12 The rise of the modern state:
I1. The autonomy of military
power

Chapter 11 shows that military activities dominated state func.tgons. in
1760 and still absorbed half of state resources in 1910. M111tar'15m
remained central to the modern state through 1914 — indeed, on m.to
the twentieth century. Yet the unusual period of geopolitical a_nd social
peace dominating the West since World War' IT has led s_ocxology to
neglect the importance of military organization for modern society.
This chapter shows the general relevance of three !(ey issues of mll.ltary
power: who controlled the military, how it was internally organized,
and what functions it served." .

1. The control issue can be posed in terms derived from the main
theories of the state discussed in Chapter 3. Were the armed forces
controlled by the dominant classes, by pluralist party dempcrgcyz or by
an autonomous state elite? Alternatively, were they 1nst1tutlopally
autonomous from all external control as a “military caste”? A S{ngle
answer might not suffice for all the diverse times, places, and regimes
covered here. ‘ ‘ '

2. Military organization comprised the interaction of two hl.erarchl'es
— relations between officers and men and their external relatlops with
social classes — and two modernizing processes — bureaucrgtizahon .and
professionalization. It is often argued that the rise of “citizen a.rrme.as”
weakened both hierarchies (e.g., Best 1982). Yet military organization
is essentially “concentrated-coercive.” Soldiers need coercive discipline
to risk their lives and take the lives of others in battle. Most arm.ed
forces are disciplined hierarchies. Because in this' Period most armies
fought in orderly formations and campaigns, military hlerarphy. was
unusually pronounced. Militaries were segmenj[al power organizations,
undercutting amd often repressing popular notions of class and citizen-
ship. Yet military organization was transformed. It was ‘bureaucratlcally
absorbed into the state — yet this did not end its instltutlopal autonomy.
And it was professionalized while remaining entwined with classes and
state bureaucracy. .

3. Military functions, once they were monopolized by states, were

1 General sources for this chapter were Vagts (1959), Janowitz (1960), Gooch
(1980), Best (1982), McNeill (1983), Strachan (1983), Bond (1984), Anderson
(1988), and Dandeker (1989).
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what I term the state’s “militarist crystallization.” This was dual: geo-
political, prosecuting external war, and domestic, repressing discontent.
Both remained, but they were also transformed.

Overall, I trace a surprising paradoxical trend: Despite the formal
incorporation of military power into the state, despite the growth of
broad national citizenship, military caste autonomy and segmental
power increased through the period, bringing profound consequences
and some danger for Western society. Why do you separate political
and military power? critics have asked me (e.g., Runciman 1987 'and
Erik Wright in several friendly arguments). My answer is because they
have been separated, autonomous, in our own era — with devastating
consequences. This chapter ends as Western militaries geared themselves
up for a “world-historical moment” of power demonstration.

Functions: I. Domestic militarism

Armies, rarely navies, remained essential for maintaining domestic
order, yet their role changed greatly through the period.? I distinguish
four levels of domestic repression. The least would be a state that solved
public order by conciliation, arbitration, and persuasion alone, without
any repression. Clearly, no state has ever been entirely pacific, and
therefore all move occasionally or as a matter of routine to repression.
The second level is policing in the modern sense — combating crime
and disorder by a disciplined force possessing only simple weapons
without recourse to a show of military force. This had rarely been a
function of an army. Most eighteenth-century policing was by constables
appointed and segmentally controlled by local notables. Even London,
Europe’s biggest city, was policed by a patchwork of parish constables.
But if trouble escalated to a third level of riot, beyond the resources of
constables, then regular army troops, militia, and other - essentially
paramilitary formations were called in for a show of force.

Riots were essentially demonstrations. If met by a demonstration of
greater force, rioters normally dispersed. The authorities might then
contemplate remedies. This was usually a ritual exchange of violences.
When it did not work, there was escalation to the fourth level, of full-
scale military repression: actual fighting and shooting, normally by
regular troops. Neither regimes nor armies welcomed this state because
it actually represented their failure to provide routinized order. Its
instruments were also relatively uncontrollable. The behavior of rioters
and soldiers once guns fired, horses charged, and sabers flailed, perhaps

2 I have relied extensively in this section on Emsley’s (1983) comparative study
of policing.
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in confined streets, could not easily l?e predicteq. I'f coul(cjl li?id.t(l)se\;/ﬁg
more disorderly outcomes — and regimes often jettisoned officia
or%eer::\:/legr.l 1600 and 1800, central states acquired more oi the il;lcr:l
and fourth levels of repression as the army took Oth’,r ‘ ;om focal
notables and their retainers. Eighteenth-ce‘ntu'ry ab'so u}';ls' reg mes
then added new paramilitary police organizations in t erllr clilpen(:h
and, occasionally, nationally. The most famous were jcble tr eh
Maréchaussée, more than three thgusand men responi} e othan
minister of war. In the 1780s, a mil.ltary police guard o mor_;e't an
three hundred men kept order in Vienna. These were parami (;eallr s
whose routine presence was essentially a §how of fF)rceci 1nt;r; fed 10
increase general surveillance and to deter crime gnd dlSOF er 51 Axtmann
1991). Constitutional regimes, wary of standing armlez,. o vlv)ith
militias but officered them with local gentry, loosely coordinating
th?l‘ﬁzmrflajor nineteenth-century devel(?pment was jche emerge:t(;eon(;{
municipal, regional, and national POIICC forc;es with organ;zn tional
abilities paralleling armies, though w1thf)ut their numbers, ars onsible
potential resort to the fourth level of v191§pce. They were ’;t;,]sp onsipe
not to army or parish but to broader civilian authorltles.l el i
police force was at one extreme: unarmeq, controlled localdy-re?glomer}_l
by the borough and the county but coor‘(?mated froql Lgn or(li in ?0 -
gencies. Elsewhere civilian and paramll{tary ‘orgamzat‘lo.ns . eFe .pian
alongside each other. In France the Stireté Ngtlonale, origina by arz)s1 an
and responsible to the Ministry of the Interior, absor}bed urban pmed
forces, and the Gendarmerie developed from the Mgrecha111§see, ztlrined
and responsible to the minister of war. The Prussian po hlce reta ned
the most military flavor, though formally separate from t % aSrmB; an
under increasing civilian control frorp about 1900. The d. .hiCh ii
cooperated with state militias, becommg_the national gl(ljﬁl‘ ,l ‘vs; ieh In
turn cooperated with local police authorltles.,. These varie 111)‘0 dlclevel s
and paramilitaries tended to remove armies from the t 11r ol ¢
enforcement. Armies now specialized in the.fourth l.evel, conoordig_
themselves to serious outbreaks of organized violence, in close ¢
ion with other authorities.
nag?)ntemporary sociologists have interp:lete(li ;tlil‘e:zfyd;\;iliggn:ﬁ:f)sr?er;dzlf'
i nce of the two dominant and re :
gllgdlenr?lufimes, liberalism and Mar)_(i§m. They ‘have read 1nt00:c£31:é
especially into the growth of routlnlzeq pohcm‘%, a I;notrg n;lrof o
and essentially diffuse social trgnsfcl)_rr‘natlon(:j tjl; tegﬁziiz(; 1giSCipline il
iety i ough routinized policing an : .
;(z)cliz;}:llltszg;g; arggued that punishment in society was transformed
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from authoritative, open, punitive, spectacular, and violent to diffuse,
hidden, routinized, disciplinary, and internalized. His evidence con-
cerned only prisons and mental asylums, of doubtful relevance to
broader societies. Yet Giddens (1985: 181-92) and Dandeker (1989)
extend his argument, arguing that broader “disciplinary power” came
through the routinization and “surveillance” provided by the records
and timetables of public and private administrations — the routines of
factory production, offices and accountancy practices, the ubiquity of
timetables, rationalized written law, the constraints of economic markets
(especially the free labor contract), and the supervised routine of
school instruction. Recalcitrance became disciplined into internalized
compliance at the point of initial tension, before it might erupt into
violence.

Giddens emphasizes the workplace, quoting Marx’s comment that
industrial capitalism introduced “dull economic compulsion” into class
relations. This fits well with the arguments of Marxists like Anderson
and Brenner that whereas historic modes of production extracted surplus
labor with the help of violence, capitalism does it through the economic
process itself. Violence recedes from class relations, a point also em-
phasized by Elias (1983) in his account of the development of the
Western “civilizational process.” Violence in modern society is hidden,
institutionalized (though feminists insist family violence remains). We
no longer count the bodies, we psychoanalyze the victims.

Neither Elias nor the Marxists have shown interest in the consequences
of this for the military, but Giddens and Dandeker have. Giddens
suggested that “it involves . . . not the decline of war but a concentration
of military power ‘pointing outwards’ towards other states in the nation-
state system” (1985: 192). Tilly (1990: 125) supports this, but adds the
rider that no such transition has occurred in the twentieth-century
Third World. Its armed forces point enormous military firepower inward
against their own subjects, with few of the inhibitions shown by historic
Western regimes. This differs from Western history, which, Tilly agrees,
witnessed a major transformation of military power — from dual func-
tion (war/repression) to singular (war), detaching militaries from class
struggle.

Is this true? Substantially, yes — but not during this period or pri-
marily for the reasons cited by Foucault, Giddens, Dandeker, and
Elias. They are right that social order in contemporary Western society
— apart from American inner cities — is buttressed by far less repression
than in most historic societies and that this leaves the military largely
pointing outward. But this has been achieved predominantly in the
twentieth century, due mostly to two other power achievements: political
and social citizenship and the institutional conciliation of labor relations.
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Though these began in this period, they were mostly attained in the
twentieth century, in fact, mostly in the second half of the twentieth
century. Because political and social citizenship has not been achieved
in most of the Third World, this explains why militaries still point
inward there.? The evidence will show that neither “discipline” nor the
removal of the military from domestic repression had got far by 1914.

To establish a decline in overt violence, Dandeker and Giddens rely
on two sources of evidence: contemporary descriptions of eighteenth-
century society as characterized by petty theft, rowdyism, and unsafe
highways, and the nineteenth-century reduction in common crimes
of violence, evidenced, for example, by Gurr et al. (1977). Though
criminal statistics are notoriously unreliable, the decline was probably
real (though partly offset by a probable increase in nonviolent crimes
against property; Emsley 1983: 115-31). Advanced capitalist society
usually is more pacified in its interpersonal relations and everyday
routines than were historic societies, and one stage of this transformation
began in the eighteenth and continued through the nineteenth century,
as Dandeker, Foucault, and Giddens argue (Elias argues that it began
much earlier). Yet common crime (my second policing level) was not
the concern of the eighteenth-century army, except in backward areas
of Europe with organized banditry. Theft and rowdyism were sup-
pressed by constables, magistrates, or the retainers of local notables,
or they were tolerated as the normal condition of society. Armies and
militias were called in only if violence escalated to the third level, to
riots requiring a show of force - principally food riots, smuggling
disturbances, labor disputes, and riots against military impressment (as
we saw in Chapter 4).

Tilly (1986) has provided the best evidence for what then happened,
in the case of France. He narrates not the decline of collective protest
but its twofold transformation, from bread riot to labor strike, and
from local to national organization — responses to the development of
capitalism and national state. In the twentieth century, culminating
in the 1950s, both became institutionalized so that labor union and
political party agitation did not require suppression by the regular
army. But before 1914 it was different. Strikers and political protesters
were met by soldiers with the same frequency experienced earlier by
bread rioters. More than 1,000 protesters were killed in fights with
troops in 1830, 1848, and 1871. Though no later events matched these

3 That the institutionalization of labor relations in the Third World has con-
tributed less to demilitarization of society is probably due to the fact that
industrialization is more narrowly based there than in the West. The industrial
working class in countries like those of Latin America is far smaller propor-
tionately than in their historical Western counterparts.
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“revoluti(?ns,” Tilly says that on dozens of occasions hundreds of
people seized public spaces and held them against troops for more than
a day. One of the biggest occurred near the end of the period, in the
worker and farmer disturbances of 1905-7. There were also C(,)UpS in
1851 and 1889 (failed).

Tilly labels the nineteenth “a rebellious century” (1986: 308-9
358—§6, 383-4). French armed forces were as active in repression ir;
the nineteenth century as in the century before 1789. On the other
hand, different departments of state also engaged in the opposite
extreme, of conciliation. As we shall see in Chapter 18, French prefects
and subprefects, aided at the end of the century by the Ministry of
'Labor., were attempting to defuse labor disputes before they escalated
into violence. French domestic militarism was diversifying.

French history is distinctive, but its violence is not. In the United
States, up to 1860, the army’s main task was to kill Indians; then it
foqght a civil war that smoldered on in an occupation of the South
whl‘le the large, reconstituted national guard switched from suppressing
Ianans and slaves to occupying the South and then to breaking up
strikes and urban riots (Hill 1964: chapter 4; Dupuy 1971, esp. 76)
Goldst§in (1978: 1-102, 548) documents “massive and C(;ntinuous’;
repression of American labor from 1870 to the 1930s, including repeated
deployment of the national guard, backed where necessary by the
army. It peaked in the 1880s and 1890s and then declined a little. But
this was because regime and employers had devised a dual strategy for
labor — repress broad and socialistic protest, conciliate the sectional
protests of skilled workers (see Chapter 18). American domestic re-
pression remained military and paramilitary, if becoming more selective.
Only at the very beginning of the twentieth century were other govern-
ment agencies beginning labor conciliation.

A}lstrian violence remained virtually unchanged. The army stationed
garrisons in all major towns and repressed national disturbances in
every decade. Though the Revolution of 1848—9 was not repeated
protest and repression did not decline, and the regime increasingl};
relied more on the regular joint army than on less reliable provincial
par?mlhtaries (Deak 1990: esp. 65-7). There was little genuine labor
arb_ltration by either the Austrian or Prussian-German states. Moreover
their militaries could also intervene in civil matters. German garrison;
and 01.tadel towns were the principal repressors of rioting right into the
twentieth century. From 1820 on, local German army commanders had
the right to intervene arbitrarily, without being asked by civilian au-
thorities (though the two normally acted together). This culminated in

tl}e notorious Zabern incident of 1913, where a local colonel arbitrarily
dlspersed demonstrators and jailed their leaders. This stirred public
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outcry and the colonel was court-martialed — but he was acq}ntte:d
and arbitrary military power upheld. The_re was 1o secu}ar decllne‘ in
German army intervention. In 1909, soldiers \ylth .machlpe‘ guns, live
ammunition, and fixed bayonets were still intimidating striking miners.
Yet, by now, the German army rarely had to use mucb actual Vlo!e.nce.
Mostly a rather ritualized show of what was essentially paramilitary
force sufficed (R. Tilly 1971; Ludtke 1989: esp. 180-98; see also

apter 18).

ChInpmost )countries military repression continued but along with the
growth of new police and paramilitary authorities — an.d' ig the party-
democratic states also eventually along with state conc111at19n of class
conflict. Thus armies did not routinely face intermediate dlsturb_ance
levels. Riots were as common as in the eighteenth century, but regimes
found more forms of repression specifically geared to the actual l.evel
of threat. Very few regimes or military commgnders had ever liked
charging or firing at crowds. Only in Russ‘la did _tl}ey do t_hls_ at all
frequently; only in the United States, with its traditions of individual
and local violence, did they routinely risk this (see Chapter '18). 'Re-
pressive militarism remained in its three traditional forms — prl.manly a
presence, secondarily a show, and only rather rarely actual violence —
but it now had added a wider repertoire.

In fact, the British experience was the truly distinctive one, the one
clear case of decline in military repression. During the eighteenth
century the peacetime army, 10,000-15,000 §trong, had beeg used
repeatedly in riots, the last major occasion being the Gordon riots of
1780, when an astonishing 285 persons were killed. The.army was kept
ready for repression during the French wars, most of its barracks no
longer in the smuggling areas but distributed for use aga!1¥1§t the French
and domestic radicals. It was joined by two gentry militias, the Yol-
unteers and the Yeomanry. Rioters were then suppressed by soldiers
in 1816, 1821, and 1830-32 and Chartists between 1839 and 1848.
Ireland was throughout a rebellious colony with an army of occupation.
Thereafter (somewhat later in Ireland) there was relative peace until a
series of strike waves between 1889 and 1912. But these were now
handled differently.

From the 1840s on, the British authorities could also turn to borough
and county police forces. If the large Manchester for(?e (one con§table
per 633 of the population in 1849) could not cope with local strikers,
the London Metropolitan Police and the Home Office could send ten
times that number of policemen in a day. Though the army was used
at least twenty-four times, probably more, between 1869 and 1910
(Emsley 1983: 178), most strikers were confronted by shows qf streng'th
from the boys in blue, not the redcoats (by now decked in khaki).
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Military repression was still in evidence, but it had declined since 1848.
It was also substantially supplemented by the most substantial state
agencies for the conciliation of labor disputes (see Chapter 17). Why
had this unique change from the military to policing (plus a conciliation
common to the party-democratic states) occurred in Britain, and what
kind of pacification did it represent? There were three main causes:

1. Capitalist urbanization stimulated the fears of propertied classes,
unable to control their localities by traditional segmental patronage
power, bolstered by occasional resort to the army. They had to swallow
their fear of centralized “despotic™ police forces. They did this earlier
than in other countries because the dislocations of urban, then indus-
trial, capitalism uniquely coincided with the politicized rioting of the
French wars and reform period through to Chartism (see Chapters 4
and 15). Moreover, a severe threat had already arisen in eighteenth-
century Ireland. There the Protestant ascendancy had swallowed its
fears of centralization to devise the police force that became the model
for mainland Britain (Axtmann 1991).

2. The military itself wished to withdraw from repression, believing
it damaged the troops’ morale and interfered with Britain’s imperial
commitments. Britain had proportionately the smallest, most profes-
sional home army. It had no border regiments or other forces special-
izing in low-intensity pacification tasks that could easily switch to riot
control.

3. The collapse of Chartism in 1848—9 demoralized radical protesters
and enabled the new police forces a period to establish themselves
efficiently at the lowest level of threat, dealing with crime, before they
were asked to move up to riot control. The new system worked. By the
time of the London dock strike of 1889, the police had developed the
“keep moving, please” tactics that enabled shouting and marching to
continue without culminating in head-on confrontation (McNeill 1983:
187-8). Now the regime could avoid the destabilizing, delegitimizing
effects of all-out violence, freeing the army to defend the empire.

Did the new policing also work because of diffuse internalized “dis-
cipline” sweeping society? Giddens correctly stresses the nineteenth-
century development of administrative and communications power
capacities. But this was more authoritative than diffuse and bor sides
could use it. While fairly spontaneous local violence might reduce,
organized class war might increase — as in the Chartist period. There-
after, authoritative organization benefited the sectional trade unionism
emerging out of the ruins of Chartism. The police also gained au-
thoritative powers, responding swiftly and with flexible numbers in
shows of force adequate to the intermediate level riot. The gun and
cavalry charge were abandoned with relief.
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There are few signs that potential rioters were being “disciPllned” in
the Foucault-Giddens sense, or exploited by pu‘rely economic means,
in the Marxian sense. Chartists experienced physical and orgamzagopal
defeat (Chapter 15 explains this); farm workers were cowed by declmlélg
numbers and transportation into local, covert protest (Tilly 19'8 )?
capitalism provided adequate food to the towns, re('iucmg bread rl(;ts,
and skilled workers turned to sectional, responsible protest. ( ee
Chapter 15.) These causes stem f1'rom tl‘l‘e ‘ba_lar‘lce ”of authorltatt}llve
organized power, not from more diffuse _dlgClpllne. Bef:ause 0 tt?r
regimes lacked such organizational superiority over thel_r dome§ ic
opponents, they needed more military force to back up their emerging

e.
polljf)okin g at repression historically and by level generates more compleg
conclusions than the single world-historical transforn}atlon suggeste
by Foucault, Giddens, and the Marxists.‘ We must 1nglude the par-
ticularities of military and police organization a1.1d of regime strateﬁles;
neglected in their accounts. Actually, the earlier period, fr.om a lcl)u
1600 to 1800, had probably seen the greater trgnsformatlon, w eg
state-controlled armies became primarily responsxblf: for the secon
as well as the third level of repression. YeF armies l'ater l()iecailme
recognized as inappropriate instrument‘s, especially in cities and w er}:
gun technology began to deliver too little show and bang, too mulc
death, on crowds. We shall see later in the chap_ter that war wzzs g SO
becoming more professional, more concerned with concentrated fire-
ith sabers. ‘ ‘
PO%WV: \i/(;ssstlcoming more different from domes'tic repression. Regimes
saw that the two military functions were diverging in tactics, weapc;lns(i
barracking, and discipline. This threatened army efﬁc1ency_ in whfit a
always been its primary external role. Thus it was abS(_)lll‘tIS‘t reglm§§ H
closer to the military, not ruling with greater diffuse discipline — w l:c
moved first to police their biggest cities (Cpaptgr 1} shows that they
moved first toward more bureaucratic adn.nn‘lstratlon in genefal) and to
institute paramilitary national police. Britain mpved to pohcehforcesE
partly from its Irish experience, partly because its army was the mos
by its two roles. .

Str’i‘tkf:; da gecond transformation began about 1800, as the 1'r1_appro’—f
priateness of the military instrument was ‘exposed by the se(?1t_1c.)ns of
the revolutionary period and industrialization. A three-part d}v1s1on ?h
labor (which still exists) appeared in the first half of the mne:leeqth

century, as police, the paramilitary, and‘:[he 'regul_ar a,r’my cofpethw1 b

ascending levels of threats to order. Two paaﬁcz‘itlons t-hen ur begel

this transformation. The lowest level threatZ or.dmary crime, probably
began to diminish, partly owing to the authoritative efficiency of the new

T
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police forces and perhaps, also, to broader social and disciplinary pro-

cesses of the Giddens-Foucault-Marxist type. Second, and later, higher

force levels were needed less as citizenship and the conciliation of
labor relations developed, though this varied among regimes. Goldstein

(1983) shows that, after 1900, the military was still involved every-

where, but its interventions were declining in the more constitutional,

party-democratic regimes of northwest Europe.

Goldstein notes the particular effect of a “safety valve” without
which things might have been worse: forty million young, vigorous,
perhaps discontented Europeans departed for the New World between
1850 and 1914. But he attributes most of the decline in repression
to politics. Regimes had promoted industrialization, literacy, and
urbanization, yet this created a dissident petite bourgeoisie and working
class. Eventually, after fifty years of turmoil and repression, regimes
changed tack and began to conciliate selectively and incorporate middle-
and working-class demands compatible with good order. Military re-
pression would now be reserved for genuine extremists — a selective
policy with profound implications for working-class movements (ex-
plored in Chapter 18). Some decline in military repression occurred in
the three party-democratic regimes once they institutionalized political
citizenship and labor relations. The British middle classes were incor-
porated in midcentury; the French republic and the American Union
were entrenched rather later. Britain’s industrial relations were the
most institutionalized, then the French, but the major changes only
occurred after the war (see Chapters 17 and 18). As Germany and
Austria had not solved their representative, nor Austria its national,
crystallization, their militaries were required as before.

Let me also draw attention to the biased nature of my own sample of
states. They were all major Powers, wielding more military force than
minor Powers. Most minor Powers of the West have shared many
similarities — low regime capacity to repress, low levels of actual re-
pression, early transition to full representative democracy (including
early woman suffrage), early institutionalization of labor relations, and
early transition to welfare states. It is difficult to believe that inhabitants
of Australia, New Zealand, Scandinavia, and (after 1830) the Low
Countries better internalized the ‘“coercive disciplines” of modern
society than did Germans or Americans. It is more likely they had less
military coercion oppressing them and so were able to achieve greater
citizen rights (as Stephens 1989 argues).

Most Great Power armies still pointed inward as well as outward,
but they were now supplemented by police and paramilitary organ-
izations and a few by conciliation. If society was becoming a little more
disciplined, most of the discipline was still authoritatively imposed by
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hierarchical coercive organizations, not diffusely internalized by the
citizens themselves. In the long run the development of the modern
state was to “civilianize” more of the state, reducing its domestic
militarism to lower levels. More of its staff were “conventionally attired,
conventionally mannered people who operate in a most un-military
fashion” and who pushed brute force into the background (Poggi 1990:
73-4). But in this period civilian officials pushed the brutes into a
more specialized role, alongside a specialized “semibrutish” police role
and (in some cases) a few «civil” conciliators — and with the compliance
of the brutes themselves. This remained true in most countries until
after 1945. Most domestic militarist crystallizations had declined toward
lower force levels, but domestic militarism remained.

If some social groups in some countries now complied a little more
actively and voluntarily, this resulted primarily from their attaining
valued citizen rights, not from unconscious routinization of modern
social life. Because both the balance of authoritative powers and the
attainment of citizen rights varied, so did levels and types of military
repression. For their part, regimes faced no less disorder from dis-
sidents but possessed repressive resources with greater precision than
musket volleys and flailing sabers. This left most militaries able to
concentrate more on external war, modifying rather than ending their
dual role. Domestic military repression remained directed against varied
crystallizations of classes and ethnic, regional, and religious minorities
fighting for greater citizenship rights. Thus the two hierarchies of army
stratification — their class composition and their officer-men relations —
remained relevant to their function of domestic repression. I show
later that geopolitical militarism led to caste tendencies inside the
military, but this was restrained by close relations with conservatives

and propertied classes in domestic repression.

Functions: II. Geopolitical militarism

War and preparation for war had long been the predominant state func-
tion. Chapter 11 shows that this remained so until the mid-nineteenth
century. In the eighteenth century the threat and use of military force
was an unquestioned part of foreign policy. War is not the everyday
stuff of foreign policy, and diplomats often avoided it. But eighteenth-
century Great Powers were at war in 78 percent of years and nineteenth-
century ones in 40 percent (Tilly 1990: 72). Because war is perhaps the
most ruthless competition known to human societies, there was a
continuous learning process — being at war oI watching one closely,
learning its lessons, modernizing the military, facing a threat, going to
war or closely observing it, and on and on. A regime that did not pay

T
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clos i iZi
lOnge T/fﬁﬁthn and was not modernizing its military would not survive
auia,',ces arls;n alsq pervaded more pacific diplomacy — negotiatin
arrangen,lernot}sla marriages, and trade treaties. Virtually no diplomati%
were entered into without consideri il
o . 1dering the military bala
o io:zzrﬂz;l?o tltle]t selzcuélty of one’s own state. War and theymilitgi;
centl state leadership and foreign poli i

as vIzlnhtanstic — as almost all do today B poliey. Allsates crystallzed

h . o, ’ age
ok r?d coentroiled tl?e‘lr geopolitical militarism, making decisions of
war ar iﬁ al;:e.lTradltlpnal practices, enduring into the late eighteenth
cen w};s tha solute re’glmes, were very clear. Foreign policy, includin

, e monarch’s own private prerogative. Frederick II, of Prussii

A 9
; 0tutmh%'u ]fztlt‘ls]g ivgiath,dI found all Europe at peace. . .. The minority of th
ool Tear Ivan made me hope Rl_lssia would be more concerned with h ;
oming o a]\r:I with guaranteeing the Pragmatic Sanction [the trea<t3r
1 foung oot an. ! he_m; Theresa, to succeed to the Austrian throne]. Besid !
Flled oxehant dlIg ly trained forces at my disposal, together wi'th a w:l?’
ahed exc reasm;s Itlhat g?éi/e;iflezai p(())lslsessed of a lively temperament. Thest;
Austria, queen of Bohemia and Huggaryl?l.e. f(jhv:lab%go:a;diga?l?:gteTg;r?:s'Of
, ) ire

to make a name for myself —
[Ritter 1969 1. 19] y these swayed me, and war was resolved upon.

ISnl;g;rbalctmg the affectat‘ion from Frederick’s account still leaves for-
e personal discretion to conduct wars. He also names his i
pe;§l?nally, another attribute of dynastic diplomacy cremes
1S constitutional prerogative was buttre .
ssed by a second.
;f;z;c;h (l;adl 7b4eOcog§f; commlr;lnder in chief of the armed forces MIE:
. —83) was the first Austrian ruler t in th
seal of authority: Austrian soldi bath of alogoca!
: €rs now swore an oath of allegi
her rather than to their indivi o ot o e
rathe tvidual commander. She di
soldiers into battle; no more di b Kinos: nont e
‘ ; id French or British kings: i
kings soon ceased to. The i i i e ssian
(Goncribod ater) y needed hierarchical chains of command,
m;llc;\rvc hid(::l gi;;eteer:?h-cgn}ury democratization fare against these
rogatives? In a word — badly. Monarchs h
. 1
il(l)c;:]is;s“f,ully l(:n the 1conduct of foreign and military policy. As (e?l;iap(:::;
s, when in 1867 the Habsburgs conceded sub i
to the Hungarian Reichshalf, forei i < still ety rosoom
, half, gn policy was still largel
Franz Joseph’s prerogative and the army was his. He v%asysfli)se(r)‘s]:g ? X
;())ns;.ult over commercu.il treaties, but he evaded this by diI;missinO
W ;elgn rénms@rs who disagreed with him. Military affairs and bud et‘i
re under his personal control in his long reign and he put them ﬁgrst
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above domestic considerations (Macartney.1971: 565‘—7, 586, passm;l).
Of course, Austria was a distinctive, gigantic protection racket actually
centered on the arbitrary dynastic, military powers of the Habsblérg}s3 to
defend all their squabbling peoples from greater powers arou}x)l - But
Habsburg powers were not untypi(fal. In the ‘German Reich the rt;fsgllg
king remained commander in chief. He did pot need to cons? e
Reichstag over foreign policy or war. Hg requl.red the conser(ljt (;1 o
German rulers in the Reichsrat, but his dom'mance ensure this wals1
mere form. In these countries (and in.Russm‘) a vigorous moniilrc
could exercise close control of foreign policy or delegate it to chancellors
i inisters with his confidence. .
ansteO;religgtn:ssume things changed as regi.mes de.mogratlzed, but l?ot
so. Consider first one of the most democ‘ratlc constitutional ‘mo.nar(':[ ies
in Europe, Norway after independen'ce in 1905. Th'e cons:lltutlon y[;l-
cally reserved for the royal prerogative the executive an egl(ei.rger; y
powers to mobilize troops, declare war, make peace, enter an l1lsscl)1 vg
alliances, and send and receive envoys. In 2'111 respects he fo.rn(;‘%;f y at
to consult parliament but in practice parhamen‘t seemed indi ereﬁ:: .
The Foreign Ministry had “hardly any strong feeling ,t,hat foreiign pI(i_ ty
in a democratic society also concerns‘the people, conclg ssﬁ 15(:
(1965: 46). Norwegian classes and ot.her interest groups were indi ef;l
because they were nationally orgaﬁlzedtand p;fr(:lccupled —as we s
still is) the nineteenth-century norm. ,
Se;vsvar?a(t;il:istates )emerged, classes and other major 1nt.erest fig,.roult)s
became nationally confined, leaving the conduf:t of‘ foreign po 1tcy ll0
supposedly ‘‘democratic” chief executives who in this resp.eci a;: ua;hz
resembled the old absolute monarchs. In mostly democratic Italy, {he
monarch had lost most domestic powers by 19‘(‘)0, bl}t not lhlS con roa
over diplomacy. Bosworth (1983: 97_) says, 'Fore'lglz pgl}cy ng) I
matter for the King and his closest adv1ser§. Natlor}allgt public op1n‘1t .
was tiresome, although, if organized and directed, it might have positive
i . But it must never make decisions.” _
VlrItBueecSzlu]:;l Britain was the greatest party demoqacy of' the lage‘,‘t;;ts
decision making is of special significance. Its forelgn, ,pollcy.p 1(115 ei
government, command and dispositiqn qf the army remained roya
prerogatives, as was normal in constitutional monarchle§. Ydet’Psnili(;e.
1688, military implementation had been §everely Fonstrame .1 tgr X
ment determined army and navy size, fuqdmg, al}d internal regu g 1_c;n.r.1
Parliamentary assent was required to'brmg foreign troops 1n;(? 4;1 2‘111)
and to maintain a peacetime standing army (Brewer 1989: . —'ﬂ;
“Ultimate” decision making in foreign policy formally rested wi

Parliament. . ‘
Yet routine foreign policy did not require the consent of Parliament
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unless it broke the law of the land or incurred new financial obligations
(Robbins 1977a). In 1914, Parliament had to approve the declaration
of war (as in France, but unlike the other combatants), but everyday
foreign policy during the crisis of July-August remained largely private.
The foreign secretary ranked second only to the prime minister. Par-
liament did not exercise much control over him. Normally a hereditary
peer, he sat in the Lords, not the Commons — a deliberate device for
avoiding public discussion. Commons requests for information were
regularly repulsed with the formula “not in the public interest.” The
foreign secretary consulted regularly the prime minister and inter-
mittently at his discretion with relevant cabinet colleagues and experi-
enced statesmen. He rarely consulted full cabinet. A commanding
figure like Lord Rosebery ran his own foreign policy (Martel 1985), a
moderately lazy one like Sir Edward Grey steered its general drift and
did not bother to consult “outsiders.” The few persons styling each
other “statesmen” communicated through letters sent between country
houses and conversations in gentlemen’s clubs. In liberal diplomacy
the court had been replaced by the club, not by the Commons (evidence
from Steiner 1969; Steiner and Cromwell 1972; Robbins 1977a; Kennedy
1985: 59-65). In contrast to this tightly knit private group, public
opinion was amorphous, disunited, and difficult to bring to bear on
particular issues (Steiner 1969: 172—200; Robbins 1977b). An essentially
old regime executive remained insulated in foreign policy even while
worker MPs were crowding into the Commons. British classes were
nationally pre-occupied. They left routine foreign policy to the experts.
In the most advanced party democracy, the United States, we might
expect things to be different. After all, the Revolution had been
squarely aimed against such practices — and specifically at executive
taxes for foreign policy without consent. Indeed, the Constitution
explicitly deprived the executive of taxation powers and vested war-
and treaty-making powers with Congress. However, Article II of the
Constitution vested in the president all executive powers not explicitly
limited in other articles. These residual powers were assumed at the
time, and were confirmed by nineteenth-century Supreme Courts, to
center on the routine conduct of foreign policy. In practice this meant
the president could conduct his own foreign policy as long as he did not
declare war, make treaties, or need monies additional to those already
slushing around the administration. This still seems the situation — and
was roughly agreed on by all sides during the 1990—1 run-up to the
Gulf War — though it can still occasion controversy. (See the exchange
between Theodore Draper and President Bush’s legal adviser in The
New York Review of Books, March 1 and March 17, 1990.)
Early nineteenth-century presidents were in practice restrained by



416 The rise of classes and nation-states

the fact that most foreign and military issues — relations with Britain,
France, Spain, Mexico, and Indians — impacted directly on the territory
of North America and on the lives of American settlers and interest
groups. But as the continent was filled, foreign policy turned toward
more distant imperialism, away from the predominantly national (or
continental) preoccupations of Americans. Executive autonomy grew.
After 1900, Presidents McKinley and Theodore Roosevelt manipulated
Congress and public opinion into following foreign policies that were
essentially made by executive actions. In 1908, Woodrow Wilson argued
that imperialism had changed constitutional practice: “The initiative in
foreign affairs, which the President possesses without any restriction
whatever, is virtually the power to control absolutely” (LaFeber 1987:

~708, on whom this paragraph relies). Even in this, the most consti-
tutional state, once classes and other interest groups became nationally
organized, foreign policy could be dominated by a fairly insulated state
executive — with the formal backing of the Constitution. Public opinion
and political parties played only a small part in formulating foreign
policy before World War 1 (Hilderbrand 1981). Foreign policy remained
the private domain of a small group of notables, plus special interest
groups advising the few politicians who aspired to be “‘statesmen”
(discussed further in Chapters 16 and 21). A state elite retained routine
diplomatic autonomy in party democracies as well as in semiauthor-
itarian monarchies.

If a crisis reared, this changed. In the United States, major decisions
of war and new taxes went (and still go) to Congress. In Britain, they
went (and still go) to full cabinet and were (and are) discussed there in
terms of what party, Parliament, or public opinion might wear. And if
war loomed, there arose the one fundamental constraint on all regimes’
freedom of action: money. If even an absolutist proposed a costly for-
eign policy, then whoever provided taxes or loans must normally con-
sent. Public opinion among other power actors now became important.

But control only in crises or war is limited. Diplomacy is less regu-
lated and predictable than domestic politics. Multistate diplomacy in-
volves autonomous states with only limited normative ties, continuously
recalculating geopolitical options. The actions of one - in rattling
sabers, entering a new alliance, flaunting army or fleet exercises,
increasing troop numbers beyond those required to enforce an existing
policy of economic sanctions or mere defense of territory, privately
offering support to aggressive pressure groups of merchants or white
settlers — may seem provocative to other Powers. Their reverse might
indicate weakness to them. Either may set up unpredictable ripple

reactions among the Powers. Regimes find that routine diplomacy
boxes them into a cormer in an emerging crisis, facing them with
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Eggglco?e enemies. or allies, or with a Hobson’s choice between
e (;Irllsg own or acting aggressively. Secret diplomacy further restricts
The crisis then suddenly confronts parliaments, dominant or taxpayin
clagses, anfi public opinion with potentially devastating but restriZte(%
policy choices. As we shall see in Chapter 21, in 1914, governments
ger.le.rally presented only two alternatives to parliamen,ts and public
opinion — to go to war or to back down and be humiliated, a bofed-in
cho;ce.we have grown used to (and which recently occurred’disastrousl
again in the Gulf War for both the United States and Iraq). It hel Z
explfun vyhy regimes get support for war. State elite con'trol ovgr
routine diplomacy and military deployments thus outflanks democrati
chgcks: In fact, chief executives, not nations or classes remainec(i:
prlmanly responsible for American, British, and French ,di lomac
just as moparchs decided Austrian and Prussian. Constitutri)ons anyd’
rep‘resent'a‘tlve crystallizations mattered less in foreign than in domestic
poll;qtl. Cltlzen}slhip proved national, narrow, blinkered. It still is 1
but monarchs and executives did not alone deci ine forei
policy. They took advice from professional diplon?:;g.eTrl?:stemc; fl(z)rrfllagtn
were drawn from a narrow social base, overwhelmingly from I:he 013
regime: monarchs’ kin, aristocracy, gentry, and old money capitalist
(for a general discussion, see Palmer 1983). In Austria and Gelima i
where the o!d regime survived best, the diplomatic service was dorI;}'I’
nated by aristocrats into the twentieth century. Preradovich (19551)-
attempted a standardized comparison of the two countries from 1804
to 1918. He found that the proportions of nobles among Prussian ‘high
dlplomgts” fluctuated only between 68 percent and 79 percent (endilgl
the period at 71 percent). In Austria it fluctuated between 63 ercen%
and 84 percent (ending at 63 percent). The trends were similar[;or th
old nobility alone (this controls for the possibility that diplomats mi hi
have been ennobled for their services). In 1914, the German cor sgof
ambassadors consisted of eight princes, twenty-nine counts tvsi:nt
barons, ﬁfty-four untitled nobles, and only eleven common;:rs Thy
lower-ranking consular service was wholly staffed by commoners tl'lou 161:
usually_ wealthy and from the right universities and fraternities, But %)f
the entire 548 Foreign Ministry officials 69 percent bore titles of -nobilit
and they monopolized higher grades. The only discernible chan Z
Eetween 1871 and 1914 was a decline in Junkers and in titles awardgd
tefore 1800, as opposed to more western and recent nobles. Both
ren_ds resulted from a shortage of Prussian and older nobles as th
service expanded, not from an attempt to open up the service Groue
zohdarl‘ty was CI}haI:lCCd by kin connections, membership in rea;:tionarl;
raternity organizations, and a preponderance of Protestants and total



418 The rise of classes and nation-states

absence of Jews (Rohl 1967: 106—8; Cecil 1976: 66-8, 76, 79-86,
174-6).

In France the old regime suffered revolutions, yet its diplomats
survived. Of all the ambassadors between 1815 and 1885, 73 percent
had aristocratic surnames. During the Second Empire (1851-71) about
70 percent of senior officials in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs whose
backgrounds are known came from landed, banking, or higher func-
tionary backgrounds, a higher proportion than in any other govern-
ment department (Wright 1972; Charle 1980a: 154, 172). Then, finally,
a decline set in: Whereas 89 percent of accredited envoys were aristo-
crats in the period 1871-78, only 7 percent were during 1903-14, a
rather remarkable change. Unfortunately, no details are given of this
coliort. I would bet they represented the Republican equivalent of
aristocracy, old money, but have no evidence to hand (the unpublished
study cited by Cecil 1976: 67 may give this). Throughout the period,
the British Foreign Office and diplomatic service remained dominated
by the old regime. It was staffed at the top by the second sons of the
aristocracy and wealthy gentry, educated at top public schools (es-
pecially Eton), and increasingly at Oxbridge (Cromwell and Steiner
1972).

The United States differed little, despite having lost its aristocracy in
its revolution and despite having a foreign service of rather lower
prestige than that of other countries. Its diplomats and State Department
represented American old money, the Eastern Establishment — perhaps
its more cultured, less dynamic scions (it was claimed at the time that
the ablest children went into banking). Even into the twentieth century
entrants to the diplomatic corps were required to have a private income,
ostensibly because the pay was jow. Ilchman (1961) says that the
corps was staffed with sons of old, wealthy families throughout the
period. Though personal patronage was replaced by qualifying exam-
inations, “good breeding” was still considered essential: Between 1888
and 1906, at least 60 percent had attended Harvard, Yale, or Princeton
and 64 percent were from the Northeast (by then providing only 28
percent of U.S. population).

In all countries such class imbalance was defended on supposedly
technical grounds: The old regime spoke foreign languages, traveled
extensively abroad, married foreign wives, and were cultural cosmo-
politans. They would understand one another. There was little protest
against this. This was — and still is — a bizarre feature of the modern
state. At a time when the state’s domestic activities were under attack
from subordinate classes and others, when most domestic ministries
and parliamentary assemblies were staffed by a broader cross section
of bourgeois and professional classes (see Chapter 13), foreign policy
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Zv:j l}l)trtil‘c]:aicrutinifedl lal(ljd narrowly staffed. It remained quite insulated
e, controlled by a particularistic allian
. : ce between a stat
executive elite and an old regi i :
executi gime party whose economic power was in
Sli;gltlll; tdh;fprimarg geopolitical function of the military pulled it in a
ifferent direction to its secondar i i
: dire : y domestic function. The
;Iéllztoigc;;u;; t?lftll?lllttartlsm tl(()j foreign policy pushed it into close private
e state’s old regime core, whereas re i i
toward the interests of the ied P ol By
propertied classes as a whol i
toward protecting the interest i i o
‘ s of modern industrial and landowni
- - . Own
f:apltahsts against discontented labor. The military might prove lgrgl
ulnportant link between t_hese formerly and presently dominant economic
classes. I now turn to dissect the military itself.

The military: class, bureaucratization, and
professionalization, 1760-1815

I first examine the social composition of the eighteenth-centu
E;rlis.ﬂ;léhi]sa S\Jtva;1 asjlcl)ngle: fVlirtually all higher (g)fﬁcers were If(})lbcljg'icse(:
_ vas rity of lower officers, exce i lle
and in Britain (with the largest navy and the I;:ni(ilresr}tazges{li?}r/;ﬂl%?é
l(;fﬁcer was noble, as he had long been. Only 5 percent to 10 percént of
rench army ofﬁcers were nonnoble. Yet most nobles were not officers
Exc:iept in Prussia (at.so'me time in their lives). Elsewhere, officer co s,
ad become a specialized noble network, and not its ,most sociarlrl)
}[)r(())v‘s:erf}lll (zine. As Chapter 6 shows, in France this had been a con}—,
tro¥ ;ngm | e;f,e/lofpment, solve.:d by privileging the older, often poorer
noble (ive e I'épée. In Austria, Maria Theresa attempted, with only
amited sllllsccelsls, ;o upgrade the aristocratic titles conferred on her
1 , usually drawn from the poorer service nobility. War was no
onger.the central role of the nobility. The military, though still
wheh_nn'lgly old regime, was no longer quite at its C(;re s over
Britain had ostensibly the least militarized old regime.. Yet the office
corps of the home army was almost entirely old regime: its high i
ranks predominantly aristocratic; its lower, country gen'tr (sz es11
196‘3). Weal‘th was needed to purchase the commission an({ to afff)ed
rf.:glmenta‘l life. Life was cheaper and less desirable in the more mar
Ig)lfl:)afzsilil(;i;;l farqlly, w%(;se officers were mostly from merchant anl;
amilies. The navy was even more open, drawin
grlcs)inn Cgtentry,dr‘nerchant, professional, and seafaring groups frOIi (():f)f;csizrj
Ofﬁcerz ((2:1; 1(1jd 1t‘he French pavy). The navy required no prior wealth.
o Mu ive on their pay plus their distinctive bonus, prize
€y. Many were younger sons from respectable though not rich
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families. All officers served for two years as scamen, though with dis-
tinctive rank as midshipman or master’s m.ate.‘Abou‘t 10 percent of
officers came from “nonrespectable” families, including that famoqs
son of a farmhand, Captain James Cook (Rodger 1986: 252—72). I‘;IS
mobility would have been impossible in the army — and perhaps in the
f any other country.
arXfl:ld :(r)rrlfizss Oand ysome navies );lso still containt/zd _ele}ment‘s‘ of an
international “service” mercenary nobility — from émigre families ar:id
from “marcher”’ or marginal areas like smaller German states, Scotland,
or Ireland. These often moved around — Frederick von_Schomberg
served in five foreign armies (Brewer 1989: .55‘—6). E\{en in 1760, the
officer corps was showing signs of being a distinct s001‘al group, not a
caste still embedded in the old regime, but a professionalizing colrps
whose practices were no longer those of the upper c}asses as a who e.d
Between officers and men lay a great gul_f. Ordinary soldlers.an
sailors were portrayed by literate contemporaries as the dregs of socu:,ity,
the “scum” (Brodsky 1988). The label has stuck among sch.olar.s It;) laty
(Jany 1967: 6191f.; Rothenberg 1978: 12.; Dandeker .1989. 79; ob51
1991: 102, 104; Berryman 1988 contests it for the .Umted Sta'lteszi, A\:t
its accuracy is questionable. Literate contemporaries were blase . ; ]
we have just seen, officers were drawn from un’l’lsually‘elevate stra a(i
To them quite ordinary men might scem “d'regs, espec1filly consc;lll)lteid
and impressed men, trapped unwillingly, 'hke caged.z?mmals, an .el
by cruel discipline. Civilians’ contact with the military was lina;x;y
when impressment or quartering threatene.d them, so thgy were hos fl e,
too. Up to one-third of soldiers were foreign mercenaries, shar.mg e\z
values with local civilians. Civilians understa}ndably hated soldiers an
i ood somewhat apart from society.
Sal\l?(\)’res,h:\l: rsf:asonable data og two armies in the' second l}alf of .the
eighteenth century, French and British. French studlqs reveal its §old1irs
to be no dregs but disproportionately urpan, artisan, and litera Be,
peasants and farm workers being substantially _underrepresepted. z
1789, 63 percent of those with recorded occupations were artisga‘nsL an
shopkeepers (Corvisier 1964: 1, 472-519; Scott 1978: 14—1 ; yll:g
1984: 46—7). The towns could release young men, probably 81}11rp
younger sons trained in their fathers’ trades, and. the army was ?ppy
to take skilled, literate men. British army recruits were mostly romd
manufacturing and laboring classes. They were slightly more urban .a_nh
more Scottish, and perhaps slightly less literate, than the overall Brltlls1
population. This made them working class but hardly scum (see tﬂe
data in Floud et al. 1990: 84-118; as the autl}ors note, _th.e appargn )S/
Jower literacy of army recruits may be an ellrtlfact — individual ofbcte){
made their own assessments of recruits’ literacy, but were probably
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looking for more than mere signing ability). Central European armies
were probably less skilled and literate than the French and British,
for their conscription systems generally exempted skilled trades (and
Austria’s at first exempted peasant proprietors), and the ability to buy
oneself out by paying for a substitute also depressed social levels. Yet
some main recruiting areas, in the smaller German states, had high
literacy rates. In the British and French peacetime navies, the sailors
were largely a cross section of seafaring trades, though wartime im-
pressment brought in poorer landlubbers (Hampson 1959; Rodger
1986). Perhaps the French and British armed forces had become more
elevated than the rest, but I suspect officers, more than men, were
from extreme social backgrounds. ’

The crucial mediating link between extreme ranks was the noncom-
missioned officer, who was almost always literate and usually was
drawn from the middling classes. NCOs were recruited from the ranks
and really formed the upper ranks of the soldiery, as promotion even
to the junior levels of the officer corps was rare. Officers played little
role in their regiments during peacetime: French officers took seven
and a half months’ leave every two years; British leave was generous
and abused. NCOs were in close relations with soldiers while army
officers were not. Navies differed, while at sea, where officers and men
were in close living and working contact. Rodger (1986) portrays
British ships as having relaxed discipline in which officers persuaded
rather than commanded their men and in which professional skills
mattered as much as the power of rank. Either this is a romantic
view or conditions had changed by 1797, for the naval mutinies of
that year revealed deep hostility toward discipline that was highly
punitive.

Given such social distance and limited contact, all states and officer
corps believed discipline must be punitive. Mid-eighteenth-century
tactics required soldiers to stand exposed for long periods under fire
that was not accurate but that was erratically and cumulatively lethal.
Sailors in naval engagements had to take murderous short-range bursts
of firepower. But at least they were kept busy while under fire. Soldiers
were often standing passively waiting or walking slowly forward. Con-
stant repetitive drilling to drive understandable terror to the fringes of
consciousness might be required in any armed forces facing comparable
danger. Such drilling was a notable feature of eighteenth-century armies.
But even so, “discipline” was not fully internalized. Soldiers deserted
en masse, not in battle, as this was difficult and conspicuous, but in
peacetime. It was said that one-third of the Prussian army — a highly
effective one — was employed rounding up another third deserting
(leaving a third ready for war). Eighteenth-century officers coped by
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adding to drilling brutal, arbitrary corporal punishment aﬁldfreacil(ézz
little humanity, as did many naval commanders whose :il:ut 0;11 Zoldiers
was quite arbitrary. Scott (1978: 35) says that many ‘ren((jt. e ery
had their first personal contact with their officer when facing discip
i him. . .
ac;\l/?iIllig:)yrzociety was thus distinctively, crgelly hler‘archlcal, two(;claatses(i
linked by arbitrary, punitive power. In this sense it was 2 iegru%Side
institution, no longer reflecting the more cqmplex civil society (:1 threé
This distinctively hierarchical military somety'then_ co'nfronted e
processes of change: bureaucra‘tization,‘profess19nahzat10n_, lalm " (:,) mo
cratization. The first two impacted fairly continuously rlllg Rt {utign
the period, the last suddenly impacted through the Fre.:nfc Zv% fon
and Napoleonic Wars, and was lqter supposed}y reinforce , ny1957
nineteenth-century development of m@ustnal society (Huntm%gc;g e
and Janowitz 1960 provide the classic accounts; Dandeker .
beitpligg:;f)my model of bureaucracy at the beginning 1of Chapfteorfége.
Bureaucracy comprises five elements: two of personnel, two c;rsonnel
arrangements, and one of general structur.e.'Burgaucratlc p rsonne!
are salaried, without ownership or appropriation rlgh‘ts ovg,r a mdin
tration; and they are appointed, promoted, and tergnqateb acco(r:rati%
to impersonal measures of competence. Ofﬁ‘ces w1t511;11. ure?lu. ate
departments are rationally arrangeq by fur}ctlon an l1_er:a:lrc gr,niniS_
departments are similarly arranged into a single, ceqt.ra 1lzet a minis.
tration. Finally, the whole is insulated from tl.le pohtllcg slr(;l‘ggcﬁon
civil society, except at the top where it receives pog‘tlcat dlrg the.
Military bureaucratization from the beginning was directed by
StaIt’i;)fessionalization is a general attribute of modernization, noFl.cton-
fined to armed forces. But Teitler (1977: 6—8) observes that the mi 1Jz:lrs3;
added a third professional element to two more g'eneczlral one:l.0 u
like other professionals, soldiers and sailors acquire fg mo e;;en};
of specialized skills, removing all pthers to the l§vel o d%ngorlzpes n
amateurs; and second, this specialized body acquired a 1st113nct th?r i
de corps, anchored in tradition and a sense of hono;). fu ionali:
military services were distinctively rendered_ to the state. Profess
zation, like bureaucratization, developed within states. ssion are
Sociologists have often observed that bureaucracy and pIro essif)crlll ar
intimately yet conflictually connected (e. g Parsons 1964). dp Ear t1 etho;
bureaucracies develop a professiogal esprit de corps and és 1tnc othos
as they become insulated from society. This may then cog ic w;ﬁtar
formal rationality of bureaucracy. In the case of thf: mo (:in:i n}[ tigé
this entwined bureaucratic-professional ethos also involved distinc
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class solidarity. The combination of the three encouraged the creation
of a distinct officer caste.

Bureaucratization is ancient, though its main history occurred in my
present period. It had mostly originated outside the state, first in the
church, then in the private India companies — though the earliest of
these, the Casa de Contratacion de las Indias in Seville, was a monopoly
controlled by the Spanish state.* Their orderly accounting systems,
specified chains of command, and salaried civilian and military officials
were responses to the difficulties of moderate-size administrations coping
with a broad scope of functions spread over enormous geographic
areas. Perhaps there was some pressure exerted by size, some threshold
level beyond which administrative control became difficult without
greater rationalized standardization. But in a study of ten modern
organizations ranging in size from 65 to 3,096 employees, Hall (1963—4)
found no significant relationship between their size and six measures of
bureaucratization which are quite similar to my own measures. Similarly,
in the premodern period, the main functional pressure for bureaucrati-
zation was less size than the problem of organizing diverse functions
spread over large spaces.

The military revolution of 1500—1640 brought bureaucratization into
the state. By 1760, armies and navies were divided into units of
standardized size and specialized functions, related to each other and
to headquarters through two linked chains of command. One, appearing
in the eighteenth century, was that staple of modern business organ-
ization, the division between staff and line. The other was an integrated
hierarchy, with standardized ranks running down from general officers,
colonels, majors, captains, and lieutenants to noncommissioned officers
and ordinary soldiers. The two command chains were integrated by the
division (an army unit containing all the specialisms, coordinated by a
staff, subordinated to a single commander), coordinated with other
divisions by a “general” staff under a ‘“general” officer. Navies also
tightened coordination to overcome tactical difficulties presented by
the dispersion of ships over vast oceans. Specialized standardized supply,
artillery, and marine corps developed, as did signaling and manuals —
all integrated into a formal “command, control, communication and
intelligence” system (Dandeker 1989: 77). Offices were arranged
bureaucratically, though at the very top monarchs and parliaments
remained reluctant to entrust total operational command to one general

4 Indeed, the seventeenth-century Spanish state may have some claim to have
anticipated innovations I ascribe to my eighteenth-century states — though it
seems to have had curiously little influence on them. Concentrating on a few

country cases, as this volume does, carries the danger of exaggerating their
collective significance.
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officer. They preferred to divide and rule. Army (not usually navy)
entrepreneurs survived; wealthy nobles funded and operated their own
regiments. But mid-eighteenth-century monarchs and war ministers in
Austria, Britain, France, and Prussia enacted centralizing regulations
against them. When Maria Theresa secured control of army promotions
in 1766, she eliminated the remaining proprietors, perhaps the last
Western monarch to do so (Kann 1979: 118-9; cf. Scott 1978: 26-32;
Brewer 1989: 57-8).

Military administration was relatively centralized, routinized, dis-
ciplined, homogeneous and bureaucratic — by far the most “modern”
efghteenth-century power organization (Dandeker 1989: chapter 3).
These characteristics had emerged directly from the logic of efficiency
of military power, the requirements of war conducted between func-
tionally varied and geographically dispersed armed forces. Again, size
mattered less than functional and geographic scope, for the military
revolution had centered on the emergence of clear-cut, formalized
divisions between infantry, cavalry, and artillery and their engineering
and supply departments. Specialization required new means of coordi-
nation over greater distances, especially for navies. Greater army and
navy size was more product than cause: Bureaucratization enabled
armies to grow. Bureaucratization won out as informal, looser military
organization perished on the battlefield.

Personnel policy was less bureaucratized. True, salaries became
normal. Sailors and soldiers were paid “employees,” subordinated to
an officer chain of command. Officers’ status still varied. Most were
state employees on fixed salaries, yet they also bought their initial
commission and their subsequent promotions. Prussian officers were
still entitled to appropriate fiscal resources flowing through their com-
mands. Still, such practices were being phased out.

Bureaucratization lagged on the second personnel criterion, standards
of competence. Literacy was required, but other formal qualifications
and extensive training were rare, except among artillery and naval
officers. The first general cadet academies were founded — the Maria
Theresa Military Academy in 1748, the Ecole Militaire in 1751 (copied
in twelve French provinces in 1776), many Prussian cadet schools
throughout the century, with Sandhurst bringing up the British rear in
1802. But the main recruitment criterion was social background. It was
assumed that an aristocratic or gentry upbringing produced officer
potential — experience with physical exertion (especially riding), bravery,
dignity, familiarity in giving orders to the lower classes, and a sense of
honor. An Austrian field marshal once singled out his bourgeois officers
for bravery in combat. He refused to praise his noble officers because,
he said, a nobleman’s bravery should be taken for granted (Kann 1979:
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124). Most officers learned on the job, helped by drill books and
simple manuaI.S, and were plunged, young and inexperienced, into
b‘attlfa. Prpmotlon would then be decided by a mixture of conne,ctions
(]ustlﬁeq in terms of ease with rank) and performance under fire
The increased intensity of war then expanded a battle-harciened
officer corps. Its experience was the core of a new professionalism
Amateur warriors were disappearing and despised: Only we profes:
sionals know what war is like. A distinct professional ethos, still noble
yet less particularistic and genealogical, was emerging. ’ ’
Tl.le Revolution and the Napoleonic Wars impacted massively, rein-
forc.lng‘bureaucracy and profession and introducing limited éemo-
cratization that seemed to threaten both noble domination and punitive
discipline. Greater war intensity increased experienced professionalism
Amatgurs perished before Bonaparte’s troops while book learning anci
schoohng made little progress. Connections remained important but
fewer aristocratic dilettantes and incompetents or intellectuals of war
were promoted. The rivalries and jealousies of officer corps, which, as
any reader of military autobiographies knows, center on, who ,ets
promoted to command over whom, turned less on family connectigns
not yet on formal qualifications, more on job performance. ’
The Impact was naturally greatest on the French revolutionary army
The Revolgtlon brought noble emigration and purges. Opportunities.
for promotion suddenly expanded for NCOs, for the few promoted
officiers de fortune, and even for ordinary soldiers. By 1793, 70 percent
of ofﬁcgrs had served some time as enlisted men, comI;ared to 10
percen't in 1789, though they were mostly in the lower officer grades
The highest grades still contained many former nobles: 40 perceni
to 50 percent of colonels and lieutenant colonels of the line arm
compared to 10 percent to 20 percent of captains and lieutenants BI}II;Z
they shared r‘ank with middle-class professionals, officials business.men
and bourgeois rentiers, comprising 40 percent of the higl,ler grades and’
30 percent of the lower. Artisans, shopkeepers, wage earners, and
small peasants made up most of the remainder, providing 5 pe,rcent
anq 33 percent. Among the soldiers, bourgeois, middling groups, and
artisans declined and peasants increased, though still underre resénted
(Scott 1978: 186-206; Lynn 1984: 68-77). P
Suddenly this army resembled the new society, rather than being a
caricature of a very old one. Discipline was codified and applied to all
ranks: Frepch officers were now more likely than their men to go
before a firing squad. It balanced punishment with enthusiasm. its hi h
stapdard of combat performance individualized and partialiy intfr-
thze‘d: The rank and file, concludes Lynn (1984: 118), were treated
as citizens and not as subjects.” I find all such stat’ements about
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armies somewhat exaggerated. Troops fac;ing ‘the distinct p0531b111tyt 05
death almost never fully internalize disciplme;. it has to be suppilemeq eil ;
by forms of concentrated coercion, compelling them go stan up?gt
under fire or to charge, rather than to cower or .ﬂee. But as aLs a ez—
ment of trend, from eighteenth-century to revolutionary armies, Lynn’s
Wllé‘sll;t;ﬁfﬁé next two decades, the officer corps became more bour;
geois, as mobility through the ranks increased. In 1804, only th;;e o
Napoleon’s eighteen marshals were former nobles, and half thgg(.) Zigrs
were from the ranks (Chandler 1966: 335—3; Lefebvre 19b. ):[
After Napoleon’s fall, social background Yarled bgtween su seg}uent
regimes. The Bourbon monarchy, restored in 1815, mcreased_ nobles af
the highest levels, but could not thoroughly purge a bourgeois ar(rix}y c:
its Republican sympathies. After two dec;ades of trouble, exg)ed 1er.1t:l
were found. Repression of army Repubhgan club§ was coup e1 wi
three incentives — opportunities for promotion provided by the A.genfml
conquest, an increase in army pensions, and the epd of t.hfe n:ilmster;ii
right to dismiss an officer. The French army remqlned divide , ur;gﬂe
to move against revolution in 1848 or against L(.)ul.s Bonaparte 11r11 19743
but its radical “citizen” character was m}lch diminished (Porc ! :
esp. 115-7, 138-9). Would the revolutionary wars transform other

militaries?

Toward a military caste

The revolutionary wars transformed control over '_the rank and file ?qd
integrated and modernized officer corps. B,ut this prqved to ((;on alri
fewer concessions to ‘“national citizenship” than regimes and com
rst feared.
m?{lglzrtsiol:;dbgtween officers and men were gradually trans'for.m'ed. The
effectiveness of mass-mobilized morale and less .cruel glscipllllrze w(zla’s’
too striking to ignore. It actually reinforced the pellefs of ‘en 1g,h gn:lso
factions in all officer corps. Naval and colonial campe.ug.?s a s
repeatedly showed that when officers and men _shared s;ml ar mtaJena
hardships they fought better. Three years after its h1'1m1 iation at ndeé
the Prussian army abandoned arbitrary cqrpqral Pu_mshr‘nent3 ex ih «
its rule books, and began to write humfflmtarlan injunctions 1n:0 :,l ké
In 1818, they referred for the first time to”the neces.snzl oklllile[_
discipline consonant with the sense of “honor” of the pruéa; .e ;;)8_80)
a radical notion indeed (Craig 1955: 48; Demeter 1965: .

i i i i detail in Volume III, when
5 all consider such coercive techniques in more
:)rsélsenting the excellent research that has been done on the morale of World

War I soldiers.

T
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Under Maria Theresa, an enlightened code had been introduced in the
artillery as early as 1759. It urged that the men be encouraged ‘““through
love of honor and good treatment than through brutality, untimely
blows and beatings.” But not until 1807 was the code extended to the
infantry masses and not until late in the nineteenth century was it
implemented frequently enough to deter brutal treatment (Rothenberg
1982: 117-8; Deak 1990: 106-8). Discipline remained essentially
coercive — as it does today — but it gradually became rationalized and
rule-governed. Officers and men were no longer so segregated; they
were becoming subject to the rationality of a single emerging military
caste.

During 1805-7 and 1813-14, it seemed that Austria and Prussia
might go much farther than this, to become also “nations in arms,”
mobilizing patriotic enthusiasm and allowing freer relations between
officers and men. The recruitment of foreign mercenaries dropped off
so that armies became ‘“‘national” in a minimal sense. Both regimes
initiated reserve forces, the Landwehr. But after 1815, all regimes
backed away from the citizen army, frightened by the notion of placing
arms in the hands of a free people. The Archduke Charles, the great
Austrian general, modestly suggested enlarging the pool of recruits
while reducing the years of army service to eight (in many regiments it
was lifelong). His scheme was rejected because discharged soldiers
might contribute expert leadership for revolts. Count Colloredo clinched
the argument at court by observing: I can at any time stuff the mouth
of a victorious enemy with a province, but to arm the people means
literally to overturn the throne” (Langsam 1930: 52; Rothenberg 1982:
72). The Austrian Landwehr was abandoned in 1831. The Prussians
retained their Landwehr, but they kept it disciplined. Throughout the
nineteenth century, Prussians and other Germans debated the merits
of “professional” versus “citizen’”” armies. The professionals always
won if the debate was posed in these terms.

Yet the compromise notion of a “military citizenship” disciplined
from above made some progress. In Germany it was influential in the
granting of universal male suffrage (under controlled conditions) in
return for their contribution of military service (Craig 1955; Ritter
1969: I, 93-119). The French definition of citizenship as the ‘blood
tax” resonated across Europe and America. No country sustained
popular citizen armies of the type that had worsted the Prussians at
Valmy (see Chapter 6). Instead, mass armies embodied a more seg-
mental form of participation, defined by their ruling regimes and dis-
ciplined by a rationalized military hierarchy. As we shall see, under
arms they were not really “citizens” but “nation-state loyalists.”

Within military hierarchies nineteenth-century professicnal officers



428 The rise of classes and nation-states

certainly treated their men better than their ancestors had done.
Changes occurred in two phases, as army size declined after 1815, then
after midcentury as it expanded again. In the first phase, budgetary
constraints lessened. Welfare programs to buy the loyalty of officers
and noncommissioned officers became general, including pensions and
the offer of civilian state employment for veterans (discussed further in
Chapter 14). Wages mostly kept pace with the civilian occupations
that discharged officers and soldiers (except perhaps Austrian officers)
might have undertaken. Armed forces also offered more secure employ-
ment, trapping most into long service (Porch 1974, 1981: 89; Berryman
1988: 26-7; Deak 1990: 105-6, 114-25).

Then, as the second expansionary phase hit, states coped by expanding
their reserve forces. Long-service professionals at all levels became a
cadre, leading and training the flood of conscript reservists who passed
through for short terms (three years in Prussia) and then passed into
reserve and territorial formations under regular-army supervision.
Mobilized reservists now made up the bulk of armies when war actually
threatened. Through the middle of the nineteenth century, armies
recruited their soldiers more from the agrarian population, giving
exemptions to skilled urban and industrial trades — and were more
confident of their loyalty. As short-term conscription broadened
in continental Europe, this bias declined. Nonetheless, major war
would tend not to call up the organized core of the working class. In
World War I, the working class “vanguard” — skilled workers in mining,
transport, and metal manufacturing — were required to produce, not
to fight. Only navies sought recruits from this background. Thus
the soldiers, especially high-caliber frontline troops, tended to be re-
cruited either from rural areas or from small towns or industries where
working-class identities were weaker. Working class disloyalty affected
armies less than either Engels or many conservative commentators had
anticipated.

Giddens (1985: 230) argues that at the very time officers were be-
coming segregated specialists, soldiers became mass citizens. But they
did not. Commanders were actually tightening military organization
over their soldiers, reducing their ability to identify themselves as
citizens or as members of classes. The lesson of the midcentury wars
was that loose divisional coordination (developed by Bonaparte, as we
saw in Chapter 8) was made obsolete by meticulous planning and
coordination of maps and timetables. Prussian organization had dev-
astated French élan in 1870. This enabled the generals to tighten
discipline even over soldiers who were drilled less than their eighteenth-
century forbears. Broader authoritative organization replaced narrower
direct drilling. Railways, telegraph (eventually wireless telegraph), and
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staff systems enabled commanders to coordinate many units, each of
which reprf'zsecrjlted the individual soldier’s far horizon. Most ar,my units
were recruited territorially, thei i i
were recruited camarader}ilé, heir unit morale based on local-regional
Thq power of local morale was especially demonstrated in the
American Civil War, when local recruitment ensured that most soldiers
fought. and died believing they were defending the integrity or values
of t'helr home community rather than larger units like the South or the
Union (or the values with which these were associated). Six hundred
I-,I;Otl]lf'alziq d_eaifi and low desertion rates testify to the astonishing power
is discipline, even over i
of this disc r[; . soldiers who had been rushed to the front
But other than the mass mobilization of the American Civil War
and the ovgrwhelmingly urban-industrial Britain, regional recruitment
was also biased toward the most backward and conservative agrarian
regions, able to provide surplus labor used to segmental discipline
from apove. After the Franco-Prussian War, a political battle was
fought in France over the issues as Republicans sought to replace the
;f;glt(l)lnal recruitm'ent system. But they lost before the combined weight
e conservatives and th i i
regional and seactionny e army high command. Armies stayed
Just in case this was not enough, command structures reinforced
conservatism. Local-regional unit organization was staffed by non-
commissioned officers recruited from the same territorial pool. The
welded local unit camaraderie into hierarchical discipline. Commis'sione()i/
and noncommissioned officers thus developed fairly successful segmental
and local-regional power relations at the heart of expanding and sup-
Posedly “class” and ‘“‘national” citizen militaries. Outside of theI;r
1mmed1ate relations with their own officers, soldiers were oreani-
zationally outflanked. Their units and ships moved by higher linegand
staff .commands for broader purposes that remained hidden from them
So!dlers now had little capacity for collective action outside their owri
unit or ghlp. As we shall see in Volume III, they had little organizational
alternative to compliance even under the horrendous conditions of
World War I, even if ineptly commanded — unless their officers also
lacke(_i loyalty. Both regular and reserve forces proved overwhelmingl
loyal in war during this period. &
McNeill (1983: 260) argues that a society that was becoming industrial
was also enshrining the “primacy of the command principle.” This is a
little 'oyerg.eneralized if referring to civil society, but is aead—on in
qug:nbmg its gxpanding armed forces. These were only deceptivel
citizen,” “ngtlonal,” or “class” armies. They were really segmenta};
power prgamzations disciplined by social conservatives. By 1910
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perhaps 20 percent of adult males in most countries had been so
disciplined. The figure was to rise still further in World War 1. Modern
states were creating mass loyalists in their militaries (as in their civilian
administrations; see Chapters 13 and 16). Between 1848 and 1917,
virtually no armed force wavered in its segmental loyalties. That proved
important, often decisive, in both principal military functions, war and
repression, during the twentieth century.

There was also a lasting change within the officer corps, as notions
of experienced competence continued to develop. Gradually the edu-
cational component of skill was upgraded. Cartography, logistics, and
the comparative and historical study of tactics became a part of cadet
and general staff training, emerging in the early nineteenth century.
Then the massive increase in firepower under the industrialization of
war required that some basic engineering knowledge be extended
beyond the artillery branch. Prussian victories had clear technocratic
lessons, learned especially quickly by the French. After about 1870,
passing out from cadet college became necessary to entry, and attending
further courses became a usual part of promotion, especially on the
elite staff side. Files were routinely kept on officers’ service record and
qualifications, as patronage further declined in the face of universal
technocratic criteria.

Britain and Austria lagged somewhat, for different reasons. As we
shall see soon, the social composition of the British officer corps
remained rural and reactionary and was out of sympathy with the only
industrial society in the world. The British army remained conservative,
spurning staff colleges and the efforts of a reform faction, until disasters
in the Crimean and Boer wars forced laggard professionalization (Bond
1972; Harries-Jenkins 1977; Strachan 1984; Brodsky 1988: 72-82).
Austria lagged because of political turmoil. Its main role being internal
security, it was conservative, suspecting professionalization as “liberal”
(Rothenberg 1976), but after 1870 it also moved. By 1900, its elite
military schools and postgraduate training courses dominated long-
range promotion chances (Deak 1990: 187 -9).

In the end, reactionaries had little to fear. Education did not replace
older, noble criteria or radicalize military politics. It was fused into
them. In anticipation of more general twentieth-century mobility trends,
as education became the principal avenue of upward mobility, direct
promotion from the ranks actually was reduced. In the French army,
14 percent of division generals had come from the ranks in 1870, but
less than 3 percent in 1901 (Serman 1978: 1325; Charle 1980b). Nobles
had no choice but to give some ground, for a different reason — once
armies began their late nineteenth-century expansion, there were simply
not enough nobles to go around. They hung on remarkably well under
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the circumstances. Even in Republican France t i

remained fairly aristocratic. In 1570, 39 percent ofhc?iv?sli%)};esgte;:?;i:
were of noble origin; in 1901, they were still 20 percent. Lower down
there. was necessarily greater embourgeoisement, yet also greater
recrultment. from Roman Catholic rather than state schools. This officer
corps remam_ed socially and politically reactionary. Repeated clashes
with Rf:p.ubhcan governments culminated in the Dreyfus affair, and
not until just before 1914 were political compromises made that v;ould
shortly save the Republic (Girardet, 1953; Charle 1980a).

One nuh.tary had no nobles, of course. The United States also had
apotl3er unique feature: a major civil war that rapidly expanded both
51d§:s officer corps to being representative of propertied and educated
white males in general. But once settled back into small peacetime
formations, American officers were less representative. Naval officers
were ove.rwl.lelmingly from the modern urban upper classes, that is
from ca_pltallst and professional middle classes in the Northeaist The :
were disproportionately the sons of (in descending order) rr;ilitary
Szfci;:ee;tsih CE),ankefrs, 'att(;rneys and judges, manufacturers, ofﬁcialsy

rofessionals ici i i ’
chants (Karsl:en 1972: tabl(eplll?lzs;(.:lans, droggist, engincers), and mer-

In contrast, army officers were strikingly — in vi
the.American Civil War - southern andgf)r,om the erzrglf tﬁ:f;z;t;ltdgf
caying, old regime. Thirteen of the fourteen highest-rank;ng officers in
1910 were southerners, mostly from rural areas. Although broader
data are scanty, most officers appear to have been either children
of officers or of farmer-planters or of those professionals found in
srl}a}l towns as well as large — lawyers, doctors, teachers, officials. and
ministers. Janowitz sums up the army officer corps a; “old-fa;nil
anglo-saxo_n, Protestant, rural, upper-middle-class” — as close to beir? ’
an old regime as the United States provides. But because such a clasi
no longer ruled America (outside of the South), it was a somewhat
segregzt’fed group. According to a northern account of 1890, the arm
was a “domain of its own, independent and isolated by it’s peculiajrl
custf)lps and discipline; an aristocracy by selection and the halo of

traditions™ (quotations from Janowitz 1960: 90, 100; cf. Huntinet
1957: 227; Karsten 1980; Skelton 1980). T e

This small castelike corps also controlled its men distinctively. They
were not conscripts, but professional volunteers, predominantly immi-
grants, es:pecially from Ireland and Germany (descendants of earlier
mercenaries?), but also blacks. They were content that the army gave
them secure entry to (white) American society (Berryman 1988: chapter
2). Though not large or influential, the U.S. Army was loyal to its
conservative masters, as we shall see in Chapter 18.
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Elsewhere, noble and reactionary dominance rerpamed m}press;ivei
Britain and Prussia were still the most extreme, v.v1th Austria a:i rsf
similar. Razzell (1963) shows how little the social backgrounfs o
British army officers changed. Aristoc.rats and landed ge;gtry (' e\:/lfé
than 1 percent of the population) sypplled 40 percent of o cle(:rs.(ma.or
home army in 1780 and 41 percent in 1912. Ir} the highest ranks (m t] or
generals and above), their dominance fell slightly, from 89 percent
1830 to 64 percent in 1912; but th%s was countered by 1ncreasn;g
stratification between regiments, as elite regiments l?ecame ez‘/‘enhr‘n;)leer
old regime in composition and socially reactionary in tone. h,t ;%55)
ranks the Prussian army also remained noble. In Preradov1(<):4 s (1918
comparison of Prussian and Austrian genera.I staffs from 1804 to 1804
nobles comprised about 95 percent of Austrian generals betv;eé%g o
and 1859, then the proportion plummeted to 41 pgrcent byd " . full
in Prussia they held steady at about 90 percent until 1897 an fft gn ii
only to 71 percent in 1908. (Among enlarged general stah.s urh g
World War I both figures fell further.) Lower down t.he ierarchy,
noble dominance dropped, and it dropped farther with e)f(panbsllon
about 1900 — as we should expect, given the fixed numbers o nod e552
Of generals and colonels, 86 percent were noble in 1.860, a(rjl >
percent in 1913. The integration of the more bourgeois Lan Wi r
reserve force in 1860 made a big difference in the lower ofﬁzcg,r ran St
By 1873, only 38 percent of lieutenants were noble, down to x perceall
by 1913 — this was also the only drop in absolute numbers. mori%65'
officers, nobles dropped from 65 percent to 52 percent (Demeter :
28T19131's the German and British pattern was late, forced decline tof
noble-gentry domination as officer numbers increased and nobé(.als‘;ge-:n I;}j/
did not; a hierarchy still dominated at the top _by the old nobi i il, a d
an almost total absence of sons of manufacturing or commeré:la cap
talists. The dominant economic class left the army to the (i,l ' dreg;lx:;le(i
The army (along with diplomacy) gave .the old regime a bri fe road
into the core of the German state, ensuring more militarism in dor g
policy and in class relations than would otherwise have Qccuire . "
But the meaning of “nobility” also changec!, becoming e;s p(z;r‘Il
cularistic as it merged into a distinct profess1ona1.<‘3thos, s zlire dla
common by officers. Rank within the German nobility ha}d playe :
lesser role as early as the late eighteenth century, engbhng pooret(;
lesser nobles, like Gneisenau, Scharnhorst, and Clausewitz, t;)1 move y
the top. Early nineteenth-century reforms .and the strengt .elrlllmgthe
military education institutionalized professional equa.hty wit 1n.t‘es
corps. Education in the university student corps, dgehng ga(ljterrls }us;
and staff colleges reinforced the ethos. The word Bildung did not j

T
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mean “education” but cultivation — in the military, the cultivation of
honor. As a moral quality “nobility” now meant “honor,” the dis-
tinctive attribute of officers.

The consequences can be seen in the rapidly expanding German
navy, ostensibly the most bourgeois military branch. The navy required
extensive technical training and recruited heavily from urban ports.
Being recent, it lacked traditions and status. Thus it attracted few
nobles. Of sea-cadet executive classes between 1890 and 1914, only 10
percent to 15 percent were from noble families, although this was more
than the percentage from industrial or commercial capitalist back-
grounds. In the well-documented class of 1907, professional backgrounds
dominated: forty-five percent being sons of academics and 26 percent
sons of nonnoble army or navy officers. The navy still wanted well-
educated young men from “good families” and explicitly rejected
applicants from lower social classes because these might deter good
families from applying. Service experience was not bourgeois, however.
Nobility was valued most, affluence came next. Successful executive
officers were ennobled. Officers modeled their treatment of sailors on
arrogant Prussian forms — costing them dearly in naval revolts at the
end of World War 1. Engineer-officer cadets came from somewhat
lower backgrounds, primarily the lower or middle civil service. They
were treated as “‘practical’” personnel, unsuited to “command” positions.
As in the army, Jews (unless baptized) and Socialists were anathema.
Though army and navy ethos was not identical — navy militarism was
more anti-British and imperialist — ““the navy showed the way towards
‘feudalizing’ the upper bourgeoisie” (Herwig 1973: 39-45, 57-60, 76-8,
92, 103-4, 132). In armed forces dominated by reactionary nobles,
even bourgeois branches imitated them. At a time when Germany was
leading industrial capitalism, its industrial and commercial capitalists
were shunning, and being shunned by, its armed forces.

World War I demonstrated that Germany had the best army in the
world; 1866 and 1870 had already probably made this clear. Its navy
was also technically excellent, though too small for the role asked of it.
But the paradox is that its extraordinary professional modernity was
essentially old regime. It was certainly technical, with a high standard
of qualifications for officers, and, according to contemporary statistics,
the only universal literacy of any army (Annuaire Statistique de la
France 1913: 181). Its staff had an advanced understanding of the
industrialization of war, including the best use of railway logistics.
Because its officer and NCO corps was socially cohesive, officers were
trusted to use their own initiative — more so, for example, than were
officers in the strife-torn French army. This disparity was especially
evident in the campaigns of 18701 (Gooch 1980: 107). Common
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speech has long understood the paradox in the expression ‘‘Prussian
efficiency,” for this officer corps was technically advanced and socially
reactionary. The combination was a highly developed caste ethos, with
the best NCO cadre in the world to segmentally instill its values below.
But this was just the extreme version of a more general paradox:
These socially reactionary officer corps were mobilizing the most ad-
vanced instruments of industrial capitalism, wielding the most advanced
technocratic skills.
The Austrian officer corps was also socially conservative, but it also
had unique qualities derived from the crystallizations of its state (dis-
cussed in Chapter 10). It remained dynastic and (unevenly) multi-
national. As late as 1859, a slight majority of its officers were recruited
from abroad, especially from Germany but with a substantial British
contingent. The dynasty also relied somewhat on Roman Catholics and
heavily on Austro-Germans, who comprised 79 percent of regular
officers in 1910 and only 23 percent of the population. All other
nationalities were underrepresented. Nobles first dominated the corps
but then declined, as in Prussia-Germany there were not enough German
nobles to staff expansion. By 1870, only 20 percent of career lieutenants
were noble, mostly from families recently ennobled for public service.
The decline of noble generals occurred later, as we would expect and
as evidenced above. There were concessions to Magyars after 1867:
They dominated the Honved reserve army of their Reichshalf, and the
few Magyar officers in the regular joint army benefited from positive
discrimination in promotion.

After 1870, Austria also greatly expanded its reserve forces, and
they became thoroughly embourgeoised, as the main qualifications
were educational. This eliminated Roman Catholic overrepresentation,
reduced German domination (to 60 percent), raised Czechs and Magyars
to their rightful numbers, overrepresented Lutherans, and grossly over-
represented Jews (who comprised 17 percent to 18 percent of reserve
officers, only 4 percent to 5 percent of the population). Other nation-
alities and religions remained underrepresented (Rothenberg 1976: 42,
128, 151; Deak 1990: 156-89).

This was a peculiar officer corps, bourgeois, highly educated and
technocratic, but its essentially dynastic loyalty was mediated by par-
ticularistic national and religious identities. The army was tied more
to the dual monarchy than to the dominant classes of its territories —
and very little to the “pation.” Its social isolation and its impractical
rituals (like its pure-white uniforms) increased its castelike apartness
and solidarity. Austrian officers, whatever their rank and status, even
if strangers, showed their community by addressing each other with the
familiar Du form of “you” (used elsewhere only for intimates and
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Z(;réants), r‘ather_ than thf: more formal Sie usually used in other spheres
s I;alrman;?i soc1e:)y. This later led to nasty scenes in World War I with
an officers believing themselves i iti
omman officers be insulted or propositioned by
RTh.e social isolation of Austrian officers was not unique. In the
26u;sézrl:eii]ini1r)lf,1tg9esptro%c;rtlon of nonnoble officers also increased, from
0 47 percent in 1911, while the remainin ;

: : 1911, nobles
:;/;rsee Isg:htletdl to the great Russian aristocracy. By 1903, 91 pegrcent of

at least a major general’s rank possessed ,

I : no land or propert
not e\lfen an urt?an dwelling (Wildman 1980: 23—4). This ofﬁIZerpcorys’
wa; also becgmmg segregated from class structure. P
B ut Austrian Qfﬁcers were also more segregated from their men
B (ffiglsle tfhe sol(:llers were recruited roughly proportionately and ter.

y from all nationalities, and because the ;

: , monarchy was war

;)}fa:lodmo%eneous national regiments, officers and their ilnen rareli

forC:m a tafnguage. Thu§ the ar-my’s command structure got little rein-

jores ent from soc.lal. hierarchies provided either by class structure or

dese:: -fglonz;: lln}gl;ulstlc community. Otto Bauer, the Socialist leader

ribes what he believed were the effect ,f i ’

(though not of nationalit o ‘bo doveriane et
y, for he appears to be describin

: ona an all-

German regiment) in his own officer training. The army’s progfessional

ethos required the offi i
o q cer to treat the private first class with respect.

31:&1;5; Llﬁlrarchy cen distinguishesl between a class of gentlemen and a class of
s soparatio Illoeba:te:]lts. th Tl}e entire structure of the old army was to mark
_ een the class of gentlemen and th i

bt 1 somotmes o ¢ e working class so clearl

peared not as a separation of cl 4
[But unlike the Prussian soldi i i Tonkor o o] A

ier confronting his Junker officer, th i
: , the] A
&e;ieig;cl :llagfrz;l{g;trgg g; c;ee tllane son 1of the petty bourgeois with his s]abrzz1 S;;’I 22
er. Particularl i i i i

the reserve offeors (oo 197 122—3)i absurd was this . . . in relationship to

Iz;brsalgd or ng:, the Austrian military hierarchy — viewed by contem
es as the weakest among those of th I
the e Great Powers — sti
worked terrifyingly. Nothin i e orofos.
. ‘ . g testifies better to the castelik
sionalism and segmental discipli bongamod.
. . plinary powers of this embourgeoised-
ggﬁisyu::oolfﬁcgrtﬁorps and its client noncommissioned officers thgan thigr
ead those peasants in the repeated suicidal i
: ' sa al infantry charge
on Russian artillery postitions that destroyed half the Austrial}ll ar Cin
the first year of the Great War. e
th;I{lg‘t/::)rl)l/ltpld re%in}esd were successfully absorbing all that the Age
ion and Industry could throw at them, vieldi i
ution . . , yielding little to
S:IEZCIaUC citizenship. Bourgeois sons needed their mannersgsmoothed
come officers; talented petit bourgeois, peasants, and workers
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needed noncommissioned officers’ pri\{ileges; other ranks need;d rulrel:
governed rather than arbitrary discipline. Were these mgch o ad?in
cession? They were far less signiﬁpgnt than tt.le conf:esswnsd .rfr;:rence
civilian power networks in modernizing countries. This very1 i ence
added to the distinctive segregation and growing segmenta p?}‘:] f
nineteenth-century armed forces. An ofﬁf:er caste reached down llroggs_
noncommissioned-officer and long-service cadres to seg‘r‘rgil_ta yhil”
cipline mass citizens, converting them into ,state 'loyahsts' . . 1 1zenfj idpit
was not merely the attainment of Marshall’s umversgl r(11g t§€hm:1ﬂitar
inaugurate pacific internationalism. It came entwine 1;»!1 anizedy
power relations. The “nation” was partially segmentally org ,

statist, and violent.

Toward autonomous military power

Perhaps such forms of professional autonomy, approachlmg nteai :)(‘)]ez:
distinct military caste, with excellent Fadrg and sqgrpenta (;:on TO over
its men, might not matter. Many historical societies an Tstome conr
temporary ones (like Britain) possess a professmna}ll mili ?::,Zr aste
without great social harm. True,' if war t?reaks out, t Iellr po er ove
society may be considerable, but in peacetlme 'Fhey may have au teenth}f
from, but little power over, civil society. Yet, in pe?‘l‘cetlme ninetec -
century Europe ‘“‘autonomy from” could lead to ““power ‘O\t/er.h we
saw earlier that diplomacy was little cogtrolled by civil stc))me.y.'lar v
largely a private matter for state executives, dominated ‘ly ijl'?;strous
regime personnel as officer corps. ‘ThIS was not necessarily i ; eab]é
Commanders are often cautious in their geopo_htlcs, k'nov;/'l e fg e
about the chaos and devastation of war, experienced in the eiar '
death. Officer corps often favored colonial ventures to play rea t_wis
games and to open up promotion prospects. Bqt tt}ey were (ﬁu 1oht
about war among the Great Powers. The 1qdustr1ahzat10n of .vlvagl rtou%he
another reason for caution as the increasing ﬁrepower avai ;1 e I(; th
lightly trained soldier greatly increased the size .of moblhzat eaarllrn thé
This meant going beyond peasants anq marginal areas to m e
working class, a dangerous ;:ourse of gctlon — or so reactionary
ely unnecessarily) suspected.

coré):t(liirdguszialization increased the technocra.tic powers and dani:;
of the military. This happened in two ways. ‘Flrst, ofﬁc(;:r cc?rll)sd\évvel_
at the forefront of nineteenth-century scientific and 1nfustr1a Jover
opment, using capitalism’s most advapced produf:t's and orm: ob 1i egve
nization, sharing its positivistic optimlsm. The m111.tary came to lte o
that meticulous planning and coordination could give e_axac.t resgl ] gteé
in calculable conditions, victory. Although modernization bene
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militaries, it could also induce overconfidence. Perhaps the lesson of
war, the prediction that is possible about the next war, is that it is
unpredictable. Because weaponry and tactics change between wars,
because none is fought over precisely the same terrain as the last, and
rarely against the same enemy, the fortunes of the next war are un-
certain. A truly sensible military — concerned with whether devastating
war can attain a precise policy objective — would only counsel war if
possessing great apparent superiority over the enemy. Such superiority
is usually provided by diplomacy, yielding powerful allies or depriving
the enemy of allies. Yet the most “modern,” technocratic, self-absorbed
militaries were most apt to scorn foreign allies and rely on their own
internal resources. Though diplomats and commanders were recruited
from the same class, their training and professional experience diverged.
Diplomats knew little of the new technocratic warfare, generals virtually
nothing of alliance building. In the late nineteenth century the most
modern, technocratic, self-absorbed, and politically ignorant army was
the German army. It forgot that Bismarck’s diplomacy had contributed
as much as its own competence to the victories of 1865—-7 and 1870-1
(see Chapter 9), and it neglected subsequent changes in other countries
that were not purely technocratic, especially the consolidation of the
French republic and of its new military discipline. Its self-absorbed
militarism was to be its hubris.

Second, in the late nineteenth century, military technocracy pri-
vileged attack over defense. “Going to war” had traditionally involved
three phases: mobilizing one’s forces, concentrating them into campaign
order, and marching them into actual battle. But industrialization,
gunnery, and railways enabled an enormous weight of men and_fire-
power to be delivered to the front. This advantaged swift, coordfggted
attack from railheads. The first to attack could achieve greater con-
centrated firepower, but defense must also be swift and coordinated, to
concentrate fire on the attackers. General staff plans became complex
and aggressive, detailing three preemptive moves in emergencies:
mobilizing reservists, taking over the rail network, and using forward
land and sea space, sometimes regardless of state frontiers or territorial
waters. Seizing forward control of railway lines into neighboring states
was the most provocative because it constituted actual invasion, though
without a declaration of war. The Russian General Obruchev deemed
mobilization tantamount to war. In his famous 1892 memorandum,
he wrote that in modern war victory goes to the side that achieves
the most rapid deployment, “beating the enemy to the punch.” He
concluded: “Mobilization can no longer be considered as a peaceful
act; on the contrary it represents the most decisive act of war.”

Blurring the line between defensive preparedness and aggression
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also preempted diplomacy. The Franco-Russian glliance in 1894 gave
the high commands autonomous powers. If Austr‘la, Ge.rmany, or 'I’faly
mobilized against either of them, they would both immediately 1?1.0b11.12e.
In 1900, the alliance was restricted to the case of German mobilization,
and this agreement was actually implemente‘:d.m 1914. Important aggres-
sive steps, short of war but likely to precipitate war, were out of thej,
hands of civilian politicians and diplomats (Kennan 19'84.: 248-53;
he reproduces Obruchev’s memorandum on p. 264). Similarly, the
independent 1909 discussions between Generals M(?ltke (o:f Germax}y)
and Conrad (of Austria) threatened to convert Bismarck’s defensw’e
alliance between the countries into an encouragement of each other’s
aggression (Albertini 1952: 1, 73-7,268-73). The Anglo—FFench entente
led to military arrangements between the two Powers being long kept
secret from their cabinets. (See Chapter 21.) .

Whether the technocratic confidence and plans of the high commands
could actually preempt the statesmen depenQed on 9hannels of account-
ability. As we shall see in Chapter 21, the institutions 'of party demo-
cracies held their militaries more accountable than 'dld thos.e‘ of .the
monarchies. In July 1914, the sequence of preemptive moblhzat}ons
by Austria, Russia, and Germany overwhqlmed their own regimes
and then Europe. Autonomous, cohesive m111.tary castes then proved
to have decisive powers over society. Like ideology in the Frenqh
Revolution, it was only a “world-historical moment” of power. But it

devastated the Old World.

Conclusion

I have traced the development of military power relations through the
long nineteenth century. Most internal developments supported m111targ
caste theory — the institutional autonomy of arn}ed'forces frc.)m bot

civilian and state control. Army and navy organization had tlghtened
and become more segregated from civil society and state alike. In
recruitment, training, and esprit de corps, the officer corps haq turned
in on itself. Its distinctive fusing of old regime and bou‘rgems sons,
under the ideological domination of the .former., resul‘ted in an ofﬁce}r1
corps unlike any major class in advanced industrial society. The growt

of internal bureaucracy, profession, and technocracy.el‘lhanced the
privacy of their activities. Long-service and qoncpmrplss_lqned-olfﬁcealr
cadres, plus tighter command structure coordinating individual local-
regional military units, secured effective segmt?ntal con.tr‘ol over a mass
of soldiers and sailors without major concessmn‘s'to 01t‘126ns, nations,
or classes. States had managed to lay down n}lhtgry 1nfrastructqres,
tentacles, securely embracing parts of their territories and populations
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and disciplining their loyalties. Particular, segregated, and cohesive,

armed forces had become castelike in modern industrializing society, -

producing a substantially autonomous militarisg; rystallization within
the modern state and through civil society. %

But I must qualify this. Their functions also entwined militaries with
society and state, contradicting and reducing caste autonomy in several
ways. Their most persistent embedding in civil society came from their
secondary function, domestic repression. This embedded the officer
corps in broader political power networks and in dominant economic
classes. Because officers were imbued with reactionary old regime
values, they generally shared old regime and capitalist hostility to
urban riots and labor unrest. Yet, as rural reactionaries, officers were
not mere stooges of modern industrial capitalists. Their professionalism
also made them reluctant to employ their highest force levels beyond
carefully managed shows of force into actual use of guns and sabers.
Reluctance led them to collaborate with the expanding police and
paramilitary institutions of the state. Professional caution often made
them favor compromise between urban classes. For this pragmatic,
moderated level of repression, their segmental disciplinary structures
almost always provided loyal soldiers. In their repressive functions, the
military thus represented an integration between old and new dominant
classes. By 1900, military power networks had mediated and helped
integrate two state crystallizations of class, as old regime and as capi-
talist. Their castelike cohesion and their segmental control over their
men made dominant classes much more secure.

To some degree these close relations among military, old regime,
and capital also permeated their primary function, war. They collab-
orated in foreign policy with the chief executive and its coterie of
essentially old regime diplomats and statesmen, fairly independently of
mass political parties or public opinion (I document this further in
Chapters 16 and 21). They also collaborated technocratically with
industrial capitalists whose products were their weapons, communi-
cations, and supplies (discussed in Chapter 14). This “military-industrial
complex” sometimes also included broader relations with the state and
with mass middle-class “statist” pressure groups (discussed in Chapter
21). But in other war-making respects the military were also private.
Military technocracy encouraged caste privacy and insulated over-
confidence. It also contributed its own secret time bomb — the internal
development of tactics favoring attack over defense, especially escalated
mobilization.

These entwinings fueled a dualism within the military crystallization
— caste autonomy along with defense of old regime and capitalism. The
autonomy came home to roost in 1914. The combination of bureau-
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cratization, professionalization, military-ir}dustrial techn.ocracy‘, ol(i
regime domination of high command 'fmd diplomacy, and insulation o
military and diplomatic decision making haq re-greated an autonon;y
of military power that its formal incorporation 1nto the state merely
masked. This crystallization as militarism was mgplﬁcantly independent
of, and powerful over, all other state crystalllzatlons.. o
Some feared that this might recoil on old regime and cgpltallst
crystallizations. Many commanders spgpegted class danger.s if thiy
pushed their troops toward mass-mobilization war. R.evolut%on might
threaten military caste, old regime, state, and .capltallsm alike. Most
commanders worried needlessly; a few had their worst fears realized.
But even amid the pointless slaughter of World War I, the.segmenjcal
power of the military caste held together. Only the Russmn_ armies
broke apart to foment revolution. In all otber cases segrpental m111ta¥1sm
survived: among the victorious troops ren.lforcmg soglal.copservatlsm,
among the vanquished encouraging radical author{tarlamsm of thef
Right — and thence to fascism. Postwar class_ 'conﬂlct over much od
Europe now fused with conflict betw‘een mllltary malcontents an
loyalists. Most malcontents were inactive sailors and reserve troops,
over whom discipline in the last war year hgd b.een lax, V.Vhll? most of
the loyalists were frontline cadre troops. This dlffer.ence in dlsc1P11ned
morale was to give a decisive edge to the squadristi and the Frez‘kor‘ps
4 of the authoritarian and fascist Right. Military power — des_p1te its
é1 neglect by twentieth-century sociology — proYed to have massive r:‘mdl
" murderous effects on twentieth-century society. Its world-historica
moment of 1914 was actually to last rather longer.

Bibliography

Albertini, L. 1952. The Origins of the War of 1914, Vol. 1. Oxford: Oxford
University Press. _
Anderson, M. 19};38. War and Society in the Europe of the Old Regzme.
London: Fontana. 1013
ire Statistique de la France. .
jli;l:l:l‘;ﬁi Slg.lsllg%. Geopolitics and Internal Power Structures: The State,
Police and Public Order in Austria and Ireland in the Late Elghte_e_nth
Century. Ph.D. diss., London School of Economics and Political
Science.
Berryman,C 1S 1988. Who Serves? The Persistent Myth of the Underclass Army.
Boulder, Colo.: Westview Press. _ .
Best. G. 1982. War and Society in Revolutionary Europe: 1 770-1870. Leicester:
" Leicester University Press. .
Bond, B. 1972. The Victorian Army and the Staff College, 1854—1914. London:
Eyre & Methuen.
1984. WZr and Society in Europe, 1870—1970. London: Fontana.

The rise of the modern state: I1 441

Bosworth, R. 1983. Italy and the Approach of War. London: Macmillan.
Brewer, J. 1989. The Sinews of Power. London: Unwin Hyman.
Brodsky, G. W. S. 1988. Gentlemen of the Blade: A Social and Literary
History of the British Army Since 1660. New York: Greenwood Press.
Cecil, L. 1976. The German Diplomatic Service, 1871—-1914. Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press.
Chandler, D. 1966. The Campaigns of Napoleon. New York: Macmillan.
Charle, C. 1980a. Les hauts fonctionnaires en France au XIX™" si¢cle. Paris:
Gallimard.
1980b. Le recrutement des hauts fonctionnaires en 1901. Annales, Economies,
Sociétés, Civilisations, no. 2. )
Corvisier, A. 1964. L’armée francaise de la fin du XVII®®™"¢ siécle au ministére
de Choiseul: Le soldat. 2 vols. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France.
Craig, G. 1955. The Politics of the Prussian Army, 1640-1945. Oxford: Clar-
endon Press.
Dandeker, C. 1989. Surveillance, Power and Modernity. Oxford: Polity Press.
Deak, I. 1990. Beyond Nationalism: A Social and Political History of the
Habsburg Officer Corps, 1848-1918. New York: Oxford University
Press.
Demeter, K. 1965. The German Officer Corps in Society and State, 1650—1945.
London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson.
Dupuy, R. E. 1971. The National Guard: A Compact History. New York:
Hawthorn Books.
Elias, N. 1983. The Court Society. New York: Pantheon Books.
Emsley, C. 1983. Policing and Its Context, 1750—1870. London: Macmillan.
Floud, R., et al. 1990. Height, Health and History. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.
Foucault, M. 1979. Discipline and Punish. Harmondsworth: Penguin Books.
Giddens, A. 1985. The Nation-State and Violence. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Girardet, R. 1953. La société militaire dans la France contemporaine, 1815—-1939.
Paris: Plon.

Goldstein, R. J. 1978. Political Repression in Modern America. Cambridge,
Mass.: Schenkman.

1983. Political Repression in Nineteenth Century Europe. London: Croom

Helm.

Gooch, J. 1980. Armies in Europe. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Gurr, T. R., et al. 1977. The Politics of Crime and Conflict: A Comparative
History of Four Cities. Beverly Hills, Calif.: Sage Publications.

Hall, R. H. 1963~4. The concept of bureaucracy: an empirical assessment.
American Journal of Sociology 69.

Hampson, N. 1959. La Marine de P'an II: Mobilisation de la flotte de I'Océan,
1793—4. Paris: M. Riviére.

Harries-Jenkins, G. 1977. The Army in Victorian Society London: Routledge
& Kegan Paul.

Herwig, H. 1973. The German Naval Officer Corps. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Hilderbrand, R. C. 1981. Power and the People: Executive Management of
Public Opinion in Foreign Affairs, 1897-1921. Chapel Hill: University
of North Carolina Press.

Hill, J. D. 1964. The Minute Man in Peace and War. A History of the National
Guard. Harrisburg, Pa.: Stackpole.

Holsti, K. 1991. Peace and War: Armed Conflicts and International Order,



442 The rise of classes and nation-states

1648—-1989. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Huntington, S. 1957. The Soldier and the State. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press.

Ilchman, W. 1961. Professional Diplomacy in the United States. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Janowitz, M. 1960. The Professional Soldier: A Social and Political Portrait.
New York: Free Press.

Jany, C. 1967. Geschichte den Preussischen Armee, 4 vols. Osnabruck: Biblio
Verlag.

Kann, R. 1979. The social prestige of the officer corps in the Habsburg Empire
from the eighteenth century to 1918. In War and Society and East
Central Europe, Vol. 1, ed. B. Kiraly and G. Rothenberg. New York:
Brooklyn College Press.

Karsten, P. 1972. Naval Aristocracy: The Golden Age of Annapolis and the
Emergence of Modern American Navalism. New York: Free Press.

1980. Father’s occupation of West Point cadets and Annapolis midshipmen.

In The Military in America: From the Colonial Era to the Present, ed.
P. Karsten. New York: Free Press.

Kennan, G. 1984. The Fateful Alliance: France, Russia and the Coming of the
First World War. Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Kennedy, P. 1985. The Realities Behind Diplomacy. London: Fontana.

LaFeber, W. 1987. The Constitution and United States foreign policy: an
interpretation. Journal of American History 74.

Langsam, W. C. 1930. The Napoleonic Wars and German Nationalism in
Austria. New York: Columbia University Press.

Lefebvre, G. 1969. Napoleon: From 18 Brumaire to Tilsit, 1799-1807. New
York: Columbia University Press.

Ludtke, A. 1989. Police and State in Prussia, 1815-1850. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Lynn, J. 1984. The Bayonets of the Republic. Urbana: University of Illinois
Press.

Macartney, C. A. 1971. The Habsburg Empire, 1790-1918. London: Weidenfeld
& Nicolson.

McNeill, W. 1983. The Pursuit of Power. Oxford: Blackwell.

Martel, G. 1985. Imperial Diplomacy. Rosebery and the Failure of Foreign
Policy. Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University Press.

Palmer, A. 1983. The Chancelleries of Europe. London: Allen & Unwin.

Parsons, T. 1964. The professions and social structure. In his Essays in Socio-
logical Theory, rev. ed. Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press.

Poggi, G. 1990. The State. Its Nature, Development and Prospects. Stanford,
Calif.: Stanford University Press.

Porch, D. 1974. Army and Revolution. France, 1815-1848. London: Routledge
& Kegan Paul.

1981. The March to the Marne: The French Army, 1871-1914. Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press. ;

Preradovich, N. von. 1955. Die Fiihrungsschichten in Osterreich und Preussen,
1804—-1918. Wiesbaden: Steiner.

Razzell, P. E. 1963. Social origins of officers in the Indian and British home
army: 1758-1962. British Journal of Sociology 14.

Riste, O. 1965. The Neutral Ally: Norway’s Relations with Belligerent Powers
in the First World War. London: Allen & Unwin.

The rise of the modern state: II 443

Ritter, G. 1969. The Sword and the Sceptre. Vol. I: The Prussian Tradition,
1740~-1890. Coral Gables, Fla.: University of Miami Press.

Robbins, K. G. 1977a. The foreign secretary, the cabinet, parliament and the
parties, and

1977b. Public opinion, the press and pressure groups. Both in British Foreign
Policy Under Sir Edward Grey, ed. F. H. Hinsley. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Rodger, N. 1986. The Wooden World, London: Collins.

Rohl, J. 1967. Higher civil servants in Germany, 1890—1900. Journal of Con-
temporary History 2.

Rothenberg, G. 1976. The Army of Francis Joseph. West Lafayette, Ind.:
Purdue University Press.

1978. The Art of Warfare in the Age of Napoleon. Bloomington: Indiana
University Press.

1982. Napoleon’s Great Adversaries: The Archduke Charles and the Austrian
Army, 1792-1814. London: Batsford.

Runciman, W. G. 1987. The Old Question. London Review of Books,
February 19.

Scott, S. 1978. The Response of the Royal Army to the French Revolution.
Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Serman, S. 1978. Le corps des officiers francais sous la Deuxiéme République
et la Second Empire. Thesis, University of Lille III.

Skelton, W. 1980. Officers and politicians: the origins of army politics in the
United States before the Civil War. In The Military in America: From
gle Colonial Era to the Present, ed. P. Karsten. New York: Free

Tess.

Steiner, Z. 1969. The Foreign Office and Foreign Policy, 1898—1914. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Steiner, Z., and V. Cromwell. 1972. The Foreign Office before 1914: a study
in resistance. In Studies in the Growth of Nineteenth Century Govern-
ment, ed. G. Sutherland. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Stephens, J. 1989. Democratic transition and breakdown in Western Europe,
1870-1939. American Journal of Sociology 94.

Strachan, H. 1983. European Armies and the Conduct of War. London: Allen
& Unwin.

1984. Wellington’s Legacy: The Reform of the British Army, 1830-54.
Manchester: Manchester University Press.

Teitler, G. 1977. The Genesis of the Professional Officers Corps. Beverly Hills,
Calif.: Sage Publications.

Tilly, C. 1982. Proletarianization and rural collective action in East Anglia and
elsewhere, 1500—1900. Peasant Studies 10.

1986. The Contentious French. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press.
1990. Coercion, Capital and European States, AD 990-1990. Oxford:
Blackwell.

Tilly, R. 1971. Popular disorders in nineteenth-century Germany: a preliminary
survey. Journal of Social History 4.

Vagts, A. 1959. A History of Militarism. Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press.

Wildman, A. 1980. The End of the Imperial Russian Army. Princeton, N.J.:
Princeton University Press.

Wright, V. 1972. Le conseil d’état sous le Second Empire. Paris: Colin.



