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        Chapter 1

        Under the Sign of the International

        The great question of this era is the
                coexistence of many of the leading races or nations, united by the same
                international laws, religion, and civilization, and yet divided as
            nations.

        —Francis Lieber, 18671

        COSMIC HARMONY has a long
            history. Isaiah tells us that God will wreak catastrophic destruction upon the nations
            of the world before creating “new heavens and a new earth” in which
            “the wolf and the lamb shall feed together.”2 The Roman imperium sought
            to embrace the entire civilized world under a single system of law, while Christianity
            and Islam both aspired to bring about the universal rule of God on earth. The medieval
            papacy and the Ottoman Empire legitimated themselves in similar terms. “The
            heavens themselves, the planets and this center,” proclaims Ulysses in
            Shakespeare’s Troilus and Cressida, “observe degree, priority, and
                place.”3

        But the emergence of the idea that the
            rulers of the world make up a kind of international society is more recent and emerged
            out of dissatisfaction with medieval notions of universal empire. “Most of us
            dread the name of World Empire,” wrote Erasmus. “A unified empire would be
            best if we could have a sovereign made in the image of God, but men
            being what they are, there is more safety in kingdoms of moderate power and united in a
            Christian league.” Machiavelli argued that Europe’s very multiplicity of
            states encouraged civic virtue. It is from such beginnings that we can discern the
            origins of a European exceptionalism that made a virtue out of the slow political
            disintegration of Christendom and laid the foundations for modern internationalism. Over
            the course of several centuries, people moved from thinking about the rules governing an
            international society of kings and princes to jettisoning the divine right of kings and
            imagining a world of different peoples, an international society of societies.

        What, worried early modern political
            theorists, could unite the rulers of different states if not fear of God? The chief
            characteristic of international politics was and is anarchy—the absence of a single
            authority to compel members of the societies of nations to the sort of obedience they
            themselves expected from their subjects. Thomas Hobbes portrayed the absence of an
            overarching sovereign pessimistically as a source of endless strife, but others regarded
            it with greater equanimity. Did not nature, as Aristotle and Augustine had taught, have
            its own laws? In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the idea of a law of nations
            that could be deduced from natural law emerged; by the eighteenth, theorists of peace
            were advancing confederative schemes based on respect for rights enshrined in treaties
            and equality of membership. Arguing as Machiavelli had done that Europe’s
            heterogeneity was a strength not a weakness, Enlightenment intellectuals such as
            Montesquieu, Gibbon, and Hume contrasted the supposed stagnation of despotic Asian
            empires with the vitality of a continent whose multiple states traded goods and ideas
            with one another. Commerce brought peace, they said, and so did the balance of power
            created by the natural operation of rivalrous sovereigns. Whereas earlier authors had
            thought unity imperative to heal Christendom’s divisions, the philosophes
            embraced the existence of political difference and the clash of competing
            self-interests: all would naturally work out through some cosmic harmony, and rivalry
            was beneficial because it promoted innovation, challenged the status quo, and led to
            progress. If conflict was integral to the life of nations, most
            Enlightenment theorists did not regard this as a bad thing.4

        Critics charged advocates of
            balance-of-power politics with rationalizing the status quo and underplaying the need
            for change. Rousseau despairingly thought only rigid confederation could guarantee the
            social contract and that since this was almost unimaginable on any scale larger than the
            Swiss republic, Europe must tend to disunity. Thomas Paine found the continent
            “too thickly populated with kingdoms to be long at peace,” and offered an
            early argument for the difference of the Americas, seeing them as “an asylum for
            mankind” from tyranny and oppression. The French Revolution increased the
            intensity of these attacks. For revolutionary ideologues, the balance-of-power system of
            the ancien régime had already irrevocably broken down and Napoleon’s France was in
            fact the “friend of mankind,” setting Europe on a new path.5 For the
            revolution’s opponents, on the other hand, Napoleon threatened Europe with a new
            version of the old detested Universal Monarchy. A ferocious and multifaceted debate thus
            started that drew in some of the foremost intellectuals of the age: it was about Europe
            in the first place, but it was also about the nature of international politics in
            general. Through it we can trace not only the germination of the idea that the
            “international” constitutes a separate zone of political life with its own
            rules, norms, and institutions, but alongside it the idea that this zone of politics was
            in some sense governable, and governable not by God, nor through nature, but by
            men.

        WELL BEFORE he published his
            classic essay on perpetual peace in 1795, the philosopher Immanuel Kant had already
            clashed with his sovereign, the Prussian king Friedrich Wilhelm II, over matters of
            religion, and indeed most of Kant’s philosophical writings were not directly
            connected with politics. But then the French Revolution broke out, and shortly
            afterward, the Kingdom of Poland, once one of the largest states in Europe, was excised
            from the map of Europe, carved up by its neighbors. These shattering
            events suggested that the natural law theorists of the eighteenth century had been much
            too complacent about the pacific nature of European civilization. It was against this
            background that Kant produced his famous outline of the path to perpetual peace, a text
            that would intermittently influence generations of thinkers about world government down
            to our own day.

        In the late twentieth century, Kant’s
            arguments were reframed by American political theorists arguing for an activist foreign
            policy that would support and extend democracy around the world in the name of peace.
            But this new post–Cold War Kant looked rather different from the Enlightenment original
            who had not written in praise of democracy at all, did not believe that these
            things could be rushed by the policies of statesmen, and certainly did not divide the
            world into liberal and illiberal states. Kant’s own view, steeped in the classical
            tradition, was that it is republics—not democracies—that lead to peace, since what
            really matters is the effective separation of powers. In fact, like many Enlightenment
            rationalists, he regarded democracies simply as states with majority rule, which without
            effective separation of powers may degenerate into despotisms. The reason, Kant says,
            that republics love peace is simple: they rely on their citizens, not mercenaries, to
            fight. A democracy that relied on a professional army would not have filled him with
            hope.

        Equally jarring to our contemporary
            sensibilities is Kant’s extreme hostility toward international lawyers, an
            attitude explained by his belief that they basically acted as apologists for power and
            hence did nothing to advance the cause of peace. In fact, he argues, they hinder it by
            acting as mere temporary restraints on violence:

        
            The only conceivable meaning of such a
                law of nations might be that it serves men right who are so inclined that they
                should destroy each other and thus find perpetual peace in the vast grave that
                swallows both the atrocities and their perpetrators. For states in their relation to
                each other, there cannot be any reasonable way out of the lawless condition which entails only war except that they, like individual men, should
                give up their savage [lawless] freedom, adjust themselves to the constraints of
                public law, and thus establish a continuously growing state consisting of various
                nations which will ultimately include all the nations of the world. But under the
                idea of the law of nations they do not wish this, and reject in practice what is
                correct in theory. If all is not to be lost, there can be, then, in place of the
                positive idea of the world republic, only the negative surrogate of an alliance
                which averts war, endures, spreads, and holds back the stream of those hostile
                passions which fear the law, although such an alliance is in constant peril of their
                breaking loose again.

        

        Kant thus argues that states bound by rules
            designed merely to avert war are no substitute for an eventual cosmopolitan world order,
            something he imagines emerging gradually and inevitably, as states federate and attract
            others to join them. He specifies no mechanism through which this could come about; we
            are not yet in an age comfortable with theorizing the problem of organization.
            But it would certainly not be through commerce, as others believed it might, because
            Kant did not think that commerce civilized: he took a dim view of European traders and
            their impact on the rest of the world, and he criticized “the injustice which they
            show to lands and peoples they visit (which is equivalent to conquering them).”
            Basically, Kant believed that the movement toward “the world republic” would
            inevitably prosper and intensify principally because men everywhere are reasonable and
            will come over time to understand that it is in their interest. We thus find in his
            essay not the praise of a world of democratic peoples expressed by President Bush fils,
            nor the paean to free trade of devotees of globalization, but strong criticism of the
            European state system as it existed at the end of the eighteenth century combined with
            what would become a powerfully influential outline of an evolutionary path for mankind
            to tread that equated the cause of peace with that of freedom and reason. Idealist in
            the strict sense that progress along this path depended upon the spread of ideas, Kant was also rationalist in his confidence that humanity not only
            possessed reason but would ultimately be guided by it.

        These assumptions already seemed out of date
            to other thinkers of the Revolutionary era. To Kant’s faith in universal reason,
            they counterposed the importance of sentiment and feeling; to his world consciousness,
            they preferred the idea of European unity and the tug of patriotism. Edmund Burke
            famously castigated the French Revolution for its “violent breach of the community
            of Europe,” a community whose supposed foundations he identified not in reason but
            rather in the sentiments of reverence that the ancient institutions of monarchy and
            church elicited among their faithful subjects and believers. The revolution was, in his
            words, “a schism with the whole universe”; manners, habit, and sentiment—the
            essential building blocks of social life—were all threatened by this eruption of
            barbarous passion. In Burke’s hands, therefore, criticism of the revolution
            conjured into being not the old Enlightenment picture of a system of self-interested
            rulers, of balance, poise and counterpoise, but rather a fictitious but compelling
            romanticized image of a community of Europeans united in feeling and outlook. The young
            German mystic Novalis took this idea even further, arguing in a text written in 1799
            that Europe needed to recapture the ethos of a time long distant when it was “one
            peace-loving society,” when “one common interest joined the most
            distant provinces of this vast spiritual empire.” For Novalis, Europe needed to
            turn away from philosophy and Enlightenment and back to the Middle Ages, to poetry and
            the spirit and a “more exact knowledge of religion.” In mystical, allusive
            language, he suggested that efforts to bring peace through intellect itself are doomed.
            “It is impossible that worldly powers come into equilibrium by themselves. All
            peace is only an illusion, only a temporary truce. From the standpoint of the cabinets,
            and of common opinion, no unity is conceivable.” Indeed, for Novalis both the
            revolutionaries and their opponents “have great and necessary claims and must put
            them forward, driven by the spirit of the world and humanity.” Only faith can
            reconcile them. “Where is that old, dear belief in the government of God on earth,
            which alone can bring redemption?”6

        THE MAN who coined the term
            “international,” English philosopher Jeremy Bentham, was unimpressed by this
            kind of backward-looking emphasis on faith, Christianity, and God. Not surprisingly for
            a man who had been made an honorary citizen by the French National Assembly on the eve
            of the Terror, Bentham was not in favor of Burkean conservatism or counterrevolutionary
            sentimentality, and he certainly did not boil the problems of the world down to the
            question of European unity. In the process of swinging from support for the revolution
            in its early years to vehement criticism of its excesses, he forged the philosophy of
            administrative rationalization—simultaneously radical and antirevolutionary—that was to
            achieve such extraordinary influence in the decades that followed.7 Bentham sought to argue
            for the primacy of matter and reason, for the reduction of philosophy and metaphysics to
            matters of sensation and quantification. Above all, he sought to place law on a new and
            more powerful footing as the essential foundation of government.

        When Bentham invented the term
            “international,” he did so because of his discomfort with the ideas of one
            of his Oxford teachers, the formidable British jurist William Blackstone, whose
                Commentaries on the Laws of England became a standard work that gave the
            common law “at least a veneer of respectability.”8 Bentham had little time
            for the common law, which he regarded as an unsystematic mess. And in an unpublished
            manuscript that he wrote around 1775, he criticized Blackstone for talking too
            complacently about “the law of nations” as though it was obvious where this
            came from. Was it “our old friend, the Natural Law,” which Bentham—like
            Kant—thought little better than no law at all? Or was it existing treaties and
            diplomatic agreements, which were often not laws either? Bentham’s intellectual
            dissatisfaction prompted him to go on in his influential Introduction to the
                Principles of Morals and Legislation to introduce to readers the notion of the
            “international” for the first time.

        Here law was conjoined with philosophy in a
            new theory of government. Believing that the rationalization of England’s
            hopelessly disorganized administration must begin with the cleaning up
            of its laws, and that this necessitated setting law on strict and precise philosophical
            foundations, Bentham begins the Introduction with the famous utility principle.
            Mankind is governed by pain and pleasure, and utility consists in the maximization of
            the latter and minimization of the former. Both are quantifiable for the individual
            and—most importantly for the policymaker—for the collectivity as well. He then proceeds
            to classify the kinds of legislation that confront the policymaker, for there are for
            Bentham only two arts of government, administration and legislation, and of these the
            latter is the more important to the philosopher since it concerns matters of a permanent
            nature, whereas administration deals merely with the provisional.

        It is in discussing the categories of law
            that Bentham introduces a novel distinction between “internal” and
            “international” jurisprudence. Immediately recognizing that some readers
            might be thrown off by the new word, he writes in a footnote:

        
            The word international, it
                must be acknowledged, is a new one: though it is hoped, sufficiently analogous and
                intelligible. It is calculated to express, in a more significant way, the branch of
                law which goes commonly under the name of the law of nations; an
                appellation so uncharacteristic that, were it not for the force of custom, it would
                seem rather to refer to internal jurisprudence.9

        

        In its original context, Bentham seems
            simply to have wanted to clarify two technical matters that he felt the old “law
            of nations” muddled: the need for a sharp distinction between law within a state
            and law between states, and another distinction between legal disputes affecting
            individuals—say, disputes over contracts—and those affecting the sovereigns of states.
            He left open at this time the question of whether “mutual transactions between
            sovereigns, as such”—in other words, international law—could really be regarded as
            a form of law at all. His disciple John Austin was perhaps the most famous exponent of
            the idea that international law is nothing but pious intentions and
            words dressed up in its guise. Bentham himself disagreed and followed his utilitarian
            argument to its conclusion: “the end that a disinterested legislator upon
            international law would propose to himself would … be the greatest happiness
            of all nations taken together.” A new body of law could thus indeed be drawn up by
            the right people for everyone in the world. “If a citizen of the world,” he
            wrote, “had to prepare a universal international code, what would he propose to
            himself as his object? It would be the common and equal utility of all nations; this
            would be his inclination and his duty.” The prerequisite was a kind of cosmic
            calculus that would, in principle, allow an internationally minded social scientist to
            do the necessary sums worldwide, taking cultural, geographic, meteorological, and other
            variations into account.

        Such a system of law would not be the
            apologia for power that Kant despised but the necessary foundation of universal peace.
            Indeed, the idea of an international legal code led Bentham to posit the need for an
            international court able to adjudicate between disputing nations (the outline is in his
            own Plan for an Universal and Perpetual Peace). Always blending the frankly
            implausible and the practical, he saw codification (another successful new Bentham
            coinage) as a stepping-stone along the road to world peace through international law.
            The idea caught on, and perfecting the style of laws of all kinds would become as the
            century progressed one of the chief tendencies in internationalist thought.10

        By the time Bentham published a new edition
            of his classic work, nearly forty years after its first appearance, he had the great
            satisfaction of seeing his neologism part of common speech. “As to the word
                international, from this work,” he wrote in 1823, “it has taken
            root in the language. Witness reviews and newspapers.” Benthamites were busy
            whipping up interest in the master’s ideas: they were active with plans to
            modernize newly independent Greece and Egypt, and in some South American countries the
            fight between his supporters and opponents became the chief battleground for larger
            constitutional and educational arguments. By midcentury, “international” had
            already become an -ism, a radical project closely connected to the rise
            of professions and the bourgeoisie, manufacturing and commerce, and to their ideological
            expressions in the form of the powerful new social philosophies that emerged for the
            first time in the post-Napoleonic restoration.

        The sign of the international thus existed
            in close but uneasy relationship to the phenomenon of widening political representation
            and its handmaiden, the growing force of public opinion. In the year that the Congress
            of Vienna met, an extraordinary political chameleon named the Abbé de Pradt disavowed
            his emperor as the man who had, in his words, covered Europe with “wrecks and
            monuments”: he called on the victors to eradicate “the military
            spirit” and return Europe to its “civil state.” He then went on to say
            that this would require them to recognize the “rise of a new power called
            opinion,” and with it, civilization. It had been civilization—that
            “divinity,” in de Pradt’s words—that had emerged to delegitimize
            despots, given meaning to the idea of humanity, and thrown war into disrepute. But
            civilization was inseparable from the new politics: “Nationality, truth,
            publicity—behold the three flags under which the world for the future is to
            march. … The people have acquired a knowledge of their rights and
            dignity.” The dictator overthrown by the sheer power of public opinion: it is the
            start of a trope with a very promising future.11

        Dominique-Georges-Frédéric Dufour de
            Pradt—at one time or another a staunch monarchist in the Revolutionary Estates-General,
            bishop of Poitiers, Napoleon’s go-between with the Vatican, and finally ambassador
            in Warsaw—might not have been best placed to preach this message. But he was nothing if
            not attuned to the European mood (his political career culminated in his election as a
            liberal deputy in Restoration France), and the idea of the power of public opinion
            gained ground as a critique not only of Napoleonic despotism but also of the Concert of
            Europe that had defeated him, and its ingrained conservatism. The powers might have
            tried to use their congresses to erect barriers against “the torrent of what are
            called ‘new ideas’,” wrote the Literary
                Gazette in 1823, but the greater power of public opinion offered the best
            guarantee of their failure. The principle of “association” was hailed by
            political theorists as the motor of modernity, and the very conferences and congresses
            that the monarchs of Europe had turned into a mechanism for managing the
            continent’s affairs were adapted by their opponents as a forum for open,
            democratic politics. Soon it seemed that the most unsuitable types were holding meetings
            and forming associations. By 1848, Europe’s monarchs had ceded control of this
            mode of policymaking in the face of the threat posed by “the people.” In the
            words of Frederick Augustus II of Saxony, writing to the king of Prussia, “There
            has long since been great prejudice against congresses of princes. People could easily
            decry such a gathering as a conspiracy.”12 Metternich’s conspiracy theories
            had thus been turned on their head: now it was kings who feared being denounced, and an
            uncontrollable press that had the power to shape politics. Internationalism, in its
            modern sense as a movement of cooperation among nations and their peoples, was moving
            from the realm of marginal ideas into the mainstream, while monarchy was obliged to
            accommodate itself to the era of large electorates and parliamentary power.

        A REMARKABLE NOVEL PUBLISHED
            in Paris two years after Bentham’s death (and just after the first steamship
            crossing of the Atlantic) demonstrated internationalism’s (and Bentham’s)
            growing hold on the European imagination. Felix Bodin’s 1834 Le roman de
                l’avenir (The Novel of the Future) marked a new departure for
            what was already an incredibly popular genre.13 The action takes place at some
            unspecified point in the twentieth century and shifts between North Africa—the French
            annexed Algeria the year the book came out—and the city of Centropolis in the Central
            American republic of Benthamia where the annual debate of the world’s Universal
            Congress is taking place. This constantly moving world parliament (it meets some years
            in midair, at others at sea) unites all kinds of nations and states and
            brings together “the greatest and most illustrious intellectuals, industrialists
            and politicians in the world.”

        Bodin filled his work with the flourishes of
            the futurist genre: flying machines feature prominently, and there are provocative
            predictions of a greater role for women in politics, the fall of the Russian and Ottoman
            empires, the emergence of a new Babylonian empire, and a Kingdom of the Jews. But his
            real innovation lies in his attempt to sketch out a certain vision of the triumph of
            representative government at the global level. In this sense Bodin is a true follower of
            Bentham and attempts—as the author states explicitly—to use narrative in order to work
            on the imagination and hasten “the progress of humanity” far more
            effectively than “the finest displays of theoretical systems.”

        How far intellectual life had traveled since
            the Enlightenment is evident if we compare this work with an earlier utopian classic,
                L’an 2440 by the French dramatist Louis-Sebastien Mercier, that had
            been published in 1771. In Mercier’s dream-fable, peace is achieved by the
            abolition of armies, slavery, priests, and taxes, but the setting is Paris and the
            framework is basically that of enlightened monarchy and the idealized city-state. The
            political problem—and dream—of internationalism as such does not exist for Mercier as it
            does for Bodin. Sometime between the 1770s and the 1830s, in other words, it became
            possible, against the backdrop of the French Revolution and the Concert of Europe, to
            imagine an alternative international politics, one that acknowledged the diversity of
            peoples, beliefs, and forms of government and showed their reconciliation under the
            banner of civilization.14 This was new. And it was connected with something broader, for
            Bodin’s work suggests that we should see internationalism in the context of a
            fast-changing society’s ravenous appetite for ideas about the future in
            general.

        “Let us reckon upon the future!”
            urged the French scientist François Arago in 1839, barely a decade before he took a
            leading part in the revolutionary government of 1848. Historians of overseas European
            settlement have recently begun to argue that what was once written off
            as the boom/bust mentality of the colonial frontier needs to be taken more seriously as
            a kind of bet on the future that emerged quite suddenly in the nineteenth century in
            response to the shrinkage of time and space, a moment when the pace of change seemed to
            be accelerating. This “future thinking” drove both capitalism and
            colonialism. It expressed itself in speculative fevers and land grabs, survived the
            inevitable crashes, failures, and disappointments, and found confirmation in rapidly
            growing cities, new transcontinental communications infrastructures, and a succession of
            technological marvels. Such dreams of the future brought hundreds of thousands of
            Europeans to Texas and California, as well as to the farming uplands of southern Africa,
            Australia, and the Upper Chaco.15

        This era of accelerated migration forged a
            culture increasingly attentive to the idea of the world as a unity, and created a public
            with a vast and growing appetite for learning about transcontinental travel. It was at
            just this time that geography emerged, lavishly funded by the state, as a Janus-faced
            science indispensable for military conquests and intelligence, on the one hand, and
            given to visions of universal harmony on the other. This was the age of the great
            universal geographies, bestselling illustrated periodicals such as the French Le
                tour du monde, and associations like the National Geographic Society. The
            International Geodesic Association was founded to help map the world accurately, and its
            scientific missions—like innumerable other expeditions public and private—transformed
            people’s consciousness of the planet. Scholarly geography boasted world thinkers
            from Halford Mackinder, founder of the twentieth-century discipline of geopolitics, and
            the German Friedrich Ratzel with his beautifully illustrated three-volume History of
                Mankind, to the great anarchist universalists like Elisée Reclus and Piotr
            Kropotkin, men of the left for whom nationalism was a geographical error and geography
            was a way of showing humanity’s diverse tribes what they shared. Maps stuck on
            school walls, miniature globes in middle-class homes, newspapers reporting on the fate
            of missionaries or officers in the heart of Africa all contributed to a
            late-nineteenth-century willingness to frame a politics of the future
            in global terms. Against the backdrop of the Scramble for Africa journalists penned
            blueprints for a Greater Britain that would meld the empire into a single polity, and
            drafted plans of universal federation to extend the process of political unification
            further still.16

        Science was a powerful driver of these
                developments.17 Speaking to the new Institute of Electrical Engineers in 1889, the
            British prime minister Lord Salisbury hailed the telegraph because it had, in his words,
            “assembled all mankind upon one great plane, where they can see everything that is
            done and hear everything that is said, and judge of every policy that is pursued at the
            very moment these events take place.”18 This consciousness of the world as an
            interconnected whole cannot be separated from the impact of steamships, rail, the
            telegraph, and airpower and the sense of living through an epoch of unprecedented
            technological advance. Jules Verne was to become the master of the “voyage
                fantastique” in which machine-powered travel—whether by submarine or by
            balloon (far and away the favorite traveling apparatus of these authors)—annihilated
            distance and marked out the potential for science to transform civilization and change
            perspectives. As Verne’s works suggested, science allied to storytelling provided
            an immensely popular vehicle for articulating internationalist visions of the
            unification of mankind.

        Futurist novels were therefore much more
            than mere cultural froth cresting the deeper socioeconomic surge. On the contrary, as H.
            G. Wells said, complaining of critics’ tendency to carp at his writings as
            “pseudo-scientific fantasies,” what they incarnated as well if not better
            than any other genre was “a new system of ideas.” Foremost among these was
            the belief that a sufficiently focused and expert attentiveness to the future might
            allow man to throw off the shackles of received thinking and the shibboleths of the
            past. “Let us die calmly in the communion of mankind and the religion of the
            future,” French philosopher Ernest Renan wrote in 1890. A few years later, French
            sociologist Gabriel Tarde proposed a reverse determinism that saw events caused by the
            future rather than the past and scripted his own projected world
            confederacy in his 1896 Fragment d’histoire future.19

        By the end of the century, a kaleidoscope of
            wildly divergent internationalist forecasts emanated from a now vast and ever-growing
            futurist literature, much of it dedicated to imagining impending war in Europe and the
            world that might follow. As the Concert fragmented into competing alliance systems, and
            governments raised taxes to pay for large conscript armies armed with ever more
            destructive technology, fiction kept pace, and a future international politics was
            articulated in much greater detail than ever before.

        One of the best examples was provided by the
            English journalist George Griffith, an influence on the young H. G. Wells, and a popular
            journalist of socialist inclinations. Demonstrating the close connection between fiction
            and technology, his son Alan would become an engineer and the inventor of the
            Rolls-Royce Avon axial flow jet engine. Griffith himself not only shattered the record
            for round-the-world travel but penned Angel of the Revolution, a sensational
            yarn written in 1892 at the height of the world’s obsession with anarchist terror.
            In this tale, the Brotherhood of Freedom is a terrorist group headed by an elderly
            Russian Jew and his beautiful daughter, Natasha. When the European states tear
            themselves apart in a war between the two major alliances, the terrorists take over.
            Their power comes from possessing state-of-the-art aerial technology (its young inventor
            falls in love with Natasha), and, helped by a massive popular uprising in America, which
            brings to power a sympathetic government in Washington, they end up conquering the world
            with airships of devastating destructive power, having already persuaded the British to
            come in alongside the Americans. Airships, anarchists, Americans, and the beneficent
            British: it is the classic synthesis of the main elements of the internationalist
            imaginary as seen from the fin-de-siècle London suburbs.

        What was left of the Concert of Europe in
            such a worldview is revealed in the novel’s fantastic climax, a description of a
            diplomatic conference run by anarchists that is called in London to forestall what would be a war of annihilation. As the revolutionary hero
            Tremayne outlines the Brotherhood’s terms to Europe’s defeated and
            humiliated monarchs—universal disarmament, land redistribution, an international police
            force—the German kaiser rises in protest:

        
            “From what we have heard it would
                seem that the Federation of the Anglo-Saxon peoples considers itself as having
                conquered the world, and as being, therefore, in a position to dictate terms to all
                the peoples of the earth. Am I correct in this supposition?”

            Tremayne bowed in silence, and he
                continued—

            “But this amounts to the
                destruction of the liberties of all peoples who are not of the Anglo-Saxon race. It
                seems impossible to me to believe that free-born men who have won their liberty upon
                the battlefield will ever consent to submit to a despotism such as this. What if
                they refuse to do so?”

            Tremayne was on his feet in an
                instant. He turned half round and faced the Kaiser, with a frown on his brow and an
                ominous gleam in his eyes—

            “Your Majesty of Germany may
                call it a despotism if you choose, but remember that it is a despotism of peace and
                not of war, and that it affects only those who would be peace-breakers and drawers
                of the sword upon their fellow-creatures. …

            “You deplore the loss of the
                right and the power to draw the sword one upon another. Well, now, take that right
                back again for the last time! Say here, and now, that you will not acknowledge the
                supremacy of the Council of the Federation, and take the consequences! …

            The pregnant and pitiless words
                brought the Kaiser to his senses in an instant. He remembered that his army was
                destroyed, his strongest fortresses dismantled, his treasury empty, and the manhood
                of his country decimated. He turned white to the lips and sank back into his chair,
                covered his face with his hands, and sobbed aloud. And so ended the last and only
                protest made by the spirit of militarism against the new despotism of peace.20

        

        Griffith’s dream of a world forced into
            peace by revolutionaries was what gave others nightmares. After all, it conjured up the
            ultimate defeat of the European order inaugurated by the Concert and the Holy Alliance.
            In it emperors were deposed, and anarchists, terrorists, and Jews triumphed. To
            conservatives, Griffith’s “despotism of peace” looked not like utopia
            but rather a new kind of international dictatorship of unprecedented severity and
            scope.

        Appropriately, given the imperial Russian
            role as archvillains of Griffith’s yarn, it was from the innermost recesses of the
            tsarist secret police that the most telling counterfiction emerged. It is not often that
            we are privy to the fantasies of counterrevolutionary policemen, but this is what the
                Protocols of the Elders of Zion give us. Composed within a few years of
            Griffith’s Angel of Destruction at a time when the Okhrana were deeply
            enmeshed in a dirty struggle with anarchist terror across Europe, the Elders of Zion are
            depicted imagining a day when non-Jews “will be compelled to offer us
            international power of a nature that by its position will enable us without any violence
            gradually to absorb all the State forces of the world and to form a Super-Government. In
            place of the rulers of today we shall set up a bogey which will be called the
            Super-Government Administration. Its hands will reach out in all directions like claws
            and its organization will be of such colossal dimensions that it cannot fail to subdue
            all the nations of the world.” This Super-Government will rule, the
                Protocols tell us, by persuading people that it protects and looks after
            them; preplanned acts of terrorism (fiction was here mirroring reality: the Okhrana
            itself set off explosions to scare public opinion) will give its rulers the chance to
            intervene to demonstrate their power to preserve order; economists will explain why
            their rule is necessary. The only chance of opposition comes from the remnants of loyal
            monarchists and the blind passions of the national mob, but the danger is that both will
            be neutralized.21

        It is an extraordinary document, in which
            every development that nineteenth-century liberals hailed as signs of progress—from
            constitutionalism, the press, and the widening suffrage to the development of international arbitration—is revealed as part of a demonic plot
            whose outcome is the establishment through a coup d’état of a world dictatorship
            with “one king over the entire earth who will unite us and annihilate the causes
            of our discords—frontiers, nationalities, religions, State debts.” Here is the
            triumph of internationalism—its political program elaborated in some detail—but
            presented not as utopia but endless tyranny. It is the ultimate act of intellectual
            homage: by the end of the nineteenth century, even the opponents of radical
            internationalism had come to think naturally under the sign of the international.

    
        Chapter 2

        Brotherhood

        I see the frontiers and boundaries of the
                old aristocracies broken,
I see the landmarks of European kings removed.
I
                see this day the People beginning their landmarks (all others give
                way;)
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Are all nations communing? Is there
                going to be but one heart to the globe?
Is humanity forming en-masse? for lo,
                tyrants tremble, crowns grow dim,
The earth, restive, confronts a new
                era.

        —Walt Whitman, “Years of the
                Modern”

        THE PEACE MOVEMENT

        In the first half of the nineteenth
            century, there were no more ardent internationalists to be found anywhere than among
            evangelical Christians. “Is it possible,” wrote one peace activist,
            “that any Christian, of whatever sect, who believes the New Testament to be
            anything better than a fable, can doubt for a moment that the time will come when all
            the kingdoms of the earth shall be at peace?”1 Napoleon’s defeat coincided with a
            resurgence of evangelical expectation, and Christian groups on both sides of the
            Atlantic read the dramatic social and technological changes taking place around them as
            signs that the millennium was imminent. Taking advantage of growing European power
            overseas to propagate their own version of the civilizing mission, they opened schools,
            printed and distributed Bibles, and campaigned against the evils of
            drink and slavery, notching up an early success when they managed to get the slave trade
            condemned in the Treaty of Paris in 1815.2

        But their abiding cause was the battle for
            peace. Appalled at the toll of intercontinental warfare and domestic repression over the
            previous two decades, British dissenters and evangelicals started a Society for the
            Promotion of Permanent and Universal Peace in 1816 that announced it was
            “principled against war, upon any pretense.” The American Peace Society was
            founded about the same time, and beneath these national bodies an extraordinary network
            of small local peace societies sprang up across the United Kingdom and the United
            States. Whether they aimed to criticize the privileged or to join them, the pacifists
            constituted a distinctive new voice in politics. They were one of the earliest instances
            of what contemporaries termed “association mania”—that spirit that
            Tocqueville had found in America and attributed to the nature of democratic society—and
            they brought with them an acute appreciation of the new power of public opinion,
            “which in the long run, governs the world.” Their presses printed dozens of
            tracts each year, and thousands of copies were distributed in the first year alone of
            the London Peace Society’s existence. Fervent and passionate, they dreamed of
            “pictures of thrones and glories, triumphs and felicities, to be won by the
            church, when her now invisible Lord shall descend in person to lead her armies.”
            Peace became the creed of activists, who were critical of those “who idly sit, and
            wait the time of God.” They believed that they had already wrought great changes
            “in the minds of multitudes,” that “the spirit of war is chased
                away.”3

        It took time for these activists to organize
            international meetings, but when they did they were pioneering and quickly emulated. The
            Anti-Slavery Convention that met in London in 1840 was the first of no fewer than ten
            international conferences that took place in that decade. Three years later, the General
            Peace Convention that met above the Freemasons Arms in London in 1843 had a significant
            American presence, an expression of the increasingly close ties linking
            American and British pacifists. The organizers declared that Anglo-American cooperation
            was mandated by God “to do his great work of love to the human family in spreading
            the light of civilization and Christianity over all the habitations of men.”4 In venue,
            style and temperament, their activities could scarcely have been more different from
            those of the statesmen of the Concert, and they were in fact deeply ambivalent in their
            attitude toward worldly authority in general. Their “Address to the Civilised
            Governments of the World” urged Europe’s rulers to renounce war on
            principle. Suspicious of political elites, even as they sought to influence them, they
            proposed to set up “a central committee of Vigilance for the peace of all
            nations” that would deploy public opinion against any statesmen who threatened
            recourse to war.5

        The “learned blacksmith” Elihu
            Burritt, a self-taught Massachusetts journalist who implausibly claimed to understand
            fifty languages, was one of the movement’s leaders. An advocate of what he called
            “people-diplomacy” in contradistinction to the aristocratic elitism of the
            diplomats, he publicized the idea of a League of Universal Brotherhood at the World
            Temperance Convention in August 1846 and used his newspaper, the Christian
                Citizen, to preach the cause of popular pacifism. Metternich’s
            interventions across Europe were grist to his mill, and Burritt quickly found allies
            among Quakers and free marketeers alike. Within a year he had thirty thousand
            signatories and dreamed of seeing the movement spread to Europe and the United States.
            For Burritt, it was up to workingmen to band together, because if they refused to fight
            one another, the warmaking classes would be hindered. Marx of course would take this
            idea and incorporate its assumptions within his critique of capital and
            industrialization.

        As the movement extended its support into
            middle-class circles, it moved closer to respectability. The late 1840s were its heyday,
            as the erosion of the Metternichian order in continental Europe offered hope to its
            activists, and a peace congress in Brussels in 1848 (displaced from Paris by the
            revolution there) gave them publicity. They were further encouraged
            when at the start of 1849 France’s new president, Louis Napoleon, made the most
            significant disarmament proposal of any major power, offering to limit naval armaments
            to any level provided the British followed suit. He intended this as a means of
            improving ties with England, and the idea probably owed little to any lobbying by the
            peace movement. But it suggested that their ideas were not unrealistic, and even the
            British rejection did not dampen their spirits, especially as Louis Napoleon went on to
            make unilateral reductions in French arms spending later that year. As one historian
            notes, “Formal diplomacy and peace agitation, hitherto separate streams, here
            intermingle for the first time.”6

        Under Louis Napoleon, republican France was
            eager to claim leadership of the forces for change that the European revolutions of 1848
            had brought to the surface, and a major international peace conference was hosted in
            Paris in August 1849. This time the participants included such renowned luminaries as
            Alexis de Tocqueville, the minister of foreign affairs, who welcomed the delegates at
            the Quai d’Orsay, novelist Victor Hugo, and English free trade hero Richard
            Cobden, attending in a show of support. But among those also present, figures of a very
            different station in life testified to the peace movement’s humbler origins, and
            one of the delegates of the American Peace Society, William Wells Brown, had actually
            been born into slavery in Kentucky. In the very city where in 1815 Great Power rule had
            been restored by Metternich, Castlereagh, Talleyrand, and the Russian tsar, the presence
            of a former slave as international peace delegate marked the emergence of a dramatically
            new mode of global politics.

        An abolitionist and an accomplished writer,
            and often hailed as the author of the first novel to be published by an African
            American, Brown records in his journal the unprecedented scene in the Saint Cecilia Hall
            as the conference started—the curious French spectators who swarmed in, the balcony with
            sofas reserved for distinguished delegates, the platform crowded with nationals from
            half a dozen European countries, and the grand entry of the Congress’s officers,
                led by Victor Hugo, who delivered “one of the most impressive
            and eloquent appeals in favor of peace that could possibly be imagined.” Looking
            forward to the day when the nations of Europe would merge in a single European
            brotherhood, lay down their weapons, and “the only fields of battle” would
            be “markets opening up to trade and minds opening up to ideas,” Hugo hailed
            the nineteenth century as “a prodigious and admirable epoch” in which
            international enmity was subsiding and “everything is moving at once—political
            economy, science, industry, philosophy, legislation—and converging upon the same end,
            the creation of well-being and benevolence.” Brown noted the terrific enthusiasm
            that greeted the speech: “An English gentleman near me said to his friend,
            ‘I can’t understand a word of it but is it not good?’”7

        Even at a peace congress, however, not
            everyone was happy about Brown’s presence. “That nigger had better be on his
            master’s farm,” muttered one compatriot. “What could the American
            Peace Society be thinking about, to send a black man as a delegate to Paris?”
            remarked another. But European liberals were welcoming, Madame de Tocqueville was
            gracious, and Brown himself offers us a brilliant view of the proceedings whose
            political ambiguities he was more aware of than most.

        He was especially critical of the
            conference’s decision not to permit any discussion of contemporary events. The
            organizers might hail the march of progress—“the boon of Providence”—and be
            eloquent in defense of their “holy cause … the advocacy of the
            principles of peace,” but they were nervous about displeasing their official
            French hosts, anxious about the fragility of their movement’s own unity, and keen
            to increase their influence and respectability. One reason for caution was that only a
            couple of months before, French troops had been sent in to Italy to restore papal rule
            and to oust the republicans led by Garibaldi and Mazzini in Rome; on this controversial
            development the organizing committee had ordered silence. “They put padlocks upon
            their own mouths,” noted Brown, “and handed the keys to the
            government.” A new spirit of pragmatism colored the closing
            resolutions too. Gone was the old blanket condemnation of war and in its place a more
            practical agenda of compulsory arbitration, reduced spending on armaments, and
            “the formation of a Congress of Nations, to revise the existing International Law,
            and to constitute a High Tribunal for the decision of controversies among
            nations.” It was almost as though the leaders of the meeting foresaw that other
            conference that would take place at Versailles seventy years later to set up an
            organization remarkably similar to the one they were calling for.

        The uprisings of the time were thus as much
            a challenge for the peace movement’s organizers as an opportunity: were they to be
            against war even when this allowed a noble cause to go down in defeat, as happened in
            Poland in 1846 and again in many European capitals two years later? In 1849 the
            Hungarian politician Lajos Kossuth was greeted by enormous crowds when he arrived in
            London later that year, whipping up anti-Russian feeling in his Shakespearean English,
            annoying Queen Victoria, and even splitting the British government by his presence.
            Pacifists started to argue over the question of whether or not to support oppressed
            nationalities like the Hungarians and the Poles. Brown had already noted their abject
            silence when the Italians Garibaldi and Mazzini, two other lions of liberal London, had
            come under attack. And the drums of war were beating closer to home too as Louis
            Napoleon’s coup d’état in France scared the English and led to calls for a
            new anti-Napoleonic campaign: his support for the peace movement now looked merely like
            another insincere example of his revisionist realpolitik.

        The peace movement was running out of steam.
            The most exciting feature of their gathering at Frankfurt was the appearance of a Native
            American chieftain who had taken the name Reverend Copway; he presented a peace pipe to
            the delegates in the name of the “Great Spirit.” Things improved a bit in
            1851, the year of the Great Exhibition at the Crystal Palace, when four thousand people
            crowded into London’s Exeter Hall and for the first time their meeting attracted a
            large amount of international attention. Even so, for insiders like
            Brown, the movement’s star was already fading, and he found the meeting less
            memorable than the exhibition or indeed Elihu Burritt’s Brotherhood Bazaar, an
            abolitionist rally featuring “American Fugitive Slaves” and the
            “largest gathering of Teetotalers ever assembled in London,” who marched in
            an orderly procession some fifteen to twenty thousand strong to picnic at the
                exhibition.8

        Among the other American visitors to
            London’s 1851 Peace Congress was Horace Greeley, perhaps the most distinguished
            American newspaperman of the era. Greeley was struck by the meeting’s strongly
            democratic character—the absence of the “Lords, Dukes, Generals, Princes”
            whose names adorned the supporters of other kinds of movements. He was impressed too by
            the way the peace movement had come to embody the organizational energies of Christians
            much more than any strictly religious body for spreading the word of Christ. But above
            all, like Brown, he was struck by the quietist political implications of Christian
            pacifism—the extent to which the movement implicitly accepted the status quo in Europe
            and tolerated “Despots” and their abuse of “downtrodden
            nations.” Alongside its denunciation of colonialism and demands for disarmament,
            the congress had concluded by taking a strongly anti-interventionist stance, describing
            intervention as “a frequent cause of bitter and desolating wars.”9 But the
            public in whom it reposed such trust was not persuaded and the outbreak of the Crimean
            War in 1853 revived the always latent belligerence of the British against the Russians
            and sounded the peace movement’s death knell. In 1857 the Peace Congress Committee
            was disbanded, while the American Civil War saw most former American peace activists
            commit themselves in support of the Northern side.

        The Crimean War showed that the spirit of
            war had certainly not been abolished, as evangelical activists mistakenly believed. On
            the contrary, it tore apart the European Concert—by pitting Russia against France and
            Britain—and it prompted a war fever that sustained a bloody three-year conflict that
            extended from the Baltic to the Caucasus and raised the specter of an even larger
            “war of nationalities” that could have dragged in the Poles and the
            Circassians. A peace conference at Paris patched things up and ended
            the fighting, but the exhaustion was only temporary. The Russians invaded the Caucasus a
            few years later and expelled hundreds of thousands of mountaineers into Ottoman lands,
            paving the way for a new cycle of violence in the Balkans and Anatolia; in 1870, the
            Franco-Prussian War broke out, bringing conflict back to western Europe as well.10 In
            mid-Victorian Britain, a new cult of Christian manliness emerged, and churches resounded
            to the strains of “Onward, Christian soldiers, marching as to war.” One of
            the results was the emergence of a more chastened internationalism, often still
            professing Christian principles but pursuing other, more indirect paths to peace. The
            new internationalists relied less on public opinion and God, and more on the building of
            new institutions. And as they learned to pay greater attentiveness to the bounds of the
            politically possible, they had near at hand one great model of success, closely linked
            ideologically to their own: the movement for tariff repeal and free trade.

        FREE TRADE

        In the summer of 1847, the Radical member
            of Parliament Richard Cobden, a well-known advocate of free trade, was invited to dine
            in Vienna with the aging Prince Metternich. Covered in glory, Cobden was touring Europe
            on a mission. He had just led Parliament’s repeal of the Corn Laws, the barrier to
            imported grain that had been voted in at the end of the Napoleonic Wars for the sake of
            the landed interest. Repeal of the Corn Laws had galvanized a coalition of merchants,
            manufacturers, workingmen, and journalists agitating for free trade: the newly
            established Economist was the movement’s mouthpiece. Cobden himself was
            widely credited as the prime mover in a political earthquake that showed better than any
            other how fast power was moving in the United Kingdom into the hands of the rising
            classes of the Industrial Revolution. With their ascent they brought the most important
            and durable variant of utopian internationalism to emerge in the mainstream of Victorian
            politics.

        Free trade might strike us now as an argument
            for self-interest—a battering ram for whichever states enjoys competitive advantage
            internationally to open up foreign markets—but although it is couched in terms of
            tariffs, relative costs, and other economic technicalities, it has always stood for much
            more noble ideals than that in the eyes of its devotees. From Cobden in the 1840s to the
            “Tennessee Cobden” (as Roosevelt’s secretary of state Cordell Hull was
            known a century later), and down to the globalization ideologues of our own times, free
            trade has often been depicted in almost cosmic terms as a means of facilitating
            communication among men and bringing peace to the world. Its supporters regard tariffs
            as a step toward isolation and belligerence, open economies as the prerequisite for both
            prosperity and global harmony, trade as the means of reconciling self-interest and the
            general welfare. “Commerce,” advised Sir Robert Peel, who presided over the
            repeal of the Corn Laws, was “the happy instrument of promoting civilization, of
            abating national jealousies and prejudices, and of encouraging the maintenance of
            general peace.”11

        Cobden’s tour of Europe in 1847 marked
            out his larger ambitions and suggested interconnections between the causes of
            international cooperation and domestic reform. In his eyes, now that Britain had led the
            way, it remained to enlighten other nations and get them to follow suit. He had toured
            North America in the past and had been heartened by reports that the United States had
            responded to news of the repeal of the Corn Laws by spontaneously relaxing their own
            tariffs. This was important, because there was no greater advocate of the virtues of
            protectionism (nor any greater advertisement of its benefits) than the rapidly
            industrializing United States. But the decisive scene of battle was Europe, and Vienna
            was its heartland. Cobden’s dinner with Metternich thus marked the symbolic
            confrontation between the old and new visions of international order.

        Seventy-four years old, Metternich was now
            both foreign minister and chancellor and as energetic as ever in repressing any sparks
            of those “revolutionary embers” that flared up from time to time. The year
            before, while Britain repealed the Corn Laws, Austrian troops suppressed an uprising in
            the Polish city of Cracow, annexing it and thereby extinguishing the
            last scrap of independent Poland. Even as he and Cobden sat down to dinner, Habsburg
            soldiers were occupying the Italian city of Ferrara. Metternich could scarcely have
            guessed the scale of the revolutionary fervor that was to erupt less than a year later,
            as Europe was shaken by a series of insurrections and revolts that nearly toppled the
            Austrian monarchy and caused Metternich himself to flee. But Cobden would have been less
            surprised. Even that brief meeting with the principal architect of the Vienna system
            left him feeling sure that the aging statesmen of the Concert were out of touch with the
            rapid socioeconomic changes transforming the continent. He wrote after their encounter
            that

        
            [Metternich] is probably the last of
                those State physicians who, looking only to the symptoms of a nation, content
                themselves with superficial remedies from day to day, and never attempt to probe
                beneath the surface to discover the source of the evils which afflict the social
                system. This order of statesmen will pass away with him, because too much light has
                been shed upon the laboratory of Governments, to allow him to impose upon mankind
                with the old formulas.12

        

        The “laboratory of
            Governments”—the very phrase suggests that government is not a matter of ruling in
            the name of the past, of legitimacy and the rights of the sovereign, but is instead a
            science, a matter for experts who understand the laws of nature and man. If Margaret
            Thatcher understood economic liberalism to imply, in her famous phrase, that
            “there is no such thing as society,” Cobden’s view was the exact
            opposite: underlying any system of government were social forces upon which the
            successful management of international affairs depended. This is the deeper meaning of
            Cobden’s charge that the Concert of Europe, conceived in an antirevolutionary
            spirit, and seeing territories and populations as the property of their rulers, was
            incapable of dealing with the impact of the dramatic changes sweeping the continent. Its
            outlook, by denying the existence of a society in flux, was simply
            blind to the real forces at work. Repression might work for a time against nationalist
            uprisings. But it was not only nationalism whose power was now emerging for the first
            time. Steam and the railways were bringing about the most revolutionary modernization of
            communications and transportation since Roman times. Manufacturing was being transformed
            and entire regions were being turned into its agents, altering the nature of work and
            time for those caught up in it. Literacy rates were starting to rise fast—a further
            challenge to the Metternichian surveillance and censorship system—and with them the size
            of the reading public and the market for ideas.

        And because the architects of repression saw
            their task as interconnected, and came where necessary to one another’s aid—this
            was, after all, how the Concert of Europe was supposed to function—Radicals such as
            Cobden, and domestic reformers in general, were driven for this reason too to pursue
            strategies of international cooperation. They naturally connected the cause of domestic
            constitutional reform with a larger assault on Europe’s governing class and its
            assumptions. They talked of Christian fellowship, but in democratic not paternalist
            terms. They talked not of stability but of peace—a peace that could come only when the
            old habits of secret courtly diplomacy and high taxation for war were replaced by a
            world in which war itself would cease to seem a natural recourse for settling
            grievances. And this world, so the most common argument went, required something very
            simple but very radical—a shift to some form of democracy, since people left to
            themselves were naturally peace-loving, and only driven to war by the selfish ambitions
            of their old masters. Cobden himself looked forward to the day when nations were united
            by “race, religion, language … not by the parchment title deeds of
            sovereigns.” The spread of democracy and trade went hand in hand.13

        The cause of free trade itself had a
            pedigree that stretched back to before the French Revolution. Kant might have dismissed
            the supposed civilizing virtues of commerce, but throughout the eighteenth century
            critics of absolutism had praised them, contrasting land-based centralized despotisms in
            Europe and Asia with the benign providential work of maritime powers
            like Britain with its self-governing colonies. Napoleon himself had posited an
            alternative view—that Britain through its leading commercial position was exploiting the
            rest of Europe: right to the end of his reign, Britain was the great enemy and the
            blockade system was extolled as a trade barrier in the interests of the continent, an
            early harbinger of the argument that other continental powers would make in the next two
            centuries and that generated competing visions of European integration—European Free
            Trade Area versus Common Market—deep into the Cold War. But Napoleon’s defeat
            encouraged an ever more sweeping defense of commercial society by the Anglophiles. Trade
            was not only more civilized, more efficient, freer, and more prosperous than its rivals;
            it was also more peace-loving. The Abbé de Pradt had contrasted the martial and the
            trading spirit, and looked forward to the triumph of the latter. Benjamin
            Constant’s 1814 De l’esprit de conquête et de l’usurpation
            presented Europe under Napoleon as “merely a vast prison” and England as
            “generous asylum of free thought and illustrious refuge of the dignity of
            mankind.” His essay was a call to France to repudiate militarism and to join the
            “commercial nations of modern Europe, industrious, civilized.”14

        Cobden’s free trade movement was the
            leading and unquestionably most successful version of radical internationalism to emerge
            in the first half of the nineteenth century. But this success was a mixed blessing. It
            was the fate of radical visions of international harmony when they failed (as the peace
            movement did) to be forgotten. But when they triumphed, it was because they were taken
            up by politicians and turned to ends their original architects had never envisaged.
            Something of this kind happened to free trade in the hands of Whitehall civil servants.
            What had started out as a peace movement of its own was quickly used to underwrite
            another kind of imperial policy, and the door into other people’s economies was
            soon being forced open by British diplomats, backed by gunboats, everywhere from West
            Africa to Istanbul and Peking.

        The irony is that Cobden himself was a
            consistent anti-imperialist, and no one outlined the global benefits of
            the spread of commercial capitalism better. As he had put it in a speech for the
            Anti–Corn Law League in 1843:

        
            Free Trade, what is it? … Why
                breaking down the barriers that separate nations; those barriers behind which nestle
                the feelings of pride, revenge, hatred and jealousy, which every now and then break
                their bonds and deluge whole countries with their blood.15

        

        Liberal political economy—which provided the
            new doctrine’s theoreticians—had these assumptions embedded within it, and even
            the least effusive of the classical theorists, David Ricardo, could not resist pointing
            out the wondrous linkage free trade made between individual self-interest and universal
            well-being:

        
            The pursuit of individual advantage is
                admirably connected with the universal good of the whole. By stimulating industry,
                by rewarding ingenuity, and by using most efficaciously the peculiar powers bestowed
                by nature, it distributes labor most effectively and most economically; while by
                increasing the general mass of productions, it diffuses general benefits, and binds
                together by one common tie of interest and intercourse, the universal society of
                nations throughout the civilized world.16

        

        The era’s characteristic blend of
            economics and fervor was evident at the international congress of economists held in
            Brussels at the end of 1847. “We come for the first time,” declared the
            Belgian president of the association for free trade, “to examine the question of
            the brotherhood among all men … to put into practice the words of God:
            ‘Love one another.’” The Economist, just beginning its long
            career as a mouthpiece for free-market capitalism, applauded the promotion of commercial
            liberalism through the enlightenment of public opinion, and with it the promotion of
            something it called “internationalism.”17

        In London, the Great Exhibition of
            1851—Cobden was among the principal organizers—constituted a kind of
            architectural manifesto for this creed, its magnificent prefabricated iron and soaring
            glass building a marvel of modern technology: open, democratic, and global. “We
            are living at a period of most wonderful transition which tends rapidly to accomplish
            that great end toward which, indeed, all history points—the realization of the unity
                of mankind,” stated Prince Albert, its patron, underscoring the
            millenarian fervor that the organizers shared with so many other Victorian
            progressives.

        It is no coincidence that the distinctive
            ethos of internationalism emerged at this time. Bilateral commercial treaties seemed to
            offer a new model for regulating affairs among states, more practical, more democratic,
            and less hidebound than the Concert model of Great Power consultation. And more global
            too: the commercial treaties the British and French signed with the Ottomans and the
            Chinese might have been unwanted by the latter, but to the European mind they signaled
            the spread of civilization itself. Within Europe, the 1860 commercial treaty between
            Britain and France was a watershed, and another sixty such treaties followed, turning
            western Europe into a closer approximation to a single market than anything before the
            end of the twentieth century. Contemporaries talked about the “Commonwealth of
            Europe,” and saw trade as the motor of an internationalism that now rivaled the
            fading mechanisms of the Concert. By the mid-1860s, it was commonplace to see
            internationalism as the great modern contribution of the “discoverers of the laws
            of political economy,” and to describe “the mercantile classes” as
            driven by the desire for “intercommunion and international cooperation.”18

        As for Cobden, he was hailed as “the
            international man” par excellence. “It is strange but true,” noted an
            obituarist on his death in 1867, “that there had been no international men of any
            note before his time.” It had fallen, he went on, to Cobden to make people aware
            that new political institutions could reduce suspicion among nations and to use free
            trade as an instrument to show that war was not an inevitable part of the natural order
            but a form of “anarchy” that men could tame should they choose, to
            demonstrate above all that nationalism, rightly understood
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