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				Introduction

				THE MILLENARIAN EXPECTATIONS aroused by the ending of the Cold War first surfaced in December 1988 when the Soviet Communist Party general secretary Mikhail Gorbachev addressed the United Nations General Assembly. Dramatically announcing deep unilateral cuts to troop numbers along the borders of the USSR, he called for a “new world order” in which ideological differences would melt away. As American intellectuals hailed the end of history, U.S. president George H. W. Bush offered his version of “the vision thing.” Speaking to Congress shortly after Iraqi troops had invaded Kuwait, he pledged to get them out and predicted:

				Out of these troubled times . . . a new world order can emerge: a new era, freer from the threat of terror, stronger in the pursuit of justice, and more secure in the quest for peace. An era in which the nations of the world, East and West, North and South, can prosper and live in harmony. A hundred generations have searched for this elusive path to peace, while a thousand wars raged across the span of human endeavor. Today that new world is struggling to be born.1

				For both Gorbachev and Bush waning superpower tensions presaged an era of international cooperation and a revitalization of the  United Nations. But to others, this meant the onset of an unprecedented tyranny. In his 1991 bestseller The New World Order, televangelist Pat Robertson warned of the malign forces conspiring to take over the world in the name of virtue. A few years later, when an apocalyptic thriller of the coming End Times, the Reverend Tim LaHaye’s Left Behind, hit the bookshops, the Antichrist featured prominently in the shape of a handsome, articulate, and charismatic young secretary-general of the United Nations: Nicolae Carpathia is a man of violence masquerading as an apostle of peace, a ruthless Romanian who intends to use the UN to establish a global totalitarian dictatorship.2

				Some who particularly disliked the idea of a more powerful United Nations were reminded alarmingly of the prophecies of H. G. Wells. In his 1933 fantasy The Shape of Things to Come, Wells had foretold the eventual triumph of world government—he called it “manifestly the only possible solution of the human problem.” The book had described a decade-long war in Europe, a devastating plague, and the near collapse of civilization—a lengthy descent into chaos halted only once an English-speaking Dictatorship of the Air smashed the world’s organized religions and established an era of worldwide stability. A few years later, as the war he had anticipated erupted in Poland, the British novelist called on readers to fight for the better future a New World Order would usher in. “Countless people . . . will hate the New World Order . . . and will die protesting against it,” Wells had written in the first months of the war. “We have to bear in mind the distress of a generation or so of malcontents.” In the first U.S. presidential campaign of the new millennium, right-wing candidate Pat Buchanan recalled these words. “Well, Mr. Wells,” declared Buchanan. “We are your malcontents.” Buchanan’s nationalism was extreme, as his 0.4 percent of the vote suggested. But even before the victory of George W. Bush there was no mistaking the slump in American public approval ratings for the United Nations nor the mauling international organizations got whenever their funding was debated in Congress. The new president too turned his back rather publicly on his father’s multilateralism. “Thank God for the death of the UN,” wrote a Bush adviser, the neoconservative Richard Perle, in March 2003, as the bombs rained down on Baghdad.3

				More than the passing of time separates Wells’s The Shape of Things to Come from the world of Tim LaHaye, Pat Buchanan, and George W. Bush. The technocratic assurance of British imperial modernism forms a striking contrast to the libertarian anxieties of the fin-de-siècle American heartland. If one exudes confidence in the capacity of government and institutions to define problems and find solutions, the other sees in Big Government at home and abroad the always-present threat of totalitarianism. To be sure, plenty of people in Wells’s day thought his ideas far-fetched—every bit as far-fetched as most Americans find the talk of black helicopters and a New World Order engineered by a conspiratorial global elite. And of course, since the tragic fiasco of Iraq, U.S. foreign policy has returned to multilateralism, reluctantly during Bush’s second term and more decisively under Barack Obama. Yet the basic trajectory is real enough. We have moved from an era that had faith in the idea of international institutions to one that has lost it.

				But we have lost more than that. For the Wellsian idea of a rational supranational government for the world was just one species within a much larger genus of secular internationalist utopias that go back the best part of two centuries and span a vast ideological range. In contrast to the Wellsians, for instance, communists, free-market capitalists, and anarchists have all sought to get beyond the state completely and imagined a kind of postpolitical mingling of peoples. Somewhere in the middle, between world government and no government, lies a vision of organized cooperation among nations—in technical terms, intergovernmentalism rather than, or modified only weakly by, supranational institutions—of the kind that has inspired the United Nations, the European Union, and other such multilateral organizations. Embedded in a matrix of hopes, fantasies, and fears, what these all have in common is the vision of a better future for mankind, one that lies within our grasp and power and promises our collective emancipation. My aim in this book is not to peddle my own alternative to the many versions of this dream that have emerged nor to promote any one of these over the others. It is rather to explore their historical evolution, to show how some of them have shaped realities through the institutions that they have inspired, and to ask what is left of them today.

				These ideas and institutions originated in Europe before spreading across the Atlantic and around the globe during the two centuries of Western world hegemony that are now drawing to a close. The story is thus in its essentials a Western one that begins in the early nineteenth century among the diplomats of the European restoration. In 1815 they created the very first model of international government—the conclave of Great Powers known as the Concert of Europe—to manage the continent after Napoleon’s defeat. From 1815 onward, its statesmen met regularly to prevent any single power from ever again dominating and to stamp out revolutionary agitation before it could lead to war. But the logic of thesis and antithesis was soon at work. If the Concert was a response to Napoleon, internationalism as the nineteenth century understood the term was nothing if not a response to the Concert. Even the word “international”—which was coined at this time—carried a radical charge. Internationalists embraced nationalism, the age’s most powerful transformative political creed, and assumed that nationalism and internationalism would go hand in hand to make the world a better and fairer place. Convinced that they held the keys to the future, they defined themselves against the conservative diplomats they despised, as well as against one another. Some like Karl Marx dreamed of workers banding together; Giuseppe Mazzini, who detested Marx, hoped republican patriots would forge a world of nations. Protestant evangelicals mobilized to hasten the brotherhood of man. Merchants and journalists called for free trade and the spread of industry. Scientists dreamed of new universal languages, spreading technical knowledge and carrying out great engineering projects that would unite humanity. Anarchists believed that states were the problem and formed a short-lived anarchist international. Lawyers believed politicians were the problem and urged states to give up war and to allow their differences to be settled by arbitration or through a world court. By the century’s end, even Europe’s secret policemen were holding international congresses to combat terrorism: the international had become the terrain upon which widely differing political groups and ideologies mapped their dreams and nightmares.

				If the first chapters of this book explore these developments, the later ones trace what happened once internationalism was embraced by the architects of a new world order and ideas meshed with power politics in unpredictable ways. Large international organizations such as the League of Nations and the UN did not grow up gradually. On the contrary, sponsored by Great Powers, their births were abrupt, and war was their midwife. Interwar commentators, who believed strongly that political institutions should evolve organically, understood that this very artificiality and novelty imposed a challenge, and thought that if the League of Nations won over large sections of global opinion through the ideals it embodied, it would gain the time to evolve in men’s hearts in the way that empires had done. Hardwired, therefore, into the new international bodies from the start was an inevitable tension between the narrower national interests that the Great Powers sought to promote through them and the universal ideals and the rhetoric that emanated from them.

				Most Great Powers in history have not, of course, felt the need for anything like the League or the Comintern or the UN. The Nazis, for example, dismissed the very idea of international organization. What really demands explanation is why first the British, at the height of their world power, and then the Americans should have invested time and political capital in building up international institutions at all. Historians whose writings celebrate internationalism as the gradual triumph of a virtuous sense of global community do not generally consider the question worth asking; neither conversely do those scholars who dismiss institutions as mere masks for Great Power wishes. Political scientists have addressed the question of the benefits of multilateralism, but mostly as part of an American conversation among scholars and policymakers about the character of U.S. foreign policy and the usefulness of the United Nations to the American national interest. Couched in the quasi-scientific language that this literature prizes, there is much talk about rationality and burden sharing, game theory, and the logic of risk. But because its chief function is to counsel those in power in Washington, it has rather little to say about the ideological goals behind liberal internationalism in its various incarnations.4

				In fact, both Britain and the United States had good reasons of their own to accept the compromises inherent in an internationalist policy. If the British supported the League of Nations in 1918 as a way to ratify a new territorial dispensation in Europe and safeguard their empire, the Americans for their part engaged to build up its successor in order to preserve the Great Power understandings reached during the Second World War and to provide a framework for diplomacy that would make world leadership acceptable to an American public always suspicious of lasting entanglements beyond the nation’s shores. It helped that Washington’s participation in the world body turned out to carry only minor risks of constraint since the United States was able to combine universalism and exceptionalism to an unprecedented degree, writing the rules in a way that mostly served its core interests and generally exempting itself from those rules its legislators disliked. Since everyone else wanted the United States in on almost any terms, these double standards were tolerated.

				The control of international organizations and the selection of their personnel necessarily therefore became and remains a vital interest for those powers centrally involved, from the choosing of a British secretary-general for the League of Nations at the end of the First World War down to our own day when the Japanese director-general designate for the International Atomic Energy Agency was described as confidentially reassuring a U.S. diplomat in 2009 that he “was solidly in the U.S. court on every key strategic decision.”5 Yet this is not a story that can satisfactorily be told solely as one of behind-the-scenes manipulation, and Washington policymakers should not be viewed as hypocrites, preaching universalism while remaining nationalists at heart. Sincerity was the essential lubricant of the entire mechanism, which could not have functioned without the widespread belief on the part of many of those most intimately concerned that the values of American liberalism were identical to the interests of the world writ large.

				The results, especially after 1945, were impressive. Multilateral institutions are not easy to control by any single state, as their history demonstrates. In fact, their lack of obedience was always one of the most persuasive unilateralist objections to them, and the main reason for the American disengagement from the UN in the 1970s, and the subsequent turn to the more easily controlled World Bank, GATT, and IMF. But these complications, estrangements, and tensions do not alter the fact that the blisteringly fast emergence of American global power after 1945 is unimaginable without the assistance and cover of the panoply of international institutions and the vast and noble ambitions—to stabilize the world’s money, eradicate its infectious diseases, spread democracy and growth—they incarnated.

				Today there is more global policymaking, in more varied forms, than ever before, and the unwary student soon finds him- or herself stumbling through a landscape of obscure acronyms that stretch endlessly into the bureaucratic haze. There are military alliances, such as NATO and WEU; intergovernmental organizations in the classic mold, from the UN to specialist agencies such as the ILO, ICAO, ICC, WHO, and GATT; regional bodies, like the Council of Europe, the European Commission, and the Organizations of American and African states; postimperial clubs, like the Commonwealth and the Organisation internationale de la Francophonie; quasi-polities like the European Union; and regular summit conferences like the G-20. Nor should one ignore the vast number of NGOs of all kinds, many of which also now play a more or less formalized role in shaping global politics.

				Navigating this crowded and ever-shifting terrain has never been straightforward and is about to become more difficult still. For if internationalism originated as an expression of Western political philosophies and Great Power needs, it is clearly now moving beyond that into something much more multicentered and fissiparous. It would be hard to overstate the significance of the threshold we are crossing as the West’s share of world GDP drops below 50 percent for the first time in at least two centuries. As new states such as Brazil, India, Indonesia, and China acquire power and influence, the international system (a comforting phrase that obscures more than it reveals) will change radically. As a result, much more will certainly be written from the vantage point of what was once known as the Third World to reframe the version of the history told here. What this book does is to focus upon the European and American actors who were primarily responsible for the originating institutional and conceptual apparatus. At a time of immense confusion about the purpose and durability of our international institutions, a better understanding of how we came to this point may help us. Today our very vocabulary for understanding where we stand in the world is hostage to confused thought and poorly articulate premises. What is “governance”? Who speaks for “civil society”? Is there such a thing as an NGO? The history of the evolving idea of governing the world may not provide definitive answers to such questions, but it can offer signposts.

				•  •  •

				THIS BOOK is in many ways a product of Columbia University. Perhaps no university is better situated to reflect on the relationship between international institutions and national power, and I have benefited from a group of colleagues and students unmatched anywhere for their knowledge of this subject. My thanks in the first place to the following people who read much and in some cases all of the manuscript for their immensely generous help: Michele Alacevich, Matthew Connelly, Marwa Elshakry, Nicholas Guilhot, Daniel Immerwahr, Martti Koskenniemi, Thomas Meaney, Samuel Moyn, Anders Stephanson, and Stephen Wertheim. I have also learned an enormous amount from Alan Brinkley, Deborah Coen, Vicky de Grazia, Nick Dirks, Carol Gluck, Jean-Marie Guehenno, Ira Katznelson, Greg Mann, Andy Nathan, Susan Pedersen, Rhiannon Stephens, and Fritz Stern. Students to whom I am indebted for their own work in this area and for stimulating conversations include Dov Friedman, Aimee Genell, Mira Siegelberg, and Natasha Wheatley. I owe a special thanks to Stephen Wertheim not only for his rigorous criticism but also for conversations that started the day he came to the department to see if he liked it, and that I hope continue long after his own dissertation is complete. For their assistance with diverse aspects of this sprawling project, my thanks too to Nikos Alivizatos, Margaret Anstee, Elia Armstrong, Duncan Bell, Eyal Benveniste, Manu Bhagavan, Fergus Bremner, Christina Burnett, Bruce Burnside, Benjamin Coates, Saul Dubow, Michael Doyle, Jan Eckel, Edhem Eldem, François Furstenberg, Maurice Fraser, Paul Goodman, Michael Gordin, Greg Grandin, Cecilia Guevara, William Hagen, David Kennedy, Thomas Kelley, John Kelly, Daniel Laqua, Peter Mandler, Petros Mavroidis, Jeanne Morefield, José Moya, Timothy Nunan, Dan Plesch, Silvio Pons, Gwen Robinson, Carne Ross, Steve Shapin, Brendan Simms, Bradley Simpson, Fritz Stern, Gillian Tett, Nicholas Theocarakis, John Thompson, Yanis Varoufakis, Joseph Weiler, Carl Wennerlind, and John Witt. For giving me the opportunity to inflict arguments from this book on various audiences, I thank Helmut Berghoff, Halil Berktay, Jim Chandler, John Coatsworth, Jonathan Hall, Stefan-Ludwig Hoffmann, Claudia Koonz, Thomas Laqueur, Jim Lehning, John McGowan, Gyan Prakash and Brigitta van Rheinberg, David Priestland, Susan Sutton, and Adam Tooze.

				With renewed appreciation of their brilliant blending of critique, patience, and encouragement, I thank my editors Scott Moyers and Simon Winder. And for his support, to the best of agents, Andrew Wylie. I was starting to write this book when my father died and it became a way of thinking about the achievements and outlook of his generation: I should like to acknowledge his influence and the constant encouragement of my mother. My greatest debt, infinite, is to Marwa Elshakry: I dedicate this book with much love to her and to our two children, Selma and Jed.
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				THE Era OF Internationalism

			

		

	
		
			
				PROLOGUE

				The Concert of Europe, 1815–1914

				A phenomenon without precedent in the history of the world.

				—Friedrich von Gentz, 18181

				BY 1953, the year of Stalin’s death, the young Henry Kissinger had already completed his military service, sped through an undergraduate degree at Harvard, and was putting the finishing touches to his doctorate. His topic—of seemingly antiquarian interest—was how after Napoleon’s defeat nearly a century and a half earlier, the Great Powers had managed the peace in Europe. The main protagonists were the victorious Big Four of the day—Austria, Russia, Britain, and Prussia—and their diplomats. They had continued to meet regularly long after Napoleon had been packed off into exile, allowed France itself to join them once the monarchy had been restored, and convened thereafter whenever a crisis threatened the stability of the continent. In the story of their meetings at places like Aix-la-Chapelle, Laibach, and Troppau (the very names conjured up a musty past), Kissinger saw a lesson of enduring value for his adoptive country. What long-dead European aristocrats like Metternich and Castlereagh could teach the United States was how to constrain a revolutionary superpower—for France read the USSR—and bind it into the rules of the international game.

				Kissinger’s focus upon the Concert of Europe, as the coalition was known, was understandable for another reason as well. Even at the time, its architects had been conscious of innovating in international affairs. “A phenomenon without precedent in the history of the world” was how Austrian chancellor Prince Metternich’s right-hand man, Friedrich von Gentz, had described it. Before the French Revolution, there had been endless alliances of states and princes, constantly shifting in order to preserve or disrupt the prevailing balance of power. The war against France had started out in this way, as a traditional coalition, but it had ended, Gentz wrote in 1818, as something new—“a principle of general union, uniting all the states collectively with a federative bond, under the guidance of the five principal Powers.”2

				Although Napoleon provided the catalyst for this, his conception of how to govern Europe had been very different. Huddled in furs in his coach on the retreat from Moscow a few years earlier, he had attempted to persuade his outspoken foreign minister, the Marquis de Caulaincourt, that he had been fighting “in the interests of the older Europe and civilization.” Caulaincourt did not mince words. “It is your Majesty they fear,” he told the emperor. “The Governments are afraid of a universal monarchy.” Aiming at continental domination, French rule had aroused strong popular reactions and made “the hatred of you into a national force.” Where the French sought unity, the Concert prized plurality. While Napoleon sought to draw up a new, uniform system of law across much of Europe, his opponents insisted on preserving the constitutional, legal, and social differences that distinguished nations from one another. He dethroned rulers and crowned his own relatives and colleagues; they wished to protect and where necessary to restore legitimate rulers. Most importantly of all, of course, he aimed to give France power above all others, whereas they believed in the overall supremacy of no single nation.3

				They did not, however, believe that all states were equal, which would have been a very different matter. They were conscious that Europe’s fate lay in their hands and saw themselves as the principal guarantors of its stability. In March 1814, the four powers agreed that their alliance would last for at least twenty years, and after Waterloo they drew up plans for periodic discussions of their “common interests.” France was accepted into the fold under the Bourbon king Louis XVIII. But Europe’s minor royalty were emphatically marginalized, something they tolerated only for the sake of peace and because they had no alternative. In Gentz’s words, “The states of the second, third and fourth rank submit tacitly, though nothing has ever been stipulated in this regard, to the decisions made in common by the great preponderant Powers.”

				The justification for this hierarchy—at least in the minds of the major powers—was that they articulated the collective interests of the continent. “And so Europe seems really to form a grand political family,” wrote Gentz, “united under the auspices of a high tribunal of its own creation, whose members guarantee to themselves and to all parties concerned, the peaceful enjoyment of their respective rights.” The victorious coalition against Napoleon thus became a political instrument that spoke of rights and law in the name of Europe just as much as Napoleon himself had done. But of course in Europe’s name many different programs were possible, and the continent’s small states were not the only ones to challenge the Concert and its claim to govern.

				For the Concert itself had a deeply conservative sense of mission. Based on respect for kings and hierarchy, it prioritized order over equality, stability over justice. What had been unusual and disturbing about the Napoleonic Wars for Gentz and his superiors was not that they had been waged by France but that they had attempted to export revolution. Gentz himself was a former student of the philosopher Immanuel Kant, but he had been converted to Edmund Burke’s view that the triumph of the French Revolution meant nothing less than the death of Europe. For the Anglo-Irish parliamentarian Burke, the Jacobin spirit and the desire to overthrow all inherited institutions placed the revolutionaries outside the pale of civilization so that a war against them could not be a limited conflict as in the past but must involve the total extirpation of their ideas and their power. Gentz agreed, but (unlike Burke) he believed that the restoration of the old order was impossible because too much had changed. What was needed to save what remained of the old was the creation of an entirely new set of arrangements among Europe’s states. “Things must change in order to stay the same”: no one understood better than Gentz and Metternich the wisdom articulated later in Giuseppe di Lampedusa’s great novel of nineteenth-century political transformation, The Leopard.

				Thus it was not surprising that the Concert of Europe started to claim the right to intervene across the continent in others’ domestic affairs. Gentz hailed the Concert’s achievement in rapidly stabilizing international relations, but he saw the possibility of revolution everywhere. “The interior of all European countries without exception,” he wrote in 1818, “is wracked by a burning fever, companion or forerunner of the most violent convulsions the civilized world has known since the end of the Roman empire. It is struggle, it is war to the death between the old and new ways, between the old and the new social order.”4 Everywhere—including in Britain—the managers of the new peace did their best to snuff out the still-smoldering “revolutionary embers.” In the German lands, where there were new restrictions on liberty of thought to ward off “revolutionary plots and demagogic associations,” the press and post were tightly censored; universities were kept under surveillance and secret policemen eavesdropped on seditious gatherings in taverns and cafés. “There is only one serious matter in Europe,” commented Metternich, “and that is revolution.” The 1819 Peterloo Massacre, in which fifteen people were killed when cavalry charged a large Manchester crowd demanding parliamentary reform, showed that British elites were in no mood to compromise either: legislation was introduced threatening anyone organizing a meeting for reform with arrest for “an overt act of treasonable conspiracy.”

				The Concert thus became associated with the idea of a conservative restoration across the continent, a restoration that would spy on radicals and intervene by force if necessary to put down revolutionary insurrections whenever they challenged the principle of monarchy. One of the dominant figures within the victorious coalition, Russia’s Tsar Alexander I, wanted much more even than this—he hoped to make the Concert a Holy Alliance of Christian powers. Having fallen for a time under the influence of a mystically minded Baltic German widow, the Baroness von Krudener, the tsar was convinced that Napoleon represented the Antichrist and the “Beast”; Europe’s salvation therefore rested on fostering a new sense of supradenominational Christian solidarity (preferably under his own leadership). As Russian troops marched in triumph through the streets of Paris, he and the baroness drafted the outline of an alliance that would bring Europe’s rulers together “in the name of one great Christian nation . . . for the protection of religion, peace, and justice.”

				The ostentatious piety and mysticism in all this were not attractive. But the idea of a peacetime commitment to rooting out subversives and radicals appealed strongly to Metternich in particular, and after a little creative rewriting, the Holy Alliance came into being as a subgroup of conservative powers within the Concert. Meeting at Troppau in Austrian Silesia, the Russian, Austrian, and Prussian monarchs insisted that they would regard states whose governments had come to power as a result of revolution as a threat to “legal order and stability” until they had proved their peaceful character. If others felt threatened by them, the three kings committed themselves “by peaceful means, or if need be, by arms, to bring back the guilty state into the bosom of the Great Alliance.”

				For the British, on the other hand, the alliance that defeated Napoleon had never been intended to be a “union for the government of the world or for the superintendence of the internal affairs of other States.” Castlereagh’s successor as foreign secretary, George Canning, opposed “the doctrine of a European police,” arguing that it was only when the national interest was affected by developments in another country that it was right to intervene. Thus right at the start of the history of international institutions we find states and politicians arguing over the limits of “the government of the world”: what in general terms was at stake in the dispute between the British and the central European empires was how far the creation of a set of arrangements among states might serve to legitimize military involvement in other people’s affairs. If this resonates today it is because, with the contemporary UN doctrine of the “Responsibility to Protect,” and the scale of U.S. military involvement in small wars around the globe, we find ourselves once more in a hierarchical world in which some states are more sovereign than others, and justify deep intrusions into the domestic affairs of others on the grounds that they collectively stand for the principle of “legal order.”5

				Interventionism and its limits were the grounds of the diplomatic rift between Europe and the Americas that took place in these years as a direct consequence of Concert policies. In 1823 France completed its swift rehabilitation as a conservative power when it invaded Spain, with the backing of Austria and Russia, and drove a revolutionary government out of Madrid. The return of absolutist monarchy there, with all its implications for the Spanish imperial domains in the Americas, had fundamental long-term consequences for world history. Confronted with the possibility of the Holy Alliance exporting counterrevolution across the Atlantic, U.S. president James Monroe warned the Europeans against intervening in the Western Hemisphere. This was scarcely a compelling threat at the time, given the size of the American navy. But it gained in force when backed by British foreign secretary George Canning, himself no lover of the Holy Alliance, who famously called on “the New World to redress the balance of the Old.” Not only did the two men thus open up the possibility of a distinctively hemispheric American conception of liberal internationalism that would serve the interests of progress rather than reaction, but Canning in particular anticipated the fundamental development of the twentieth century—the rise of Anglo-American hegemony and through it the creation of distinctively new international organizations based upon a repudiation of the very idea of the Concert’s European diplomacy.

				Resistance to the Holy Alliance also saved the spirit of republicanism. By effectively declaring the postimperial republics of the Americas off-limits to the conservative monarchs of Europe, Monroe and Canning kept the principle of democratic nationalism alive at a time when it was being repressed in Europe itself. This was critical for the subsequent history of international thought: Jeremy Bentham’s ideas, to take one example, were far more powerful in South America than they ever were north of the Gulf of Mexico. South Americans such as Chile’s Carlos Calvo and Alejandro Alvarez were important pioneers of the new international law, and Pan-Americanism itself emerged as an alternative to the ossified hierarchies and rivalrous alliances of Europe. The South American contribution to the League and the United Nations, to postwar global debates about development and neoliberalism, begins here in a nineteenth-century hemispheric counterdiplomacy that unified North and South in a common if uneasy embrace against European diplomatic hegemony.6

				In the short run, the Concert of Europe survived because too much was at stake for it not to. In the words of Britain’s Prime Minister Castlereagh, “the Great Powers feel that they have not only a common interest but a common duty to attend to.” Consultation checked their aggressive impulses, and even the Russians and the British hesitated before acting unilaterally in European affairs. Until the 1850s, in fact, the powers were united by much more than divided them: still sensitive to memories of the French Revolution, all the major powers talked about the sanctity of treaties and were suspicious of the growing agitation for parliamentary representation and workers’ rights, not to mention national liberation and tariff reform. Even the British, who were the most inclined to support liberal causes, did not want to jeopardize the settlement of 1815. Continental émigrés fled to the safety of Dover and agitated on the streets of London for the cause of Poland, Hungary, or Italy, but they did not generally succeed in turning Whitehall’s foreign policy in their direction. In 1848, Prime Minister Russell resisted calls to help the oppressed nationalities as they rose up against despotic rule across the continent, justifying his aloofness by arguing that it was for the sake of “the political independence and liberties of Europe.” English interests, in short, were identified with the preservation of the Vienna order, and Europe was defined in terms of the liberties of its sovereigns, not of their subjects or the rights of nations. “Each nation has its own rights,” was how the diplomats put it during the conference that created Belgium in 1831, “but Europe too has its right, given it by the order of society.” “Society” for the diplomats still meant the society of states, not that far more dangerous new terrain of class war and clashing economic and cultural interests that awaited them at home.

				Those social forces were, however, about to sweep away the Concert’s Europe. The political order it existed to defend looked very different from today’s. If a nation-state is defined as a state ruled in the name of an ethnic majority, there were no nation-states with the exception of France, and nothing that would approximate a modern understanding of a representative democracy. Neither Germany nor Italy yet existed. Instead there were some very large absolutist empires, a few constitutional monarchies, and a large number of tiny intermediary statelets with their own rulers, laws, and currencies. Poland had been partitioned in a land grab among the Great Powers that made perfect sense in terms of the logic of the Concert itself but seemed increasingly immoral as democratic sentiment spread. It was this political kaleidoscope that was swept away in the First World War, bringing into being a “New Europe” through the League of Nations that was in effect a dramatic and ambitious countermodel to the old and by now discredited arrangements established at Vienna a century earlier.

				By then, the Concert system had been in decline for some time. The revolutions of 1848 might have seemed like a failure—Alexis de Tocqueville had discerned in 1852 “a reaction against democracy and even against liberty”—but they were in retrospect the beginning of the end.7 Metternich himself had been forced into exile, spending his first winter out of power in the fashionable new English seaside resort of Hove. Going in the other direction was the first ever French president, Louis Napoleon, soon to declare himself emperor like his uncle. The Crimean War of 1853–56, which pitted the Concert’s members against one another in battle, may be taken as the onset of the transition. But the Franco-Prussian War of 1870–71 was the real watershed—beginning a new, far more intense rivalry among the powers, fueled by nationalism and Germany’s own ambitions, and made more menacing by the rise of large conscript armies, opposing alliance systems, and the deadly new technologies of machine warfare. By the time of the Balkan Wars of 1912–13, the old order really had broken down and the wishes of the Great Powers meeting in concert in London were blatantly ignored by Europe’s newest powers in the Balkans. Yet vestiges of the old Concert habits survived even the First World War. Alongside the new League of Nations that was supposed to have put paid to such archaic practices, Great Power diplomacy still went on—brokering peace between Italy and Greece in 1923, and trying to with Hitler at Munich in 1938. But the failure of “Peace in Our Time” underscored that a century after the apogee of the Metternichian system, the Concert presupposed fundamental agreement on the rules of the game, and could not work in a world of ideological warfare.

				•  •  •

				OR COULD IT? The murderous turbulence of Europe’s mid-twentieth century contrasted sharply with the stability of the Metternichian era, and Henry Kissinger was not alone in looking to the past to help guide the world toward a less chaotic future, nor in finding in the long peace of the nineteenth century a golden age of farsighted statecraft. Viewed from the era of the Korean War—where diplomacy seemed to be the only thing saving the world from conflagration—the architects of the Concert system seemed like visionaries. In the words of the leading American historian of the subject, Paul Schroeder, “Only the Vienna settlement got things right.”

				Yet what was odd about this positive verdict was that it diverged so sharply from what people had said about the Concert of Europe in its lifetime. For what looked like achievements when viewed from the bloody perspective of the twentieth century had struck pre-1914 observers and commentators much less favorably. A century of peace? But Europe after 1848 had certainly not been free of wars. Nationalists, especially in Germany and Italy, castigated the Concert’s failure to appreciate the desire for liberty in European affairs or to understand how to accommodate it. Democrats excoriated its secrecy, elitism, and repressive instincts. Activists like Shelley and Byron were revolted by the scale of reaction from the very start and made no distinction between the despots of the Holy Alliance and British statesmen like Castlereagh. “Here lie the bones of Castlereagh,” wrote Byron. “Stop, traveler, and piss.”

				For them and many others like them, the Concert of Europe had not mastered the new art of international government; it was, on the contrary, a symbol of the very problems—autocratic leadership, bellicosity, an incomprehension of the value of freedom and the power of social change—that a true internationalism was needed to solve.

			

		

	
		
			
				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
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