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Introduction

Cartographing the Long Nineteenth Century

PETER W. MARX

The period comprised in this volume is genuinely a ‘performing century’1 or even a ‘theatrical age’.2 This diagnosis is not only true with respect to the multifaceted and fast growing theatrical landscape and its diverse networks but also given that theatre and performance (in the broadest sense of the words) became a ubiquitous figure of thought. When – at the beginning of this period – Goethe, in his notorious Regeln für Schauspieler [Rules for Actors, c.1803] admonishes that actors should behave in every moment of their lives, on- and off-stage, as if they were at any moment watched by spectators he invokes a panoptic regime of observation and attention that is symptomatic for this period. ‘Appearing in public’ becomes a discursive motif as well as a cultural technique. Goethe’s statement can also be turned towards the spectators themselves: they should also be aware that they appear on a public stage and are equally spectators as well as actors. Theatre in this period is an art form that represents but also provides a social scene that catalyses and transmits concepts of social behaviour, political ideas, consumption habits and new technologies: indeed, it becomes a cultural technique that is well adapted to be participant and agent during this turbulent period.

The historical profile of the nineteenth century is difficult to grasp. Sometimes dubbed the ‘long nineteenth century’, some historians have argued that this period comprises the French Revolution (1789) as well as the end of the Great War (1918); others have subdivided this period in smaller portions and steps, such as the Napoleonic Era (1799–1815), a period of restoration (c.1815–1830) and more or less successful revolutions (1848/49 and 1917), and the rise of the nation-state or the beginning of the globalized era. Others have focused on economic and technological developments that had a lasting effect on the organization and structure of Western societies, incorporating industrialization, the emergence of the consumer society and the rise of the labour movement, forming in a nutshell many of the conflicts persisting into the twentieth century.
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FIGURE 0.1:   The audience of the Berlin Kurfürstendamm Theatre at the beginning of the twentieth century. The gathering is equally a community of spectators as well as of actors for each other, c.1920. Photography by Zander and Labisch, FTBN398. Theaterwissenschaftliche Sammlung, University of Cologne.


Despite the diversity of the theatrical landscape, theatre historians have traditionally described the period as a kind of backdrop for the rise of modernism3 in the twentieth century: they largely followed a grand récit provided by the historic avant-garde and some of its spearhead representatives such as the Italian Futurists and their rants against tradition and the canon. In the light of this radical plea for the new as a value in itself, the nineteenth century appeared as a period of epigones, commercialization and a sclerotic cultural structure supporting a political and social elite that needed to be swept away by the future. It is no coincidence that many political thinkers dreamed of radical social, cultural and political changes that would usher in the new in all dimensions of human life.

But such a teleological perspective can hardly provide a satisfying framework for a cultural history of this decisive and formative period for the Western world: one cannot dispute that the period between 1800 and 1920 (the time frame comprised by this volume) was a period of sustainable change and transformation, starting in Western societies and reaching out to other areas of the globe rapidly. But, and this makes the period so interesting and so difficult at the same time, it was as formative as it was contradictory in its developments: we equally see the rise of the nation-state as the quintessential political entity and the ‘first-phase globalization’4 with the emergence of transnational networks. We see a confusing plethora of social and cultural movements, partly shared by single individuals at the same time. While we might consider these as symptomatic cases of cultural dissonance, that is adhering to contradictory convictions and systems of belief at the same time, Walter Benjamin’s diagnosis of the devaluation of the individual experience is striking when he states that a comprehensive and encompassing experience no longer allows for a unifying understanding of the world: this causes the schizoid simultaneity of univocal triumph and euphoria and a deeply shattered confidence at the same time. Walter Benjamin gives an impressive image for this situation – looking at the individual at the end of the First World War:


A generation that had gone to school in a horse-drawn streetcar now stood under the open sky in a countryside in which nothing remained unchanged but the clouds, and beneath these clouds, in a field of force of destructive torrents and explosions, was the tiny, fragile human body.5


Acceleration, technification in all fields of everyday life, the thorough capitalization of all social relations and the rise of new political subjects and systems – these are just keywords that circumscribe a deeply affecting process of modernization that came to full fruit in the twentieth century but clearly started in the nineteenth. Thus, to think about the profile of this period calls for an approach that requires thinking in dialectical contradictions – without a unifying synthesis. In general, these contradictions cannot be reduced to a logic of development and residues – rather on the contrary, conflicting developments occurred simultaneously and needed to be acted out publicly. Thus, from the end of the ancien régime to the emergence of a new political order after the First World War, the nineteenth century is a period of radical transformation while at the same time working in conceptual frames and political metaphors that try to eclipse especially this transformation. When Peter Gay noted that the legendary Weimar Culture of Germany in the 1920s was widely present in the Wilhelmine era,6 he also gave an analysis for most Western states at the end of the nineteenth century: while the avant-garde celebrated novelty as the antidote to tradition and canon, the splendid rhetoric hides the complex process of negotiation that underlies the allegedly purely nostalgic forms of Historicism.7 Thus, to grasp the historical profile calls for tracing the various threads that constitute the ‘long’ nineteenth century.

AN AGE OF EMPIRE?

As far as the political order is concerned, we face two key and overlapping concepts: nation and empire.

The notion of empire that figures so prominently in the title of this volume, directs attention to a specific perspective: focusing on the emergence of global structures that establish and provide a supranational scope of action, partly by economic strength, partly by force, partly by an overabundance of goods, cultural products and technological innovations. Here, the British Empire figures as the iconic example of such an economic and political system. But, as the historian Jürgen Osterhammel has argued in his seminal study The Transformation of the World (2014), imperial structures should be seen as complementary to national structures that came into being at the Congress of Vienna (1814/15).

Osterhammel clearly distinguishes two different types of comprehensive political structures by differentiating conceptually between nation-state and empire. Whereas in the French and German discourse the concept of empire is fuelled by historical associations to the imperium romanum and its medieval successor, the British perspective is rather pragmatic. Osterhammel points out some of the criteria that mark the difference between the two models such as territorial integrity (nation-state) versus a vague border of influence (empire), legitimizing power ‘from below’ (nation-state) versus a political elite, citizenship (nation-state) versus a modified catalogue of entitlements. Two aspects are of particular interest for the following argument:


a)the question of homogeneity. In the context of the nation-state participation was defined through national, usually ethnic, belonging. Osterhammel states: ‘A nation-state, congruent in the ideal case with a single nation, proclaims its own homogeneity and indivisibility. An empire emphasizes all manner of heterogeneity and difference, seeking cultural integration only at the level of the top imperial elite.’8 Thus, the ‘sensation of rootedness’9 becomes a key element in analysing the cultural structures of states in the nineteenth century: they either rely on the idea of autochthony or on the concept of circulation and a visible system of hierarchical entitlements. The effect was immediately evident in cultural institutions, such as universities, which while remaining the domain of the cultural elite, also allowed for a certain amount of social mobility. Integration and social mobility can also be seen in the field of public theatre. Other institutions rather represent the failure to allow for these dynamics: in German court theatres, for example, even after 1871 when a general liberty was granted, theatre practitioners were not appointed on the basis of their expertise or skills but rather on the basis of their social standing within the aristocracy. This tendency untethered these institutions from theatrical aesthetic discourse and essentially doomed their artistic endeavours to insignificance. This leads to the second point,

b)the question of cultural ownership. Osterhammel writes: ‘Cultural affinities – language, religion, everyday practices – tend to be shared by the whole population of a nation-state. In an empire they are limited to the imperial elite in the core and its colonial offshoots. […] By virtue of its supposedly higher civilization, the central elite of an empire feels that it has a kind of mission to create an educated social stratum at the periphery. The extremes of complete assimilation (France, at least in theory) and extermination (the Nazi Empire in Eastern Europe) are rarely encountered.’10 Here, Osterhammel indicates the political and social consequences of the two different models: the idea of the nation-state as a homogenous, territorially defined entity establishes a clear system of belonging and cultural ownership. When in the nineteenth century, a discrepancy between civil rights and ‘genuine belonging’ appeared, as in the case of Jewish people living in Germany, for example, an essentialist order of differences was proclaimed: the rise of anti-Semitism as an ideology based on allegedly ‘neutral’, biological facts, was a direct response to the conflicting claims of cultural ownership and belonging.11 Whereas the juridical system afforded equal civil rights to all citizens, the intensifying anti-Semitism created an invisible order based on alleged biological markers that were not subject to change such as categories like citizenship or even religion. The very fact that actors of Jewish descent were more or less forced to ‘hide’ their Jewishness behind ‘neutral’ pseudonyms – such as in the case of Otto Brahm (née Abrahamson), Fritz Kortner (née Kohn) or Max Reinhardt (née Goldmann) – highlights the hypocritical tension between a liberal legislation and a discriminatory politics.


Yet it would be naïve to consider empires as inclusive structures: although they provided some kind of social mobility, they still were built to reserve key positions for the old elites and to secure the continuity of administrative, military, economic and cultural asymmetries.

The nation-state of the nineteenth century is bound up with the amalgamation of people and territory in light of the idea of an autochthony ‘which claims roots deeper than history itself’.12 The empire, by contrast, includes a feature Lynn Hunt has identified as a key element of globalization: deterritorialization, where ‘transactions no longer occur in a particular place’.13 According to Hunt, globalization is neither merely a recent phenomenon nor simply fuelled by the explorations of non-Western territories by Western forces but by a process of increasing interconnection and interdependence. The historical mark she sets is the moment when ‘Europe and the Americas became dependent on each other’.14 But Hunt also points out that globalization – and the concept of empire – is not simply a Western strategy:


The West did not globalize the world on its own; adventurous and enterprising people across the world brought their various locales into greater interconnection and interdependence with each other. Since globalization is not therefore a uniquely Western creation, the globalization paradigm must be modified to take account of these multiple origins and processes.15


Globalization is not merely a relation of cause and effect with a clear-cut division of centre and periphery – as it is indicated in the colonial imagery: globalization rather creates a field of action that is certainly dominated by hegemonic forces that claim supremacy (in economic, political or military respect) – yet it is also open for groups and individuals who use the rules and dynamics of this field to gain visibility for themselves or for their political cause. Katie Gough in her contribution to this volume traces the development of the Abbey style in early twentieth-century Ireland as a strategy for the Irish community to gain international visibility by using modern media technology and the international appreciation for ‘realistic’ styles of acting, whereas Zoltán Imre in his corresponding piece describes the almost subterranean presence and influence of Hungarian entrepreneurs in the second half of the nineteenth century: engaging in developing and propagating the genre of the operetta, through which they created a virtual Hungarian presence on the Western stage thwarting the political appropriation of Hungary by the Habsburg Empire. The distinct style of operetta, widely recognized as ‘Hungarian’ as well as the comic character of the operetta-Hungarian created a visibility of the Hungarian people – under the condition of a political system and cultural mainstream that did not allow for autonomous political self-representation.

But the global scene of the nineteenth century is rather incomplete if we eclipse the non-Western empires that were partners and sometimes competitors or even adversaries in the global arena:


•The Ottoman Empire has been the iconic counterpart of the West, beginning in the fourteenth century and lasting into the better part of modern period. Encompassing territories from the Levant, to the Balkans and eastward to Persia, this huge empire represented the ‘Other’ in the European imagery. As Osterhammel has pointed out, it is one of the significant weaknesses of the post-Vienna order that the Ottoman Empire was absent from the negotiations,16 yet since the Napoleonic invasion of Egypt (1798–1801) a multifaceted process of modernization was instigated within its territories.17

•The Chinese Empire, established about 200 BC, reaching the form of a centralist state in the 1760s, had developed an order of its own – which guaranteed its independence for a long period. In the second half of the nineteenth century, the Chinese Empire was attacked several times and became the object of colonial desires. Although China never officially lost its political autonomy, it was forced to open up for Western enterprises.18

•The case of the Japanese Empire is an extremely interesting one: Japan, which had employed a radical policy of closure (with the exception of China), was compelled by the military force of the US navy to open the country in 1854. Subsequently, the Japanese elite started a rapid process of modernization, known in Japanese history as the Meiji period, in which a centralist political order headed by the tenno, the Japanese emperor, was installed. This modernization – which also comprised the importation of Western drama and theatre – was the foundation of Japan’s predominance. Japan became a colonial power controlling Korea and Taiwan after the Sino-Japanese War (1894/95).19

•In addition to these traditional states one could also count the United States as one of the rising empires although it never defined itself as a colonial power in the traditional sense. But following the Monroe doctrine of 182320 the US made the claim that the American hemisphere must be kept out of the European hegemonic sphere. The Spanish-American War of 1898 marks how this claim was buttressed by the readiness to use military power in the pursuit of hemispheric interests.


In addition to these rather stable political systems, sustained by diplomatic relations, bureaucracies, and more or less clearly defined administrations, the global politics in the nineteenth century was determined by the rise of hegemonic and colonial relations of various kinds and structures: Africa, especially, was subject to Western hegemonic aspirations which led to a division of the continent – without any consideration of existing ethnic, tribal, political or historical units. Imposing the Western concept of statehood on almost every region in the world, ignoring traditional structures of loyalty and adherence, created a political geography whose contradictions and aporia are still present in the twenty-first century.

For theatre people, this newly established global arena gave rise to new kinds of profitable activity. Tracing the activities of the actor-entrepreneur Maurice Bandmann (1872–1922) who was active in a spatial arena that reached from the Mediterranean through India up to Japan and the Philippines, Christopher Balme has sketched the prototypical structure of a theatrical network that followed the path of European colonial power – fuelled by global capitalism and the claim of bringing Western civilization to the world.21 Yet the increase of touring troupes is not to be reduced to a single-road perspective of Western artists and entrepreneurs flooding the world with their artistic fare, we also see the rising significance of international troupes touring not only regionally but also in the West. Of course, these are partly included in the colonial framework – for example the ethnic troupes appearing at the World Exhibitions – but others appear as self-confident representatives of their culture, claiming a cultural exchange on an equal footing.

The history of many of these troupes is still largely unwritten – eclipsed by a historiographic framework that still favours the nation as its point of reference. Figure 0.2 shows one of these examples: the troupe of Burhanettin Tepsi of Constantinople – here shown at their visit in Berlin in the early twentieth century – presents itself as an ‘Oriental’ troupe although they were considered (and sometimes faced political repression) as modernizers in the Ottoman Empire.

[image: Book title]

FIGURE 0.2:   The troupe of Burhanettin Tepsi during their Berlin tour in the 1910s. P8144. Theaterwissenschaftliche Sammlung, University of Cologne.


In her contribution to this volume Stanca Scholz-Cionca discusses at length the example of the Japanese actress Sadayakko, who toured with great success through Europe and the US managed by Loïe Fuller, the famed skirt dancer. Even this prominent performer consciously walked the line between the stereotypical expectations of Western audiences and her own self-concept as artist. In a broader perspective, not all non-Western artists were granted individual appreciation: while Sadayakko became famous in her own right, other performers were unnamed and considered ‘specimens’ of their ethnic culture, largely forgotten by (theatre) history.

THE IDEA OF THE NATION

The concept of empire cannot be understood without its dialectical counterpart: the nation. One key transition in the political system from the ancien régime to the post-Napoleonic structure is the rise of the idea of nationhood as a formative political category. The French Revolution – in this matter symptomatically different from the earlier American Revolution that created a different concept of ‘the people’ – centred on the idea of the people as the central political subject. Therefore, when Napoleon crowned himself as Empereur des Français [Emperor of the French], the legitimizing reference was the French as people not a hereditary line.22 The Napoleonic Wars stirred the national sentiment in all European regions, mostly to be contained afterwards and disappointed by the Congress of Vienna that aimed at restoring some sort of aristocratic order. But the Congress of Vienna did not simply return to the ‘old’ aristocratic order that was organized by dynasties but started to define political entities by their territorial core.

This new-old aristocratic order created political entities in Europe that were vaguely based on traditional dominions – such as the kingdom of Bavaria – that aimed at amalgamating territories and dynasties.23 Yet, many of the national claims were rejected by this process – partly in order to avoid the predominance of a single party in Europe – thus neither Italy nor Germany became a nation-state before the second half of the nineteenth century, with the creation of the Kingdom of Italy in 1861 and









COSMOPOLITANISM































MODERNIZATION













LOCATING THE NINETEENTH CENTURY: THE CITY














URBANIZATION OF THE THEATRE



















THE EXHIBITIONARY COMPLEX AND SPECTATORSHIP AS A CULTURAL PRACTICE







	Institution
	England
	France
	Germany
	USA



	Museum
	British Museum (1857)
	Louvre (1793/1801)
	Städel in Frankfurt/Main (1815)
	Metropolitan Museum of Art (1872)



	Exhibition/Fair
	London (1851)
	Great Exhibition Paris (1855)
	Only national exhibitions
	Philadelphia (1876)



	Department Store
	Harrods (1849)
	Au bon marché (1838)
	Wertheim (1896)
	Marble Palace (1846)



	Zoo
	London (1828)
	Ménagerie du Jardin des Plantes, Paris (1794)
	Zoologischer Garten Berlin (1844)
	Philadelphia Zoo (1859, opened 1874)

































THE FORMATION OF THE SPECTATOR AS A PUBLIC SUBJECT















CONCLUSION
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