist states.

The role of warfare in prestate or “tribal” societies was of interest to
anthropologists even bef ore the advent of fieldwork at the end of
the nineteenth century. In general, in the early stages, anthropologists
interested in warf are investigated the ways in which it functioned in
socalled pristine societies unaffected by culture change. Not finding any
such societies, they acted as if the societies they did study were
unaffected by direct or indirect contact with Europeans and not subject
to other foreign influences. This tradition is continued today in Knauft’s
recent encyclopedic theoretical history of Melanesian warfare (1990).
Later, different kinds of causal explanations for warfare, its effects on
social systems, as well as the factors that “maintained warfare” were of
primary concern (see Haas 1990).

More recently, discussion has shifted to a rephrasing of the problem as
warfare in the “tribal” zone, which is defined as “The area continuously
affected by the proximity of a state, but not under state administration...”
(Ferguson and Whitehead 1992:3). We now recognize that European
contact with indigenous peoples in the many areas of the world where
the World System and its empire builders penetrated had a whole series
of consequences, technological, economic, political, social,
environmental, and pathological with the introduction of new diseases,
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etc. New patterns of warfare in the tribal zone were also a result of the
territorial expansion of states (Ferguson and Whitehead 1992:18ff). In
their discussion, Ferguson and Whitehead put forth several analytical
categories, including wars of resistance and rebellion against the state
itself, the enlistment of indigenous people as an armed force by state
agents, and war between indigenous peoples themselves as they respond
to their changing circumstances. The discussion that we will present in
this paper concerns the third category. This kind of warfare might be
over control of newly developed trade in European items of all kinds,
including guns, trade in captive laborers, or wars of plunder (Ferguson
and Whitehead 1992:23-4).

In our recent research on the regional history of New Ireland, we
have noted that there was an ef florescence of warf are coincident with
the first intensive contact of the New Irelanders with Europeans in the
1880s. By efflorescence, we mean an increase in the frequency of
occurrence of violent conflicts and in the intensity of f ighting that was
brought about by the introduction of guns and iron axes used as
tomahawks. The way in which warfare was carried out also changed to
some extent. Up until intensive European contact, warfare between
politically autonomous villages was endemic, but since no group had a
long-term advantage, either as a consequence of more resources,
weaponry, or manpower, there was a balance of power between warring
groups.

The first description of the indigenous pattern of New Ireland warfare
bef ore it was transf ormed by intensive contact with Europeans is that
provided by John Coulter, the surgeon aboard the English ship Hound,
who came to New Ireland in 1835. During this period, many ships
stopped in New Ireland to reprovision, but hardly any Europeans went
ashore. Coulter visited a village that was at war with people from
another district. He made a trip to their “outpost,” which was guarded
by “...thirty grim-looking warriors all armed with lances, clubs, bow
and arrows, and their bodies streaked with red ochre” (Coulter 1973
[1847], Vol.1:269). Coulter describes the bodies of slain enemies with
legs cut off at the knees and hands cut off at the wrists, preparatory to
cooking, and he deduced that the New Irelanders were cannibals. He
took part in a raid in which the villagers he was with were attempting to
retrieve men who had been captured. On this occasion he used his gun,
since his party was outnumbered, noting, “This new instrument of
warfare, both in effect and sound, at once staggered them” (Coulter
1973 [1847], Vol.1:287). In order to return to their home village from
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an allied village after the prisoners had been rescued, it was necessary to
go past a bay belonging to still another hostile group where they were
attacked by canoes. From Coulter’s longer description it would appear
that contiguous groups were “traditional enemies” to one another and
usually at war. On the other side of one’s enemies were one’s allies,
forming a checkerboard pattern of allies and enemies. This same pattern
of organization of enemies and allies was reported by Bell in the 1930s
for the island of Tanga off New Ireland (Bell 1935).

More intensive contact with Europeans began in 1875 with the arrival
of missionaries. During the early 1880s labor recruitment began and a
network of European trading stations was established as part of the
expansion of the copra trade. This network of trading stations was
superimposed upon the earlier New Ireland checkerboard pattern of
allies and enemies. The establishment of trading stations by Eduard
Hernsheim, a German copra trader, in places like Nusa and Kapsu along
the northeast coast made the groups that lived there much more
important nodes of exchange. When trading stations were established at
two villages that were traditional enemies to one another, the
intersection of the two patterns produced interesting results. For
example, Hernsheim was able to call on the Nusa people to help him
put down the “uprising” of the people of Lavongai village when they
attacked his station there, since the Lavongai were the traditional
enemies of the people at Nusa (Hernsheim 1983:135). In this case the
Nusa people considered the Europeans allies; in other
instances, Europeans seem to have been put into the category of
enemies and their stations attacked.

The introduction of guns through trade or via labor recruiters resulted
in significant changes in the balance of power if one side had guns and
the other did not. Guns also affected the way in which warfare was
organized. In pre-contact times, besides raiding, warfare also involved
two sides massing on a battlefield, with displays and mocking of the
enemy. But the devasting long-range effects of guns no longer permitted
such displays, and brought about changes in how these kinds of wars
were fought. Guns began to be dispensed in increasing numbers, and by
1884 the Australian government reiterated its prohibition against the
trading of firearms by labor recruiters. That year the Captain of the
Ariel, alabor recruiting ship, was barred from the labor trade for having
supplied rifles to the people of Nusa (Corris 1968:92). Groups that had
acquired one or two guns had advantages over those that had none.
Earlier in the nineteenth century, as was the case in other parts of the
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Pacific, iron axe heads began to be traded to New Irelanders by whalers
and other visitors in return for fresh supplies. These were hafted onto
three-foot hardwood handles, becoming what Europeans called
“tomahawks.” In the 1800s, these iron war axes were much more widely
distributed than guns. Oral history accounts concerning the latter part of
the nineteenth century indicate that the introduction of iron axes resulted
in an increase in hostilities and an efflorescence of warfare. New
Irelanders describe a period of intensified warfare (called rom in
Patpatar) that developed after European contact. It is reported that the
clan warrior, who held a special position different from the Big Man,
led the clan into war. Clan warriors always had such axes, but other
warriors in the clan might also have them (Rosman and Rubel, field
notes, 1987).

The first description we have of the New Irelanders’ use of guns in
their own inter-village warfare comes from Jean Baptiste Octave
Mouton, a trader and planter, who had come to New Ireland to recruit
workers for his plantation in New Britain. While in Labur in 1892,
recruiting labor for his plantation in New Britain, Mouton observed the
way warf are was being conducted at that time. The people at Labur
took Mouton to their allies in the next district, who were engaged in
fighting a third party. According to Mouton, “They wanted the
protection of our firearms to protect them in their raid they were making
in the next district to revenge themselves of a similar raid. One of the
enemies [sic] has a shneider rifle and they were afraid of him and
thought of using us as protection” (Mouton 1974:95). When one’s
traditional enemy has even a single gun, the balance of power
is disrupted. In this case, the other side, without any guns, enlisted a
white man and his guns to redress the balance. Though the latter was
present, he did not fire a single shot.

Germany had annexed New Ireland in 1884 as part of its colony of
German New Guinea. Though the German Government first ran it as a
commercial enterprise by the Neu Guinea Kompagnie, it began to take
administrative control of the colony in the early 1890s and appointed
Albert Hahl as the new Imperial Judge in 1895. One of the first actions
of the Neu Guinea Kompagnie had been to f orm a police force
recruited from “among the natives of Neu Mecklenburg or from the
Solomon Islands” (Neu Guinea Kompagnie, Annual Report for 1886—
87:12). In 1895, Hahl had twenty-four Police Boys under his command,
with seventy-five men in reserve. Most of his activities in New Ireland
(at that point called Neu Mecklenberg) seem to have involved
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undertaking punitive expeditions in reprisal for raids by the local people
on European trading stations.

By this time guns had become an extremely important factor in inter-
village warfare. In September of 1896, a sentry, who was from Madina
on the east coast of New Ireland, broke into the armory at Herbertshohe
(later renamed Rabaul), the capital of the colony in New Britain. He and
fourteen of his fellow villagers from Madina stole five rifles and five
hundred cartridges. They made their escape in a stolen cutter pursued by
Hahl, who was unable to catch them. Hahl noted in his memoirs that
they “...had absconded to help their home village which was reported to
have engaged in a fight with a neighbouring district” (Hahl 1980:18).
However, Hahl reports that with the help of the five stolen rifles, by the
middle of October, they were “...carrying out extensive raids of pillage
and vengeance, bringing recruitment, trade and communications to a
complete standstill” (1980:18). Hahl launched a retaliatory raid, and a
band of warriors armed with spears from a village that was enemy to
Madina joined Hahl’s party of Police Boys. At Leineru, another
traditional enemy of Madina’s, Hahl commandered canoes and launched
an auxiliary force of men from Leineru to block off Madina from the
sea while he took his land force into the hills behind Madina to attack
them the next morning. The Madina people were taken by surprise and
resisted in “bitter fighting,” but then fled to the south. Hahl recaptured
some ammunition, but not the stolen rifles. Though Hahl tried to prevent
it, his local allies took the bodies of their slain enemies back to their
villages to be consumed.

The men of Madina had stolen the rifles in order to use them to take
vengeance against their traditional enemies. Hahl, the European,
was employing the existing pattern of traditional enemies and allies to
his own advantage, as Hernsheim had. However, this incident had
repercussions, in that subsequently the people of Madina raided a
trading station that had recently been established by Hernsheim at
Leineru village. According to Hahl, “...this station was robbed and
destroyed by natives from the village of Madine (Madina) when they
avenged themselves on the natives of Leineru, their hereditary enemies,
for their assistance they had rendered to me” (Hahl 1980:30). As Firth
notes, “In the fights between the Madina people and their enemies on
the opposite coast line in New Ireland both sides were led by men who
had served with the German police” (1978:33).

Somewhat later, Hahl received a deputation from the district of Bom,
a west coast village in the Namatanai area, who complained to him that
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they and their neighbors were being menaced by people from the east
coast village of Sohun. According to Hahl, “There had been fighting
before between themselves and these people with whom they had a
long-standing blood feud. But since they themselves had joined the
Wesleyan Mission and therefore now refrained from all hostilities,
peace had reigned in recent times. But now some of their members who
had been working in the mountains had been killed, their bodies taken
off as booty and devoured. They appealed to me for help to prevent
further bloodshed” (Hahl 1980:45). The troop that Hahl brought with
him to Bom was joined by local people “from all sides.” After crossing
the mountains to the east coast, they encountered the well-armed enemy
(who did not appear to have guns) in a clearing.

In Hahl’s account, “They sprang up shouting their war-cries and
brandishing their weapons. I did not need to give any orders to my men.
They saw bef ore them an open f ield of fire and f ormed up to the right
and left of me with lightening speed. Some of our allies also rushed
forward inciting the men to shoot and fight. With difficulty, I restrained
my troops and called on the enemy to quit the field. It was a tense
moment. But the other side realized that their only hope was to flee
which they then did with astonishing speed in the direction of the sea.
Now there was no holding the warriors, who rushed screaming and
shouting after the escaping enemy. I kept back my troops except for five
men...for I was anxious to take the village belonging to the other side in
order to try to mediate peacefully between the warring factions. But my
plans were frustrated—from the forward line I heard shots and the
savage war cries of hand to hand fighting.... The fugitives...took flight
immediately some of their number were f elled by the bullets of the
soldiers. The corpses of these unfortunates were most terribly mutilated
by their hereditary enemies, every one of whom had to plunge his spear
once into the blood of the enemy. By this time I had gathered my forces
together again and marched to the village, followed by the natives with
spears. The village itself [Sohun] was well-tended and clean and made a
good impression. But all attempts to make contact with the fugitives
failed. Blood had been spilt and this destroyed the possibility of
negotiation.... The next day we marched over the mountains.... As
seven of the enemy had f allen, in the eyes of the natives we had won a
great victory. The result of the battle was announced as we approached
the village on the ridge by wild chanting.... I put to sea that same
evening, leaving instructions with the chief s of the various districts to
refrain from all hostilities on their side and to inform me immediately of
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any recurrence of hostilities from the west. I had intervened in this case
principally because any increase in blood feud activity would not only
destroy the modest coastal trade and recruitment, but also, more
importantly, cripple the work of the mission for a long period” (Hahl
1980:45-47).

It is clear in this example that Hahl and his troops were called in by
one side in an ongoing situation of enmity between traditional enemies.
One side, professing to be members of the Wesleyan Mission and now
commited to peace, rather than warfare, called upon Hahl and his troops
for help. However, the villagers of Bom and their allies participated in
the fighting in a traditional manner, killing seven of the enemy,
mutilating their bodies, and dipping their spears into the blood of the
enemy. These were hardly the actions of devout Christian converts who
claimed now to be peace-loving. No doubt earlier conceptualizations
about enemies and allies were still operative. It would appear that one
side used their conversion to Christianity as an excuse to bring Hahl
with his squad of Police Boys armed with rifles in on their side, thus
creating an imbalance of forces between groups that were traditional
enemies.

Hahl’s stated intentions were to mediate and make peace between the
two sides, but this was certainly not the outcome of this incident, nor of
others in which Hahl intervened. The European way of making peace
was very different from the New Ireland way. Hahl seemed to be using
a European frame of reference when he thought that he could subdue a
village and then force it to make peace with its enemies. Time after
time, blood was shed, after which he entered a village to find no one to
negotiate with. One can speculate that when he talked about attacking a
village with the avowed intention of mediating a dispute, he was merely
putting a more reasonable cast on his description of his actions, since in
all previous instances his attacks brought about bloodshed and the
dispersal of the villages, rather than mediation of the dispute. It would
seem that Hahl did not understand the nature of the ongoing relationship
between traditional enemies in New Ireland, nor that peace could only be
established between them, though only f or an uncertain length of time,
by the exchange of shell money and pigs, and later feasts.

Although warf are had been endemic in the area, from the
establishment of the trading stations in 1880 until the Germans set up a
District Office on New Ireland at Kavieng in 1900 the number of
violent conflicts and concommitant punitive expeditions had increased
considerably. As noted above, this increase in violence was recognized
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in the oral history accounts, although its cause was attributed to the
greater numbers of weapons like war axes with iron heads that had been
introduced earlier through European contact. Though this was certainly
a factor, the main cause of the increase in warfare in our opinion was
the imbalance caused by Europeans being drawn into the relations
between traditional enemies.

Before intensive contact with Europeans, villages were autonomous
political groups and each village had its enemies and allies. No one
village, district, or clan, was much more powerful than any other and a
rough balance of power existed. While one clan might, through good
fortune, grow larger in population than its surrounding enemies, it never
had the resources to turn short-term advantages into long-term conquest
and domination of its enemies. When intensive contact with Europeans
began, some clans and villages were more involved with Europeans
than others. This could take a variety of forms. Establishment of a
trading station in a village would give that village a distinct advantage
in acquiring trade goods and sometimes guns. It might occur when a
Wesleyan Methodist mission was established in a village, placing that
village under the protective arm of the church (and the gun o