Myths of Modern Colonialism
‘Imperial repertoires and myths of modern colonialism,’ explores the idea that ‘modern’ colonialism was somehow different from older imperial models. The authors argue that rather than a ‘new type’ of imperialism, by looking at the period of the 19th century through the lens of ‘repertoires of power’, similar patterns of imperialism are easily discernible. Although they acknowledge that the growth in wealth and technology gave European powers an advantage, they point out that these same empires still had to respond to the demands of governance and administration – themes that were altered by the rise of the language of human and citizenship rights, but which continued to fall into a category of responsive rule.
· 19th century brought much more of the world under the power of a small number of states 
· those states got much richer than other places (especially their own colonies) – per capita income of Europe went from -3x Africa in 1820 to +5x in 1920
· Europe contrasted to backward colonial world, Ottoman and Chinese empires were opportunities
· Modern colonialism was more to do with engineers, doctors, not conquistadors – about mutual benefits instead of extraction
· Increasing wealth of countries like Britain meant using economic power and influence to directly or indirectly control overseas territories	
· Technology (steamboats, telegraph, machine gun, medication) allowed Europeans to penetrate more easily, cheaply, safely into places such as Africa
· Arrogance of power: subordination of “inferior” people; provision of separate/unequal pathways to progress (all part of 19th century European empires)
· Big gap between the potential for deploying technological innovations into societies vs actual deploying of innovations (Empires with most resources were among the shortest lives)
· No globalization, rather fragmented societies with disparities in the economy
· Europe’s 19th century began with Napoleon’s attempt to dominate Europe, and ended with the scramble for Africa and Southeast Asia
· As European powers were fighting for land in Europe, they did not recognize the new threat of Japan
· State and nation were not in alignment, blur between nation and race
· Different colonizers wanted Africans or Asians to fill different roles (laborers, Christian converts, traditional roles, soldiers, farmers, etc)
· Imperial strategies responded to the fact that people pushed back 	

· slavery was abolished in 1833, but that doesn’t mean there was equality; question of “how different could different people be governed when they were all, in some sense, British?”
· There wasn’t an economic reason for abolishing slave trade (Spanish Cuba’s sugar plantations became more profitable after the British abolished slavery)
· Self imposed discipline of moral obligation was closely linked to Protestant beliefs	
· After abolition, treatment of poor was still bad; attempt at teaching them how to work hard and be economic actors rather than “savage sloths”
· Once free, some slaves refused to go into wage labour and wanted to farm instead – strong identity of being an exception to the economic rule of wage labor
· Because of this, ex-slaves were not on a path toward equality, but subjects of racialized system of rule and labor discipline	
· Ex-slaves in French Caribbean entered directly into the category of citizen; racial discrimination still persisted however
· Spain kept hold of Cuba and Puerto Rico an Philippines; civil war in Cuba led to abolition of slavery, anti-spanish rebellions of 1806	led to American intervention
· Empires made the slave plantations possible, but imperial power also enable the abolition; America which was not an empire, was able to have slavery 30 years past the empires

· There was a pause in British empire-building and a shift in focus to try and make people do what was in British interest: keep tariffs low, and ensure British access to markets
· Latin America was a series of new fragile states in 1820s, so Britain was able to get their way with them in terms of trade agreements
· British had capital resources, skills, and mobility which gave them equal power to shape terms of interactions between Latin America, China, Africa and the Ottoman empire
· in the 19th century, Chinese and ottomans set constraints on European power, but later on depended on them for weapons and capital goods
· balance of power tilted towards Europeans (i.e. opium wars which are classic cases of using military means to make another state engage in commerce it didn’t want
· opium, tea, coffee, tobacco, sugar (all “addictive” were significant in shaping global consumer market
· opium trade expanded links between India, China which led to development of banks, insurance companies and concentration o capital in Calcutta, Hong Kong, Canton and London
· Treaty of Nanjing – terms set by Britain who won – including major payments by Qing for expenses, losses, damages, opening of 5 treaty ports, granting of Hong Kong to the British Crown
· British had machine guns, better ships, steam power, and better communication, backed by Britain’s industrial production and financial institutions
· By mid19th century, foreigners were judged by their own laws even on foreign soil
· After the opium wars, China had to trade on others’ terms, a wave of rebellions broke out in Muslim regions of the west due to the tension between Christianity being introduced and then by the end of the century there was a huge anti-Christian, anti-foreign uprising
· Hong Kong became a free port of entry
· France sought exclusive control over key outlets between the territory and the outside world
· Vietnam became second biggest exporter of rice
· Chinese and Indian merchants were major actors in the Indochinese economy
· Hong kong and Vietnam are versions of an enclave colony and of territorial colonization – Vietnam was dependant on exports, Hong Kong grew rich via networks developed by Chinese entrepreneurs
· The territories that eventually made up Australia, the British government founded settlements where they sent prisoners (so did many Western empires in different places)
· In Australia, New Zealand and Canada, the British allowed the people to slowly build towards responsible government within the empire (since they know they did it wrong inn North America)
· The idea of dominions was established: a component neither fully subordinate nor entirely autonomous
· The Dutch’s attempt to tighten its grip on Indonesia led to bloody wars and rebellions
· Even as European powers imposed stronger authority, they could not dismiss the importance of indigenous elites

· 1870s japan entered an imperialist game whose rules had already been set
· Meiji dynasty restructured Japan to become competitive in world markets and for engineering a revolution from above in transportation, industry and manufacturing
· China was losing its grip on areas to France, Germany, Britain and Russia; Japan feared of European encroachment 
· Japan sent expedition to “open Korea in 1876
· 1894 war against China over Korea
· 1895 Japan’s stunning victory allowed it to control Korea and Taiwan, part of Manchuria too
· Japan practiced imperialism of free trade on Korea
· Helped put down Boxer Rebellion in 1900 in China
· Posed as “big brothers” of Korea and Taiwan; hoping for a united Asian bloc to counter the west’s claims on territory
· Ottoman empire intractable to imperial ambitions of Europeans
· Had close relations to merchant communities – jews and greeks – but o longer effective when axis of trade turned away fro eastern Mediterranean
· British penetration of ottoman influence in Egypt, helping with their large debt
· 1882 occupation without full conquest by Brits
· the khedive was a representative sultan who was under the british “resident”
· Egyptians believe Istanbul should have done better at protecting them
· France took Algeria away from Ottomans
· French Algeria was done to gain power among European monarchs
· Previously under Ottomans, Algeria was loosely ruled but fear of losing face by Brits led French to attach Algeria head on
· French Algeria had differentiated rights because it was a melting pot of different cultures (French people didn’t really have any interest living there)
· Non-french Christians could become French (muslims, jews couldn’t)
· Muslim Algerians were thus second rank, without political rights, subject to arbitrary punishment
· Muslim Algerians were “French Nationals” but were not “French citizens” and could only become on by leading the French way of life (not muslim)

· Wide array of imperial powers exercised in 19th century: economic incentives, periodic demonstrations of coercive capacity to financial controls and treaty ports and colonies. 
· Racial subordination existed within regimes of power
· Hong kong merchants might experience both possibilities and humiliations
· Algeria muslims were subject to subordination, land grabbing, exploitation
· Vietnam impoverished workers , old mandarin elites, and successful planters played unequal roles
· France in Algeria and Vietnam, Dutch in Indonesia took on territorial colonization
· Great Britain extended informal power and influence
· There wasn’t a conscious effort to colonize, but rivalries amount European empire0states, the vulnerabilities of Ottoman and Chinese empires, Japanese empire building all changed the geopolitics of empire

-East India Company had become de facto power over much of subcontinent and a strong Influence over the rest by 18th century
· did not assert sovereignty but “paramountcy”
· Company rule accentuated weakening of Mughal emperor, giving intermediaries access to resources beyond the emperor’s control
· “princely states” directly ruled territories were under British eyes
· British needed intermediaries to supervise complex systems of revenue collection in states, these intermediaries exercised power themselves
· British India relied on land revenue, it reinforced local hierarchies and did not promote industrialization or free trade ”residency system” a single European assistant looking over the prince
· British thinking was very “orientalist” – they thought India had once been great, but now declining due to decadence – Brahmans found a place by advertising their wisdom in ancient laws, etc , this made the society very patriarchal 
· Over the 19th century, British thinking became harsher and they believed they were ultimately superior
· The company depended on Indian soldiers (sepoys) sepoys were used to disarm local rulers, punish rebels, and allow those who cooperates to maintain authority
· Few religious converts; British disgusted by “barbaric customs” i.e. self-immolation
· British and local elites depended on status quo and did not focus on making the land fully marketable commodities
· Company encouraged importation of cloths and massive and low prices, destroying once vibrant textile industry
· 1857 “the Mutiny” was a large scale revolt against discontent Indians (mainly soldiers)
· British response was threefold: India became fully under jurisdiction of British State in 1858 (not company); Queen Victoria was empress of India (1876); India ruled tightly with more British troops; India ruled more carefully (taxes of land decreased, care regarding alienation of land)
· 600 princely states within India
· British railways connected India like never before, but segregated carriages humiliated people
· India was separated in the eyes of British, but Indian intellectuals new of constitutional development worldwide (i.e. liberal Spanish constitution). The idea of “mother India” was born
· The importance of Muslims was downplayed in favor of ra direct link between an ancient sanskritic civilization and Hindu culture
· Irony that Indians were demanding right of English men while the British rulers were posing as Asian overlords
· Fruits of Indian labour were funneled to Britain
· “Home Charges” meant Indians paid for their own oppression (salaries of officials, etc)
· Deadly famine in late 19th century since they were compelled to produce export crops even when droughts occurred
· Indians developed a “national” conception – certain people at the core, others outside, other on the margin
Empire expanded: The scramble for Africa
· colonization of Africa arguably the epitome of modern colonialism: imposition of external power over primitive people
· as slave trade waned in first half of 19th century, trade of palm oil, coconut oil, cloves, peanuts increased, then in about 20 years the whole sub-Saharan Africa was colonized except Liberia and Ethiopia  (they were divided up by Britain, France, Germany, Belgium, Spain, and Portugal
· little was actually invested in Africa, and European capitalists found many other places in which to invest
· Germany was a new player in colonizing
· Europe’s empires sought to prevent another’s monopoly over a shrinking pool of global resources
· Africa included strong kingdoms near the coasts, Islamic empires linked to trans-Saharan trade, militaristic kingdoms like Zulu
· Africa was thus unpredictable, unstable, could lead to trade monopolies, interruption in flows of raw material
· Technological gap had widened, so moving in with their own better technology made the idea more feasible
· British used Indian troops in conquests in Africa and cultivated Indian allies
· Zulu fought back well against British, Ethiopia against Italians
· Activists illustrated Africa like a place ridden with tyranny and slavery that had to be slaved, so colonizing seemed benevolent
· France had colonized parts of Africa before Britain i.e. arid lands on the edge of the Sahara
· Germany conquered Cameroon, Southwest Africa
· Britain got the best parts: Nigeria, Gold Coast, Kenya
· Main rule made in conference in Brussels in late 19th century: colonial power should assure the end of traffic in slaves, arms, liquor (identified “Europe”… a group of states that set rules for acting elsewhere)
· Conference gave the picture that European empire building would be orderly, it wasn’t
· Colonizers appealed to middle class officials and tried to knock of traditional top chiefs; white people took complete control in the most part, power they invented
· Revolts: 100k Africans died in German repression in Tanganyika in 1905
· British governed by making chiefs collect tax, organize labor to build road, round up workers for railway construction; focused on “customary” law but purged of whatever Europeans didn’t like
· France tried assimilating more by educating some Africans 
· Belgium policed vigorously 
· French distinguished between “citizens” (French whites) and “subjects” (Africans in colonies, had little political voice and were made to do forced labor)
· Algerians could become French citizens if they got French education (very small number of people were able to)
· Even if people did become European nationals, they were still discriminated 
· Europeans who had children with African women felt they had the right whether to give the child his citizenship or not
· Biggest industries: trade in above mentioned + cocoa + mining copper and gold
· Europeans land grabbed, exploited, etc. made Africans mad
· People began investing in South Africa in late 19th century when gold and diamonds were found; large mine and labor force created, but very segregated from whites
· War between British government and republics in Africa in late 19th century
· King Leopold of Belgium gave quotas to villages in Congo and if they weren’t met, they would be punished through mutilation and executions
· America came into Cuba by “helping” them against repressive Spanish rule
· America came into Philippine by “helping” them against repressive Spanish rule
· Americans relied on Filipino elits to ensure functionoing of government and economy
· America didn’t want Filipino’s to become American or move into American territory = contradiction between imperialism and anti-imperialism. Deferred independence was a solution 
· US didn’t make institutions like the British who made the practice of ruling people differently overseas
CONCLUSION
· France Germany Britain Portugal and Belgium brought to their colonial conquests of late 19th century new technologies and a heightened sense of imperial entitlement 
· Britain focused on imperialism of free trade
· New technology made it easier to conquer Africa (machine guns, telegraphs vs messengers and horses)
· Emergence of black vs whites; disregard of humanity of indigenous people slaughtered in wars, blatant discrimination
· Colonial rulers still needed intermediaries (some exploiting their own people, some helping them)
· The problem wasn’t lack of technology etc, but the challenge of applying them to such a large population
· Constant issue between who should have rights of a citizen (especially in France and Spain)
· Not really “Modern” – bloody massacres, brutalized workers, denigration






