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Chapter 1

Transitions

The Nature of Transition Struggles and the Background to the Anglo-American Struggle

In much of the literature that addresses transitions in world power such transitions are treated:

(a) as fairly straightforward matters of relative economic and military power;

(b) as if the state actors involved are relatively homogenous; and

(c) as if only two main actors were involved.

Neither (a), (b), nor (c) is true. As this book will show, the transition between British and American hegemony was the most drawn out struggle in the history of the world-system as well as the most complex, involving multiple actors in what we now call a multi-polar world. Analyzing that struggle is complicated by the fact that many historians, especially diplomatic historians, see its most active period, between 1919 and 1947, as a period of rapprochement between Britain and America that began in the 1890s and the emergence of what is usually called “the special relationship.” In fact the struggle began as early as 1861 and, if anything, intensified between 1919 and 1947.

The book has three organizing principles. The first is to elaborate a model of transitions based on earlier work (Hugill 2009a). This requires commentary on far more than just America and Britain, so that the central focus on that transition will occasionally digress into consideration of events in other states and polities. Complicating such commentary is that many states have more than one polity embedded in them. This was in particular true of America, with at least three. The second is to build a cultural component into a hitherto largely materialist model. And the third is to argue that the last major transition, between Britain and America, was driven largely by technological change. In that regard the book is informed by the remarkable statement made by President Woodrow Wilson while attending the Versailles Conference in 1919 that, in the coming world, there would be three technological arenas of competition between America and Britain: in international transportation, in international communications, and in petroleum. The book is structured on the basis of Wilson’s analysis. Whether this was Wilson’s own analysis or derived from his advisers is unclear. Wilson himself had little technical education, his Ph.D. was in Political Science from the Johns Hopkins University in 1886, and he also studied history, economics, and German. One of his main advisers was Rear Admiral William H. G. Bullard, director of naval communications from 1919 to 1921, who almost certainly framed Wilson’s understanding of international communication.

The struggle over international transportation is divided into chapters on the struggles over maritime transportation and aviation. International communications is divided into struggles over telecommunications and broadcasting. Petroleum sits by itself as part of what one contemporary observer called The Oil War (Mohr 1926), a concept that more recent observers reject (Bromley 1991), although one well supported by accounts from the 1920s. The book concludes by examining the shift of Australia from its dependence on Britain as late as 1941 to the ANZUS Treaty of 1951 when it accepted American hegemony.

The term world-system is here used generically in the lower case as a way of describing quickly the increasingly interlocked and globalizing system of economic, cultural, and political development that has characterized the world-economy since the 1430s (Hugill 1993), without implying much adherence to World-System theory in the upper case as espoused by Immanuel Wallerstein (1974), although some of Wallerstein’s later work provides a useful framework (1984). The relative economic and military power of the competing states and polities in the Britain to American transition was certainly important, but such materialist arguments are by no means determinative: cultural power also played a strong role. Complicating such materialist and cultural analyses is that a wide range of types of state actors were involved, although it makes sense to treat them as falling into two main types: trading states and territorial states (Hugill 2009a). But perhaps the most serious problem is that the length and complexity of the Britain to America transition makes it difficult to see the transition as the single process it really was. Although the process began with the American declaration of economic “war” on Britain represented by the Morrill Tariff of 1861 (Hugill 2009b) the transition’s most active period was from 1919 to 1947, when America finally shifted to seeing itself as a world rather than as a regional or a hemispheric power (Meinig 2004).

Critical Questions

The most critical questions throughout the transitional struggle were:

(a) what actually was the nature of the struggle for hegemony: was it in the main a material struggle or were there powerful cultural components?

(b) if, when, and how America could and would supersede Britain?

(c) how both countries thought about the transition, which both clearly recognized was occurring?

(d) what role would be played by the other serious challenger, Germany, as well as a series of lesser actors and sometimes challengers: China, France, Italy, Japan, and Russia?

(e) and what forces underlay and drove the transition: in particular geopolitical; technological; and cultural?

The nature of the struggle for hegemony is perhaps the hardest question to pin down, and its cultural component harder still. Previous interpretations of the hegemonic struggle tend to be heavily materialist (see, for example, Wallerstein 1974; Modelski 1978; Hugill 1993). I am indebted to Jonathan M. Smith, one of my colleagues in the Geography Department at Texas A&M University, for helping me attempt to define the cultural component.

As Wilbur Zelinsky pointed out many years ago, American culture is driven by notions of messianic perfectionism that arose from the settling of New England. This derived in large part from the Calvinist fervor brought by many English settlers to that part of the New World and their attempts to create a perfect community, the classic “City on a Hill” of their religious imagination. Zelinsky also propounded “the doctrine of first effective settlement” to explain the disproportionate influence such beliefs would have on American society going forward (Zelinsky 1973). But such Calvinist ideals were by no means lacking in England itself, since many of the Calvinists remained in England. Their ideals drove Cromwell’s forces in the three English civil wars that stretched from 1642 to 1651, and had a heavy and continuing influence on English society despite the move away from the excesses of Puritanism at the Restoration of the monarchy in 1660.

At what might be described as the deep cultural level, the transition from British to American hegemony was understood as part of a “flight of the divine spirit” by Americans who saw themselves as founding a “New” England purified of an archaic aristocracy and an established church. John Dewey expressed this cultural interpretation of hegemonic shifts well in his German Philosophy and Politics when he wrote:

Philosophical justifications of war follow inevitably from a philosophy of history composed in nationalistic terms. History is the movement, the march of God on earth through time. Only one nation at a time can be the latest and hence the fullest representation of God. The movement of God in history is thus particularly manifest in those changes by which the unique place passes from one nation to another. War is the signally visible occurrence of such a flight of the divine spirit on its onward movement. (Dewey 1915, 118)

In Britain a great many Calvinists, Whigs, and radicals embraced this “divine spirit.” They admired, envied, and, as far as possible given the complexity and constraints of British society at the time, emulated New England’s ability to purify itself of Old England’s shortcomings (Jonathan M. Smith, personal communication, December 2014). The passage of the “unique place”—in the terms used here, the shift in hegemony—was thus very peaceful on a cultural level, even if filled with alarums and excursions on the level of material struggles. Even those material struggles were predominately economic in character, with military alarums pretty much gone from the scene following the War of 1812. They popped up in the American imagination from time to time, most notably in misplaced northern fears of Britain supporting the Confederacy on materialistic grounds in the American Civil War to ensure its cotton supply. From a cultural perspective, however, given the triumph of the antislavery movement in Britain, driven strongly by the rise of Presbyterianism in Scotland and Methodism in England, the drive by such “Saints” of the Church of England as William Wilberforce to embrace a strong moral stance against slavery, and the creation of the Clapham Group, such fears seem inexplicable. The main British diplomat in Washington throughout the Civil War period, Lord Lyons (served 1858–1865), had no sympathy whatsoever for the emissaries of the Confederacy who constantly importuned him, and his extensive correspondence with Whitehall available in the British National Archives makes this completely clear.

The most active phase of the Britain to America transition began in 1919. With World War I (WWI) over and Germany seemingly defeated it was obvious that Britain would seek to restore the primacy in world export markets it had been steadily losing to America and Germany from the 1870s. President Wilson both saw this clearly and followed an entirely materialistic, economic interpretation of the struggle, commenting “we are on the eve of a commercial war of the severest sort, and I am afraid that Great Britain will prove capable of as great commercial savagery as Germany has displayed for so many years in her competitive methods” (footnote 17 in DeNovo 1956).

The climax of the struggle over the three technological arenas identified by Wilson at Versailles occurred between 1944 and 1947. At the popular level, as well as that of academics using a “wars of hegemonic transition” model, American hegemony emerged from military victory in 1945 in a two-front world war, primarily against Germany but also against Japan. Economic historians lean to hegemony emerging from the forging of the Bretton Woods financial agreement in 1944, after which the American dollar replaced the British pound as the global reserve currency (Steil 2013). But the real struggle between Britain and America did not involve military action and the loss of status by the pound sterling was evident as early as 1919 (Tooze 2014). Only the accumulation of American fiscal mistakes that led to the economic collapse of the Great Depression prevented the dollar triumphing earlier (for a cogent account of this failure see Ahamed 2009).

In practical terms American hegemony emerged from the complex set of cultural, policy, and technological struggles foreseen in part by Wilson at Versailles. These were the struggle over marine transportation (technology and policy, chapter 2), the struggle over international air transportation settled by the Bermuda Agreement of 1946 (policy and technology, chapter 3), the struggle over international telecommunications settled in Atlantic City in 1947 (policy, chapter 4), the less easily defined and dated struggle over broadcasting that was not really settled until the 1960s (cultural, chapter 5), and the struggle for the petroleum resources of the Middle East effectively settled by President Franklin Roosevelt’s agreements with King Ibn Saud of Saudi Arabia in 1945 (technology and policy, chapter 6). By 1947 American hegemony was clearly established in all but marine transportation, where American technological and policy missteps were even more legion than those of Britain, and international telecommunications, where a declining Britain was able to muster enough international support to fight off the worst of the American challenge. In some ways these struggles continued after 1947, especially over the sale of aviation technology (Engel 2007), but by that point there was no longer any question about American hegemony.

By the standards of conventionally structured histories a period that extends from 1861 to 1947 fits into no conventional “era.” As for complexity, the relatively straightforward economic struggle between two great trading states begun in 1861 was generally masked by the much bloodier politico-military struggles, often geopolitical in nature, between trading and territorial states and between territorial states that, conventionally, we define as WWI and World War II (WWII), and which can also be called the German wars. It is fitting, however, that the period from the American challenge of 1861 to hegemonic victory by 1947 effectively begins and ends with military conflicts.

In the first of those conflicts, its Civil War, America finally defined itself both politically as an industrial state focused on the North and geopolitically as a federal union of states that controlled the midsection of the North American landmass and would brook no secession. The Civil War was also the first really modern war: it saw, among other horrors, the first use of machine guns, barbed wire, trenches, submarines, and heavily gunned ironclad battleships. In that war many northern politicians still regarded Britain as a serious potential military opponent, believing Britain tied culturally and economically to the Confederacy through its need for cotton.

In the aftermath of the Civil War Britain embarked on a process of appeasement of America (Kennedy 1983b). Britain settled the Alabama claims, signed the Treaty of Washington in 1871, and accepted American claims over Canadian in settling arguments over the Bering Sea, fishery rights, and the international border. The treaty was the first step toward the rapprochement of the 1890s. When American Marines deposed the Hawaiian monarchy in 1893 Britain made no attempt to enforce its 1843 treaty supporting Hawaiian sovereignty. In 1898 Admiral Dewey was given enough warning by the British to coal his warships in Hong Kong before war was officially declared and he proceeded to the Battle of Manila Bay. Without such warning the provisions of the Treaty of Washington would have prevented Dewey from coaling. Britain alone of the world powers politically and publicly supported the Americans in the resulting Spanish–American War. And in 1901 Britain backed away from the Clayton–Bulwer Treaty of 1850 requiring an internationally controlled canal across the narrow isthmus separating the Atlantic and Pacific oceans and signed the Hay–Pauncefote Treaty that allowed America to build Panama Canal under American control.

In the last of those wars, the long war of the twentieth century—conventionally WWI and WWII—that began in 1914 and, separated by an armistice, ended in 1945, the declining hegemon, Britain, fought side by side with the rising hegemon, America, as allied trading states with and against an assortment of other states, predominately territorial with one exception, who also fought among themselves, several of whom changed sides. In WWI American support of Britain was slow to come, in part because of American reluctance to enter the war, in part because of America’s internal cultural struggle. Although many Americans favored Britain there were also strong pro-German feelings within an America settled heavily by Germans, and strong anti-English feelings among America’s Irish. In addition Wilson was no fan of Britain (Tooze 2014). Even so, the only consistency in the long war of the twentieth century was that Britain and America were allied against Germany. France operated as a trading state allied with Britain and America in the first of those wars. After incompetently opposing Germany in 1940, however, she sat out the second phase of the war as a conquered power in a not totally unwilling alliance with Germany (Blouet 2011). Italy, Japan, and Russia were, at various times and sometimes in the same war, willingly allied with states that at other times were their opponents.

Such transitional periods look confusing when they are occurring, and are characterized as periods of multi-polarity. Given the essentially self-preserving nature of power in the world-system, Britain continued to appear powerful on the world stage after WWI albeit, as one historian has it, as a “weary titan” (Friedberg 1988). In retrospect, however, some of the challengers recognized the essentially Potemkin village nature of British power by the 1920s, none better than the Japanese. Japanese exposure to Britain was recent compared to America and Germany, so Japan was less impressed by British power. Although Japan had embraced a German vision of how to organize its army after the German defeat of France in the Franco-Prussian War of 1870, German occupation of Kiautschou Bay in China between 1898 and 1914 as the base for its Asiatic squadron tended to push Japan away from Germany, and Japan fought WWI as part of the western alliance, occupying Kiautschou Bay from 1914 to 1922 (Miyake 1977). Kaiser Wilhelm’s inflammatory comments about “the yellow peril” also did not help relations. But the virulent stand taken against free Japanese migration to the west by Australia, pressed to do by America at Versailles, and the discriminatory treatment of Japan under the terms of the Washington Naval Treaty of 1922 pushed Japan away from its WWI allies. Although Japan spent much of the 1920s and 1930s in geopolitical isolation, Japan was also increasingly influenced by a German geopolitik that emphasized the inevitability of German rise and British decline as well as by the sentiments in favor of a German–Japanese alliance expressed by the author of that geopolitik, Karl Haushofer (Hayes 2004; Herwig 2016).

Certain forces run through this British–American transition process, inform this book, and are embedded from chapter 2 to chapter 6. The most significant force has been whether a polity acts predominantly as a trading or a territorial state at specific historical moments, which determines its geopolitical role. However, this and other forces were heavily affected by the massive time-space compression made possible by rapidly evolving new systems of transportation and telecommunications (Warf 2008). This rapid acceleration of the rate of change in important geopolitical, technological, and cultural systems was devastatingly difficult for the relatively simple political and economic structures of the mid- to late-1800s to manage, and it forced those structures to evolve rapidly and often painfully. Some structures just collapsed.

Other than state type, three forces were dominant and all three underwent constant and rapid change: technology; math and science; and demography. Important lesser changes came in cultural attitudes to ethnic, racial, class, and gender differences. The changes in technology can be summed up as the shift, in different regions, on different schedules, and with different levels of human input, from the Eotechnic via the Paleotechnic and Neotechnic (the terms are from Mumford 1934) to the beginnings of the Infotechnic, although it was the changes in transportation and telecommunications technologies that had the most geopolitical impact (Hugill 1993; 1999a). The states that adapted best to and best managed these changes did best overall. The states that failed to do so usually failed disastrously.

First, the world-system of 1861 was, with one important exception, still mired in the Eotechnic: driven by ancient technology, as the Greek prefix Eo-indicates. It was organically powered, with small increments of power from falling water and wind, the last being most important for a global transportation system based on wind-driven ships. The exception was the hegemonic power, Britain, which had achieved that hegemony, in part, by its pioneering embrace of technological innovation, math and science, and thus the Paleotechnic: conventionally, the steam-powered factories of the Industrial Revolution and the application of steam to both waterborne and overland transportation. Cultural forces, such as a form of property rights that tended toward representative government, also played a part, as authors such as Ferguson make clear (2011). Other powers, especially would-be hegemons, had to struggle to catch up, but catch up they did, by embracing the emerging math and science-based technologies of the Neotechnic from the 1870s on, just as Britain started to fall behind. In 1861 the most powerful explosive was gunpowder: by 1947 the first nuclear weapons had been used. By 1947 states in Europe, America, and Asia had fought two global wars using such powerful Neotechnic technologies as telecommunications, organic chemistry, electricity, radar, and petroleum, to say nothing of such military devices as machine guns, big gun battleships, aircraft, aircraft carriers, submarines, tanks, nuclear weapons, and the like. On the cultural front some states had begun to encourage women to enter the labor force en masse and treat groups who had been regarded as second-class citizens more equally. Others, however, had defined some second-class citizens as subhuman using pseudoscientific racism or as political enemies of the state and systematically attempted to exterminate them.

Second, underlying these technical and cultural changes, not initially responsible for many of them, but ultimately the driving force behind their developed forms even when misused, was the force of scientific change. Although European polities were already moving toward science much earlier (Ferguson 2011), between 1861 and 1947 the world went from being largely ignorant of math and science and empirical in its approach to changes in technology and culture to one in which such change was driven by math and science and thus seemed at least to be more predictable. The key math and science driven technologies were organic chemistry, electronics, fluid—and thus aero—dynamics, and nuclear physics. These Neotechnic technologies did not develop at all evenly in the world-system and the states that did best at educating as many as possible of their citizens in math and science, whatever their ethnicity, race, class, or gender, tended to gain at least temporary advantages over those that lagged. Attempts to apply science to cultural areas for which it was not designed, as in the case of social Darwinism, could also produce disastrous problems through the application of what was called scientific racism. Germany suffered most from this.

Third came a more subtle change, in demography. Birth and death rates were everywhere high in 1861, life expectancy moderate, and education levels generally low, more notably so for some groups, especially women, than others. Birth and death rates fell at different rates in different regions, and life expectancy and education levels rose, though unevenly, especially for women. In 1861 Europe and European-derived cultures were not much different demographically from other major world regions. By 1947 the differences in life expectancy, education levels, and the relative status of different groups, especially women, who generally had attained voting rights after WWI, between most European and all non-European cultures with the marginal exception of Japan were remarkable.

If, in retrospect, these three major changes, other lesser ones, and the way they were managed were dominant in shaping the transition, they were not always seen as such as the transition unfolded. The more traditional historical forces of dynastic change, military activity, the maneuvering of political elites for power, and the agency of powerful individuals did not stop operating, nor have historians stopped writing about them. Those forces, however, now had to deal with the technological, scientific, and demographic changes that were beginning to assume much more centrality to the world-system and to the process of hegemonic transition. The polities that adapted to, brought under control, and discovered how to direct and create these new forces did best. In the long run these polities were in the trading, not the territorial states.

This book is about America’s particular success in managing those changes in its drive to succeed Britain as global hegemon. America’s cultural self-image generally denies any such drive for hegemony, but it is self-evident in American culture at almost all levels: from the ideals of American exceptionalism in the late 1800s to the neoconservative behavior of the late 1900s; from the religious ideals of the various “Great Awakenings” of the nineteenth century to the swirl of mission activity that characterizes much American religion today; and from the boy’s adventure novels that became popular in the late Victorian period to such modern popular culture movie icons as “Rambo.”

Transition Theory and State Type

States tend to fall into two main types, trading and territorial, although when there are multiple polities embedded within states they are often in conflict for control of the levers of state power. The first person to argue that multiple polities were embedded in one state was the founder of British geopolitics, Halford Mackinder, when he noted that, after the Congress of Vienna of 1815, Germany came to contain two polities that pursued conflicting geostrategies: “Prussia obtained a detached territory in the old Germany of the west, which territory was divided into the two provinces of the Rhineland and Westphalia.” The emerging German state was thus divided between its “liberal Rhineland”—liberal in the sense of classic “Manchester liberalism” and thus a trading state—and “the conservative Brandenburg of Prussia,” a classic territorial state. The primary aim of the Prussian Junker class was to derive income from land and to expand east into the Slavic-dominated Heartland, control of which was identified by Mackinder in his seminal article of 1904 as central to global hegemony, to obtain more land. In the west, Mackinder noted, “the Teutonic element along the Rhine . . . [has] no deep-seated hostility to the French,” whereas in “East Europe there are also two principal elements, the Teutonic and the Slav, but no equilibrium has been established between them.” Although this last quote can be interpreted as shot through with the sort of notions of Anglo-Saxon superiority that were common in 1919, it also accurately reflects the geopolitics of the situation and the different geostrategies being pursued. Mackinder summed up the impact of this when he noted that, at the outbreak of WWI, “Berlin had not decided between her political objectives—Hamburg and overseas dominion, or Bagdad [sic] and the Heartland” (Mackinder 1904; 1919, 122–123, 131–132, 154; Hugill 2005).

The first thorough account of a state hoist between two competing polities came from the American historian Edward Whiting Fox, who reinterpreted French history as the history of “Two Frances,” a coastal trading polity looking out into the Atlantic that found itself warring with a territorial polity bent on expansion eastward. In Fox’s estimation this split, more than any other factor, accounted for French failure in the long series of wars with Britain that occupied the period from the late 1600s to 1815. French defeat in the Napoleonic Wars was largely because of the inability to focus on defeating its trading state enemy, Britain, while focusing on its principal territorial state enemies, Prussia and Russia. In the end, however the Russian winter, Prussian resurgence, and British ability, because it could generate wealth though trade, to pay or loan money to its allies to help prosecute the war, combined to bring down Napoleon and the French territorial polity (Fox 1971; Hugill 2005).

Recasting the long, complex transition between Britain and America in such theoretical terms requires at least some comment on the history and nature of transitions and on the nature of British and American polities in the transition period. In 1978 Modelski identified five hegemons in the world-system since the onset of the European expansions in the 1430s: Portugal, Holland, Britain 1, Britain 2, and America (Modelski 1978). Scholars such as Wallerstein have argued for only three hegemons in this period—Holland, Britain, and America—but where Wallerstein’s world-system model provides a useful model for how hegemony is won and lost it lacks a causal mechanism and ties hegemony too narrowly to economic policies. Wallerstein argues that protectionism is the policy of challengers from the semi-periphery, not the policy of a hegemon ensconced in the core, and that once a challenger “wins” it assumes the core policy of free trade (Wallerstein 1974; 1984; Hugill 2009a). Some of Wallerstein’s followers have argued that all transitions are necessarily accompanied by major wars between a declining hegemon and a rising challenger (Goldstein 1988; Taylor 1985). Wallerstein’s model excludes the transition from Holland to Britain 1 since Britain did not adopt free trade in the late 1600s but waited to do so until after the transition to Britain 2 in 1815. Taylor’s model excludes it because Holland and Britain never fought a major war and both either avoided or stayed relatively clear of the Thirty Years War, the major war of the Holland–Britain 1 transitional period.

Yet the Holland–Britain 1 transition is a good model for the Britain 2–America transition for precisely the reason that the two states (a) were trading states and (b) did not fight a major war, although America did switch from protection to free trade in the 1940s after achieving hegemony, thus meeting the needs of Wallerstein’s model. Both Holland and Britain were states dominated by trading polities and their struggle, pretty much over after 1688 when the Dutch national debt was moved to London, was economic rather than military. The British and the Dutch did, it is true, fight three almost entirely naval wars in the 1600s, but these were wars about trade that hinged on control of merchant shipping. Such wars, though brutal for the sailors involved, were more concerned with taking merchant ships as prizes than running up the body count or obtaining territory. Indeed, at the end of the Second Dutch War in 1667 the victorious Dutch actually ceded their North American colony of New Amsterdam to the British.

The first of the three Anglo-Dutch Wars of the 1600s (1652–1654) had broken out over Britain’s adoption of a particular form of protection under the guise of the Navigation Acts, requiring that only British ships carry goods out of British ports. The Dutch argued for a policy of mare liberum, “free seas,” in which ships should be free to drop off and collect goods in any port regardless of their place of registration. In other respects the Dutch and British economies of the period were protected through the general policy of mercantilism, which the British began to abandon in the late 1700s under the influence of the writings of first Adam Smith (1776), then David Ricardo (1817). When America adopted a policy of protection in 1861 it was in a very different economic period. Britain had repealed the Navigation Acts and had become aggressively liberal, mercantilism was dead, and Ricardo’s doctrine of “comparative advantage” was everything. Although by the late 1800s some American politicians were drifting into more aggressive forms of protectionism American protection was generally only about tariffs to protect infant industries from foreign competition, a concept embraced by Smith in The Wealth of Nations (1776). Internally America was completely liberal, with free trade between states enshrined in its constitution.

One must also examine the cultural issue. Following the Reformation the main countries of Europe were all heirs in various ways to the notion of “messianic perfectionism” that centered on Calvinist belief. In this sense a world-system model that includes Portugal might appear problematic, and a material explanation for Portuguese success rooted in material innovations in navigation and ship design might well be paramount (Hugill 1993). But Portugal was also driven, as later was Spain, by the Reconquista, a Christian messianic drive to remove Islam from Europe. Holland, Britain, and America, the subsequent hegemons, fit the drive for “messianic perfectionism” precisely. The principal challenger powers, France, Germany, and even Russia have also understood themselves in these messianic terms. Russia has seen itself very clearly as the “New Rome,” and the purity of its Orthodox vision of the world has driven it to attempt to root out the “heresies” of Catholicism and Protestantism.

Types of Transitional Struggle

Transitional struggles work out differently between different types of states. There are three main types of struggle: Type I struggles are between trading and territorial states; type II struggles are between trading states; and type III struggles are between territorial states. Hegemonic transitions are rarely straightforward type I, II, or III struggles. They are usually complex mixes of two or even three types of struggle. Type II struggles are largely economic, involving trade wars, tariffs, and highly focused military action aimed at gaining trade advantages such as capturing a larger merchant fleet from an opponent or gaining control of strategic geographic choke points. They are about controlling the flows of goods and raw materials that generate wealth and about the critical nodes through which such flows move and where they can be relatively easily interdicted. Type III struggles are basically struggles over control of territory and routinely eventuate in serious military conflict and great loss of life. Type I struggles can combine elements of both, but the trading states involved rarely seek any territorial advantage other than control of choke points.

There have thus far been four hegemonic transitions in the world-economy, all involving a type I military struggle. The states in italics and brackets were major actors in the military struggles in question. The states underlined were the principal territorial state challengers in that transition.

1. Portugal-Spain [Britain] Holland

2. Holland [France] Britain I

3. Britain I [France/Prussia/Russia] Britain II

4. Britain II [France/Germany/Japan/Russia-USSR] America

In each case, however, the type I struggle has been the most obvious and the one most written about. Transition 1 is the most problematic and the most obviously a type I struggle, since Spain’s interests in the New World mark it out as a territorial state. Portugal, forcibly aligned with Spain by royal marriage, was less of a territorial state, despite its territorial interests in Brazil. In transition 2 the “Wars of Louis XIV” were a type I struggle initially between Holland and France aligned with Britain, but ultimately between France and Holland aligned with Britain. They tended to obscure the type II struggle between Holland and Britain. Transition 3 was effectively between a commercial Britain and an industrial Britain that embraced first the Eotechnic, then the Paleotechnic forms of the Industrial Revolution (Hugill 1993). As such it was technically a type II transition if not much of a struggle, and in the history books it is the massive challenge from France and the type I struggle that caused that has been of most interest.

Transition 4, which is what concerns this book, was the most complex hegemonic transition yet in the world-economy, embodying all three types
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