THE MODERN WORLD-SYSTEM 11

Mercantilism and the Consolidation
of the European World-Economy,

1600-1750

WITH A NEW PROLOGUE

IMMANUEL WALLERSTEIN



THE MODERN WORLD-SYSTEM I

Mercantilism and the Consolidation of the
European World-Economy, 16001750



| NOVA TO[TIUS TERRARUM OKBIS GEOGRAPHIICA AC HYFEDROGRAPHICA TABULA o

ERAC)ILE

“World Map,” by Joan Blaeu, 1638, from the Atlas Major. Joan Blaeu and his father Willem were the most respected cartog-
raphers of their time. Their maps were required on all Dutch ships engaged in trade with the Indies. Atlases replaced sheet maps
as the dominant cartographic form in the seventeenth century. In 1670, Joan Blaeu was appointed Map Maker in Ordinary to the
Dutch East India Company (VOC).



THE
MODERN WORLD-
SYSTEM I

Mercantilism and the Consolidation of the
Furopean World-Economy 1600—1750

WITH A NEW PROLOGUE

Immanuel Wallerstein

(3

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA PRESS

Berkeley Los Angeles London



University of California Press, one of the most distinguished university
presses in the United States, enriches lives around the world by advancing
scholarship in the humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences. Its
activities are supported by the UC Press Foundation and by philanthropic
contributions from individuals and institutions. For more information,
visit www.ucpress.edu.

University of California Press
Berkeley and Los Angeles, California

University of California Press, Ltd.
London, England

Previously published in 1980 by Academic Press, Inc.
© 2011 by The Regents of the University of California
ISBN 978-0-520-267589 (pbk. : alk. paper)

The Library of Congress has catalogued an earlier edition of
this book as follows:

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Wallerstein, Immanuel Maurice, Date.
The modern world-system.

(Studies in social discontinuity)
Includes bibliographies and indexes.
1. Europe—Economic conditions. 2. Economic history—16th century.
3. Capitalism. [. Title. II. Series.
HC45. W35 1974 330.94 73-56318
ISBN 0-12-785923-3 (v. 2) (hardcover)
ISBN 0-12-785924-1 (v. 2) (paperback)

Manufactured in the United States of America

20 19 18 17 16 15 14 13 12 11
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

This book is printed on 50# Enterprise, a 30% post consumer
waste, recycled, de-inked fiber and processed chlorine free.
It is acid-free, and meets all ANSI/NISO (Z 39.48) requirements.


www.ucpress.edu

To Fernand Braudel



This page intentionally left blank



CONTENTS

List of Illustrations
Acknowledgments
Prologue to the 2011 Edition

INTRODUCTION: CRISIS OF THE SEVENTEENTH CENTURY?

1. THE B-PHASE

2. DUTCH HEGEMONY IN THE WORLD ECONOMY
3. STRUGGLE IN THE CORE—PHASE I: 1651-1689
4. PERIPHERIES IN AN ERA OF SLOW GROWTH

5. SEMIPHERIPHERIES AT THE CROSSROADS

6. STRUGGLE IN THE CORE—PHASE II: 1689-1763
Bibliography

Index

i
x1

12
36
74
128
178
244

290
350



This page intentionally left blank



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

FRONTISPIECE:

INTRODUCTION:

CHAPTER 1:

CHAPTER 2:

CHAPTER 3:

CHAPTER 4:

CHAPTER 5:

CHAPTER 6:

“World Map,” by Joan Blaeu (1638). Chicago: Ed-
ward E. Ayer Collection, The Newberry Library.

“The Old Exchange at Amsterdam,” by Adriaensz Job
Berckheyde (late seventeenth century). Frankfurt:
Stadelsches Kunstinstitut.

“The Villager,” by Nicolas Guérard (late seventeenth
century). Paris: Bibliotheque National.

“Jan Uylenbogaert, Receiver-General,” by Rembrandl
van Rijn (1639). Amsterdam: Rijksmuseum.

“Louis XIV Visiting the Gobelins Factory,” Gobelin
Tapestry after a drawing by Charles Le Brun (1660s).
Versailles: Musée National du Chateaw de Versailles.
“Morgan’s Invasion of Puerto del Principe,” by John
Esquemelin (1678). New York: Rare Books Division of
the New York Public Library, Astor, Lenox, and Tilden
Foundations.

Drawing of a Swedish forge, by Carl Johan Cronstedt
(1729). Stockholm: Tekniska Museet.

“The South Sea Scheme,” by William Hogarth (1721).
London: British Museum. (Reproduced by Courtesy
of the Trustees of the British Museum.)

The illustrations were selected and annotated with the assistance of Sally

Spector.

ix



This page intentionally left blank



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The following persons read one or more chapters of the manuscript and
gave me the benefit of their detailed comments and/or objections: Perry
Anderson, Sven-Erik Astrom, Nicole Bousquet, Stuart Bruchey, Aldo de
Maddalena, Emiliano Fernandez de Pinedo, André Gunder Frank, Walter
Goldfrank, Terence K. Hopkins, Hermann Kellenbenz, E. H. Kossmann,
Witold Kula (and associates), Hans Medick, Birgitta Odén, and C. H. Wil-
son. I thank them all.

Previous versions of the following chapters have appeared elsewhere:
Introduction and Chapter 1, in French, in Annales E.S.C. (1979); Chapter 2,
in Maurice Aymard, ed., Capitalisme hollandais et capitalisme mondiale (1980);
part of Chapter 4, in Caribbean Yearbook of International Relations (1978).

xi



This page intentionally left blank



PROLOGUE TO THE 2011 EDITION

This volume starts with the question of how to describe what was going on
in Europe during the seventeenth century. The great debate of the 1950s
and 1960s about the “crisis” of the seventeenth century laid a great deal of
emphasis on the “feudal” character of its processes. Most authors inter-
preted this to mean that there was a “refeudalization” of Europe. Volume 2
is an attempt to refute these characterizations and to insist once again that
the European world-economy had become definitively capitalist during the
long sixteenth century. In many ways, volume 2 is the crucial volume of the
whole setin that it makes the case for a certain vision and definition of capi-
talism as a historical system.

Many readers have found this aspect of the work the hardest part to ac-
cept. It seems perhaps useful, therefore, to try to restate this argument
more theoretically, and to indicate why I believe that what we call feudalism
in Europe of the late Middle Ages is fundamentally different from the so-
called second feudalism of early modern times.

The second new and important theme developed in this volume is that of
hegemony. Here, too, many persons, even those sympathetic to the overall
effort undertaken by world-systems analysis, have misunderstood the argu-
ment about the concept of hegemony. So it is perhaps useful also to try to
restate exactly what I mean by hegemony and why I think it is a crucial
concept in understanding how the modern world-system operates.

Was Europe a World-Economy in the Period 1450-1750?

The intellectual question is whether one can argue that there existed a Euro-
pean world-economy that was a capitalist world-economy in the period 1450-
1750. Actually, this constitutes two questions, not one: whether Europe (or
some part thereof) constituted a singular economic entity in this period with
a singular axial division of labor, and whether this entity can be described
as capitalist.

The argument starts from a premise, which is both conceptual and empiri-
cal. The premise is that there are phenomena known as “logistics” (Rondo
Cameron’s phrase), which are more frequently called in the French literature
“trends séculaires.” These are presumably very long cycles, consisting of an
inflationary A-phase and a deflationary B-phase. That such logistics exist
seems to be widely, but not universally, taken for granted in the literature of
European economic historians concerning both the late Middle Ages and
early modern Europe. Empirically, the dating most frequently found in the
literature is as follows:

xiii
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Late Middle Ages Early Modern Times
A-phase 1000 (1100)-1250 1250 (1300)-1450
B-phase 1450-1600 (1650) 1600 (1650)-1700 (1750)

I am going to take the existence of these logistics and their dating as givens.
The logic of the argument is essentially the following: There are certain
basic similarities between the medieval logistic and the early modern logistic,
which permits us to call both of them logistics with A and B phases. However,
a careful comparison of the two will show certain significant qualitative
differences, such that one can deduce from these differences that Europe
had an axial division of labor in the later but not in the earlier period.

The basic pattern of a logistic involves, minimally, a triple expansion and
contraction of population, economic activity, and prices. They are presumed
to show long-term steady rises and falls, the three moving in unison. This
ignores shortrun fluctuations. There has been considerable debate about
which of these three phenomena is the primary determinant of the
expansion and contraction. I consider this debate largely futile.

Of course, these phenomena are in turn complexes of variables. Prices
do not constitute a simple overall series. The leading series in what was still
an agriculturally dominant Europe has been considered to be the price of
wheat. It is, however, not only that wheat prices rose and fell in absolute
terms. They rose and fell comparatively to other grain prices. And cereal
prices as a group rose and fell comparatively to prices for pastoral products
and prices for industrial products. There were also those prices we call rents
and wages. The price of wages—that is, real wages—ran in inverse relation
to other price series.

The concept of economic activity is also composed of many variables, such
as the quantity of commercial transactions, total production, land area in
use, yield ratio, and monetary stock. These were closely related to variables
of the social structure such as the agronomy, the patterns of land tenure,
the degree of urbanization, and the strength of guilds.

The essential point about such logistics is that there is thought to have
been a fairly systematic correlation in the cyclical movements of these vari-
ables, most of them in direct correlation with each other, but some in in-
verse correlation with the majority.

Generally speaking, in most analyses by economic historians there is no
overall consideration of how “political” and “cultural” variables related to
this schema—that is, whether there were or were not some further system-
atic correlations. I believe this omission to be a mistake, since I do not be-
lieve we can understand how the overall system functioned without seeing
the intimate interrelation of all the arenas of social action.
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Late Medieval Europe, 1000/ 1100-1450

We talk of the “feudal system” to describe this period. I wonder about the
word system, since feudal Europe was neither a world-economy nor a world-
empire. As a “system,” it can be at most described as the remains of the dis-
integration of the shortlived Carolingian world-empire. It is perhaps better
to call it a “civilization,” which would mean it was a series of small systems
(or divisions of labor) linked, to the extent that they were linked, by a shared
religious structure and to a limited extent by the lingua franca of Latin.

The geography of feudal Europe consisted of a multiplicity of manorial
structures, each the center of a small division of labor with a surrounding
zone, variously ensconced in multiple loose and wider political structures.
Many of these local zones were involved in long-distance trade networks as
well. But could these local zones be said to have been part of some larger
economic entity, some singular division of labor? Few would claim that this
was the case.

And yet, these separate zones seem to have resonated to the same pulsa-
tons, such that we talk of a logistic. Everywhere, more or less, the popula-
tion began to expand in the eleventh and twelfth centuries. European
agricultural production expanded, because there were both more people to
engage in it and more demand for the products. Each local zone/village
reclaimed wasteland at its edges (forest, swamp, moor, fen, marsh), and
logically this had to be on the whole less fertile land than what they had
been previously cultivating. This expansion occurred not only at the edges
of each local zone, but at the frontiers of “Christian Europe” as a whole: the
Crusades, the beginning of the Recongquista in Iberia, the retaking from Mos-
lem rulers of the islands in the western Mediterranean, the “German” colo-
nization of the “East,” the Scandinavian push northward, the English push
westward and northward into Celtic lands.

Because cereals were in high demand and therefore profitable, not only
was “wasteland” reclaimed, but there was a shift from pasturage to arable
cultivation, and from poorer grains to the richer ones (primarily wheat,
secondarily rye). It became worthwhile to invest in soil nutrients and im-
proved technology, and yields rose (despite the decline in the median qual-
ity of the soils cultivated).

Given the overall expansion and inflation, those systems of tenure that
involved money rent to a landlord were seen by the landlord as less desir-
able. Fixed rents lagged behind inflation. Exrgo, landlords sought to reduce
the length of tenures, or, even better, to turn money rents into labor rents
(serfdom), thereby guaranteeing the supply of labor in an expanding mar-
ket. The labor could always be profitably used. On the other hand, tiny
units of production might also show positive returns, and more and more
persons “entered” the market as cereals producers, multiplying the number
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of economic actors and “deconcentrating” production. Indeed, one of the
motives of instituting serfdom was precisely to contain this deconcentration.

The general expansion of the economy involved also, and correlatively,
the expansion of the industrial sector (principally textiles and metalware)
and its concentration in urban areas (which reduced the transactions costs).
The urban location made possible the emergence of a reasonably strong
guild structure. Overall, there was increased specialization of economic ac-
tivity and expanded local divisions of labor.

Although the local division of labor could make a place for some long-
distance “luxury” trade, there does not seem to have been much middle-
distance division of labor. The high cost of transport militated against it. In
any case, local zones did not generally depend on or count on such “re-
gional” (i.e., middle-distance) supply sources.

The politics of feudal civilization was essentially a local politics, in which
the landlord/seignior sought to duplicate his economic dominance of his
locality with a political dominance. This was true even when the landlord
was a church figure, as many were. Kings, dukes, and counts were primarily
powerful landlords/seigniors, with their own direct properties from which
they drew their revenues, and secondarily war chieftains who constituted
their armies out of their vassal nobility/other landlords. In the period of
expansion of the economy, all landlords strengthened their political hold
over their peasant populations, first of all by instituting and extending serf-
dom, but also by augmenting the number of their retainers. At the same
tme that the landlord’s power over the direct producers in his locality grew,
the strength of higherranking “rulers” (kings, dukes, counts) grew over
that of the local nobility. The “households” of the rulers grew in size, and
small bureaucracies came into existence. The “outer” expansion of Europe
was the doing of these rulers, and enabled them in turn to become still
stronger. However, one should not exaggerate. There were no really strong
states, and the nobility fought back (viz. the Magna Carta of 1215 in En-
gland). But that there were “states” at all was an achievement of this period.

Culturally, this was a period of efflorescence. The material base was there
and the cultural confidence as well. The “outer” expansion of Europe led to
the admission of new cultural currents, which, however, at this point were
well assimilated into the existing Weltanschauung. The Summa Theologica of
Aquinas was just that, a summation.

The overall rise in population, the urbanization of industry, and the ex-
pansion of the political and cultural arenas meant a rise in the number and
size of cities. This permitted the emergence of a small stratum of intellectu-
als, and the first universities were founded.

Circa 1250-1300, the expansion ended, and a long-term regression set in.
Essentially, everything that had gone up went down. The “outer” frontiers
receded. The Crusaders were expelled, the Byzantines reconquered Con-
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stantinople, the Moors rallied in Granada (at least for a while), the Mongols
invaded from the Asian steppes.

Population declined, most notably because of the Black Death. Instead of
putting new land into cultivation, land was taken out of cultivation (the
Wiistungen). To some extent this was the very same land that had been
brought into use two centuries earlier. This reduction in the areas under
cultivation occurred in part because of the decline in population (epidem-
ics, famines, and local wars), in part for reasons of security, in part because
of enclosure and engrossing by landlords.

The price inflation was reversed. Rents declined. The price of wheat de-
clined. There was a shift of land use from cereals either to pasturage or to
vineyards (depending on the climatic zone), both because fewer cereals
were needed and because cereals production required a larger workforce.
The “noble” cereals gave way to the poorer ones. There was less investment
in technology and in soil nutrients, and hence yields were lower.

The squeeze on seigniorial rents was further complicated by the popula-
tion decline, which increased the bargaining power of the direct producers.
As a result, serfdom declined, and in the end largely disappeared. On the
other hand, landlords sought to compensate for their declining incomes by
engrossing and enclosing land, which resulted in some reconcentration.
The combination resulted in economically weakened landlords with too small
a workforce, and a strengthened layer of “kulak” farmers with multisibling,
multigenerational holdings. Capital moved away from investment in land.

The market for industrial goods of course declined as well. Real wages
rose. In the search to reduce costs of production, industries tended to move
to rural zones, primarily to reduce labor costs (a consideration that now
took priority over keeping transactions costs low, especially since the num-
ber of transactions was declining).

Politically, the outcome was a decline in the local authority of the land-
lord /seignior over the direct producers of the locality. The rulers lost in the
same fashion. The “states” began to come apart, the rulers losing their hold
over the landlords/nobility. As a result of the “crisis of seigniorial revenues,”
there was considerably increased violence internal to “Europe,” as opposed
to violence at the outer edges. There were many revolts of the peasantry,
who were taking advantage of the decline in political authority. Rulers and
nobles fought with each other more extensively and more intensively in a
search for increased revenues. This mutual bloodletting of the upper strata
weakened them still further vis-a-vis the direct producers.

Culturally, this was an era of questioning of authority, of iconoclasm, and
of turmoil. The central authority of the Papacy weakened. Many new Chris-
tan religious movements, egalitarian in emphasis and quasi-heretical,
spread. The cultural “center” was not holding. Intellectuals were becoming
more independent.
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What should be noted, by summary of this whole logistic, is its symmetry.
The economic variables went up and then went down. The social structures
changed first in one direction, then in the reverse direction. The political
hierarchies (landlords over direct producers, rulers over nobles) first grew
stronger, then grew weaker. The central culture first affirmed itself, then
was widely questioned. In addition, this symmetry was true not merely for
European feudal civilization as a whole, but for the various localities. On
the whole, there was not too much variation on these themes in different
parts of “Europe.” It was as if each local zone reproduced the general pat-
tern. Feudal Europe seemed to be a model of what Durkheim described as
mechanical solidarity.

Early Modern Europe, 1450-1750

What changed essentially in the logistic of early modern Europe is that the
pattern lost a great deal of its symmetry, both the symmetry between the
A- and B-phases, and the geographical symmetry. There was again an expan-
sion followed by a contraction, but the pattern of each phase was more
complicated. There was once again a correlation with political and cultural
developments, but the pattern here, too, was more complicated. To say that
the pattern was more complicated is not to say that a pattern cannot be
discerned. But to make sense of it, we have to intrude spatial patternings, or
the core—periphery antinomy.

Furthermore, there was a difference in the nature of the B-phase. Whereas
in the medieval logistic the B-phase was marked by a regression in popu-
lation, economic activity, and prices, in the early modern period the B-
phase, as measured Europe-wide, was not a regression but a stagnation or a
slowdown in the rate of expansion. This can be seen quite clearly in the
population figures. The big upward thrust of 1450-1600 became the flatter
curve of 1600-1750. There was no equivalent to the Black Death. Further-
more, there was geographic variation. There was no significant slowdown of
population growth in northwestern Europe, but there was a downturn in
central Europe (primarily the result of the Thirty Years’ War) and a flatten-
ing of the curve in eastern and southern Europe.

There was once again expansion in land use, not only internally to Eu-
rope, but at its outer frontiers. The A-period was the period of the great
explorations and the incorporation of part of the Americas into the produc-
tion map of Europe. The B-period, by contrast, marked a slowdown of fur-
ther incorporations, but not a retrocession.

If we look at the land-use patterns, itis true that once again in the A-phase
there was a shift toward arable production, and in the B-phase a shift away.
But in detail, what happened in early modern times looked quite different
from what had happened in the late Middle Ages. In the shift of land use,
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northwestern Europe moved toward a pattern of complementary arable/
pastoral production (up-and-down husbandry and Koppelwirtschaft in the
A-phase, and the even more intensive convertible husbandry of the B-phase).
Europe-wide, this was compensated for by maintaining specializations in ei-
ther arable production or stock raising in the peripheral zones, combined
with extensive export by them for the use of urban centers of northwestern
Europe. Hence, this involved the creation of larger units of production every-
where—the reconstitution of great estates in northwestern Europe via more
extensive enclosures and/or the reinvention of “feudal” rights, and the con-
stitution of Gutswirtschafien and plantations in peripheral zones.

On the one hand, European commodity price gaps were reduced consid-
erably. Whereas in late medieval times there were at least three distinct
price zones, the gap between them went down from six-to-one to two-to-one
between 1500 and 1800. But, on the other hand, there was more commer-
cial activity between the different parts of Europe, and these depended on
significant differentials in the price of labor. Thus, while price gaps de-
clined, welfare gaps began to increase. As in the Middle Ages, the A-period
was one of increased specialization and the B-period of reduced specializa-
tion, but the unit within which this could be measured had changed. In the
late Middle Ages, we are talking of specialization within relatively small geo-
graphical zones. In early modern Europe, we are talking of specialization
within a very large geographical area.

Similar things were happening in industry. The A-period was one of ur-
banized industry, and the B-period one of more ruralized locations (viz.
what has been described as “proto-industrialization”). In the late Middle Ages
there was, to be sure, some degree of locational concentration of industry
in the old dorsal spine, but this was minor in comparison to the degree to
which in early modern Europe there emerged a concentration of industry
in northwestern Europe. Furthermore, when there was some despecializa-
ton in the early modern B-period via the reemergence of ruralized indus-
tries in peripheral zones, this was primarily in the lowestvalue textiles. The
more profitable, highervalue textiles remained largely in core zones.

The geographically uneven pattern was to be found once again in the
modes of labor control. Whereas in the late medieval logistic the A-period
essentially meant the institution of serfdom and the B-period its disman-
tling, more or less everywhere, in the early modern logistic we get very clear
geographic variations. The core zone, with more specialized agriculture,
did not move back to serfdom, but rather toward a triadic model of land-
lord, fermier, and subtenant direct producer. This became even more accen-
tuated in the B-period, with the “disappearance” of the yeoman farmer.
Most agricultural production was placed for sale on the market.

In the periphery, large-scale units with coerced cash-crop labor emerged—
serfs on Gutswirtschaften in eastern Europe; slaves and, for a while, indentured
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laborers on plantations in the extended Caribbean; successive models of
coercion for labor of indigenous peoples in American mines. A significant
part of this production was for the market—sold to the core zones in the
A-period, sold to “regional” markets in the B-period when the core-zone
markets were “closed” to them. These areas also produced for their own needs.

When the profitability of the large estates of the peripheral zones declined
in the B-period, the owners compensated by increased exploitation of the
labor force. It should be noted that there was probably a steadily increasing
pressure on the workforce with the establishment of the capitalist world-
economy, shifting from the medieval norm of sunup to noon to the early
modern pattern of full-day work, which was de facto further extended in
peripheral zones in the B-period.

Furthermore, when the specialization moved from the level of intralocal
zones to intra-European, it was possible to have more than two zones. In
fact, a third zone appeared, the semiperipheral zone, with its own distinctive
patterns—the prevalence of sharecropping, the role as intermediary loca-
tion in the trading patterns of the world-economy, a combination of core and
peripheral economic activities, state structures and wage levels (over the
long run) in-between the patterns of core and peripheral regions.

There was one last major difference in the economic landscape of the early
modern logistic from that of the medieval logistic. Braudel’s upper story of
monopolizing multisector enterprises, cutting across political boundaries,
emerged during the early modern period as key economic actors, becoming
the key locus of the accumulation of capital.

The politics of a capitalist world-economy were quite different from the
politics of a feudal civilization. The states became the key unit of political
organization, rather than the local unit with a manor at its center. The
states began to take their modern form. The first problem was the creation
of significant bureaucracies, both civil and military, such that the rulers
were no longer primarily dependent for their revenues on their personal
landholdings, but instead had a taxation base. As part of the transition from
the feudal system of a ruler’s household to a fully developed bureaucratic
system of the kind that Weber described, the states of early modern Europe
invented an intermediate system in which the bureaucrats were partially
independent entrepreneurs, engaged in “sharecropping” the state. These
were the systems of venality of office and tax-farming. As transitional mech-
anisms, they proved remarkably resilient and successful.

The states were located within, and constrained by, a new institution, the
interstate system, which crept surreptitiously into existence during the six-
teenth century and was consecrated only in 1648 with the Treaty of West-
phalia. In theory, all the states within the system were sovereign, independent,
and equal. In practice, there was a hierarchy of state power, one that tended
to correlate with the position of the state in the world-economy. This com-
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bination of the greater importance of states and the creation of an inter-
state system modified seriously the impact of each phase of the logistic on
the distribution of power.

In the medieval logistic, in the A-period there had been an increase in
the power of the seigniors over the direct producers and of the rulers over
the nobility, and in the B-period a corresponding decline. In the early mod-
ern logistic there was an increase in the power of the ruler over the nobility
in the core zones (absolutism) but a steady decrease of such power in the
periphery (e.g., the enormous increase in the power of the Polish Diet),
with the situation in semiperipheral states being in-between. The story is
somewhat different with regard to seignior/dependent relations. Whereas
the power of the seigniors clearly grew in the periphery, especially during
the B-period, the situation was more balanced in the core zones, where the
rulers were seeking to gain direct political control over their subjects, and
to gain an ever larger portion of their monetary payments. In order to do
this, they had to try to diminish the political power of the seigniors over the
direct producers. While this was a steady process in the A-period, it slowed
down in the B-period. Nonetheless, one may argue that, in general, seignior/
dependent relations evolved in the direction of the lessening of seigniorial
power—a process that would bear its fruit only in the nineteenth century,
when the citizen finally came fully under the direct control of the state
without any significant local intermediaries. This was not, however, true of
peripheral zones, and is not even to this day.

One other political difference is to be noted. The development of a capi-
talist system brought with it, obviously, a growing sector of bourgeoisie.
Once again, this was not at all evenly spread throughout the European world-
economy. The bourgeoisie was disproportionately located in the core zones
and virtually eliminated in peripheral zones (at least bourgeois of local ori-
gin). Furthermore, as a result the national politics of each zone changed
correspondingly.

Finally, briefly, in the cultural arena, the same spatial differentiation may
be noted. Whereas feudal Europe was up to a point culturally homogeneous
(at least in terms of the dominant cultural entity, the Church), early modern
Europe developed a major religious schism, which over the period comes to
correlate highly, albeit imperfectly, with the basic economic schism. It does
not seem that the correlation is accidental.

The early modern logistic does repeat itself. Of course, there are certain
processes of development of the system—spatial expansion and incorporation
of new zones into the world-economy, the repeated demonopolizations and
the search for new technologies on which to base new monopolies, the steady
processes of urbanization, proletarianization, and political co-optations—
which seem to change their shape but do not in fact change the basic spa-
tally asymmetric, inegalitarian structure of the world-system.
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This then is the basic difference between the two logistics: symmetry versus
asymmetry, multiple local divisions of labor versus a singular world-economy-
wide division of labor, an A/B that is up-down versus one that takes a step-
like form (or a ratchet effect). This is what Durkheim calls the difference
between mechanical and organic solidarity. To be sure, the crucial debate
concerns the degree to which the relatively slight differences within Europe
at the beginning of the long sixteenth century (and subsequently within the
geographically widening capitalist world-economy) became a much wider
gulf by the twentieth century. Some argue that this was only partially true,
the quantitative difference being insufficiently great. This position seems to
be hard to sustain. Others argue, however, that it became true only in the
nineteenth century or even only in the twentieth. It is of course possible to
make such a case, since the polarization has been steady and increasing in
rate. But it seems implausible to date the life of an organism only from its
most fully ripened stage, the point at which it is about to die. Youth has its
claims to reality.

The Concept of Hegemony in a World-Economy

One of the key concepts in world-systems analysis is that there are two dif-
ferent kinds of world-system that the world has known up to now—a world-
economy and a world-empire. A world-empire is defined as a structure that
has a single overall political structure and a single overall division of labor.
Han China and the Roman Empire are two good examples of a world-empire.
The concept of hegemony refers to an attribute that a state may have in the
interstate system of a world-economy.

A hegemonic power is quite different from a world-empire. The political
superstructure of a world-economy is not a bureaucratic empire but an inter-
state system composed of allegedly sovereign states. And a hegemonic state
is not simply a strong state, not even simply the strongest single state within
the interstate system, but a state that is significantly stronger than other
strong (strong, not weak) states. This describes a situation that has occurred
repeatedly but not at all continuously. That is to say, there are periods when
a hegemonic power exists within the interstate system of a world-economy, and
others when there is no hegemonic power but rather a “balance of power”
among multiple strong states.

What does it mean to say that there exists a hegemonic power? It means
that one state is able to impose its set of rules on the interstate system, and
thereby create a world political order as it thinks wise. In this situation, the
hegemonic state has certain extra advantages for enterprises located within
it or protected by it, advantages not accorded by the “market” but obtained
through political pressures.

I think it is useful to think of hegemony not as a structure but as a pro-
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cess in time. Furthermore, I think it is a process that doesn’t have just two
moments in time (rise and fall) but, by analogy with how Schumpeter con-
ceived of Kondratieff cycles, four moments in time. If one starts the story
when there is an uncontested hegemonic power, the first moment occurs in
the period immediately thereafter. It is the moment of the slow decline of
the hegemonic power, during which two powers emerge as contenders for
the succession. The moment after that is when the decline has become de-
finitive. We can think of this second moment as one in which there is a
“balance of power” in the world-system. During this moment, the two con-
tenders for hegemony struggle to secure geopolitical and world-economic
advantage. The third moment is when the struggle becomes so acute that
order breaks down and there is a “thirty years’ war” between the contenders
for hegemony. And the fourth moment is when one of the contenders wins
definitively and is therefore able to establish a true hegemony—undl, of
course, the slow decline begins.

Up to now, there have been three hegemonic powers in the history of the
modern world-system. The United Provinces was the hegemonic power in the
mid-seventeenth century, briefly, from 1648 to the 1660s. The United King-
dom was the hegemonic power for a slightly longer time in the nineteenth
century, from 1815 to 1848, perhaps a little longer. The United States was
the hegemonic power in the mid-twentieth century, from 1945 to 1967/1973.

After Dutch hegemony, the two powers contending for the succession
were England and France. After British hegemony, the two powers were the
United States and Germany. After U.S. hegemony, the two powers were an
emerging northeast Asian structure (Japan-Korea-China) and a still only par-
tally stabilized European Union.

Slow but Inevitable Decline of the Hegemonic Power

Hegemonic powers decline because they cannot sustain forever their quasi
monopoly of world geopolitical power. This is because in pursuing their
economic interests, they eventually undermine their economic advantages.
And in pursuing the maintenance of their political-military power, they
eventually undermine their political-military power.

The ambiguity of the relationship of the hegemonic power and its allies
is clearest in the economic sphere. On the one hand, the hegemonic power
seeks to restrain the economic strengthening of its allies in order to main-
tain its own “extra” advantage. On the other hand, the hegemonic power
needs markets, and it also needs allies strong enough to help keep the
“enemy” at bay. Both of these requirements inevitably lead to the economic
strengthening of the allies. The productive superiority of the hegemonic
power over other strong powers disappears or at least is much diminished.

So inevitably, hegemony undermines itself, first of all economically—a
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decline caused directly by the economic strengthening of the allies. In this
period, the declining hegemonic power has to use its politico-ideological
wiles to maintain economic extra advantage, something that it can do at
first but that becomes increasingly difficult as the years go by, particularly
insofar as the “enemy” seems to become less dangerous. The legitimacy of
the extra advantage begins to be questioned. The hegemonic power has to
resort to asserting the validity of its ideology. And the very act of asserting
the validity of an ideology not only serves as proof of its decline but has a
further negative impact on its appeal.

Furthermore, as part of its efforts to maintain the world order it has estab-
lished, the hegemonic power begins to invest much in military structures. It
finds that, from time to time, it needs actually to use its military forces.
Using the military is costly and diverts finance from economic investments.

To be sure, in this period the hegemonic power still has immense military
power. Butin the period of real hegemony it seldom needed to use the mili-
tary power, because everyone assumed it was there and was overwhelming.
In the period of decline, it begins to need to use it, and even if it wins the
military struggles, the very use of the military power undermines its long-
range effectiveness. It means that others are daring to challenge the hege-
monic power militarily. And one dare leads to another.

The Balance of Power

There seem to be some patterns in what happens as the two contenders for
hegemonic succession grow stronger and more assertive. In each case up to
now, one contender has been primarily land based and the other primarily
sea based (or today, sea/air based). And in the two first hegemonic cycles,
the land-based power sought to gain dominance by transforming the world-
economy into a world-empire. Napoleon tried to conquer all of Europe,
and Hitler tried to conquer the world. In response, the sea-based power
sought to become not an imperial but a hegemonic power.

To do this, the sea-based powers constructed grand alliances, and first of
all an alliance with the erstwhile hegemonic power—England with the United
Provinces, the United States with Great Britain. By analogy, we might expect
that the putative northeast Asian structure will seek an alliance with the
United States. In the past two cases, the erstwhile hegemonic power became
the junior partner of the rising sea (or sea/air) power.

In the beginning, the rising sea-based power has tended not to have a
significant land army, which would be constructed only at a later stage. The
absence of an army at this early stage had one clear advantage: it saved a
great deal of money, money that was invested instead in the economic infra-
structure of the country, enabling it to win the crucial struggle to be the
most competitive power in the sphere of production for the world market.
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In the previous two instances, productive advantage led to commercial
advantage, which in turn led to financial advantage. It was the point at
which the rising power had all three advantages that corresponded to the
moment of true hegemony. This sequence in the Dutch case is discussed in
this volume. It was also true, as described for the Dutch and as would again
be the case for the British, that decline repeated the same order—the de-
clining hegemonic power first losing productive advantage, then commer-
cial advantage, and guarding financial advantage the longest.

The process of decline is not disastrous for the erstwhile hegemonic
power. It remains for a long time the strongest country, with all the prestige
that has accrued to it as the hegemonic power. It remains normally an ex-
tremely rich country, even if it is comparatively less rich than before. There
is still a lot of fat in its national wealth, which allows its residents to lead a
very comfortable existence. The decline is a slow process at first, and of
course there is an attempt to deny its reality, to others and even to oneself.
But eventually decline takes its toll.

This period of decline is not one in which the previous hegemonic power
is weak. Quite the contrary. It remains for a long while the most powerful
country in the world, politically and militarily (but no longer economi-
cally), but it is no longer hegemonic. That is, it begins to benefit less and
less from the “extra” advantages of hegemony. This period of slow but
steady decline can be considered a period of slow but steady disintegration
of world order, the previous order.

It was during the period of the “balance of power” that the declining
hegemonic power began to invest significantly in the economic activities of
the rising power to which it was becoming allied as a junior partner. It
thereby preserved for a time its strength in the financial sphere, and found
a fruitful outlet for its surplus capital.

Disorder in the world-system tended to grow. The erstwhile hegemonic
power showed itself to be incapable of ensuring order. The two rivals for
the hegemonic mantle became more and more vigorous in their attempts
to ensure their primacy by acquiring appropriate geopolitical alliances and
trying to create the bases for new leading products on the basis of which
they could create powerful monopolized sectors of production. The “balance
of power” began to seem unacceptable to both rivals. Order then broke
down definitively.

The “Thirty Years” War”

Eventually, we reached the moment of total disorder, the moment of “world
war” or, as I prefer to think of it, of a “thirty years’ war.” The original Thirty
Years” War was from 1618 to 1648, out of which the United Provinces
emerged hegemonic. The second one was the Revolutionary/Napoleonic
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Wars of 1792-1815, out of which the United Kingdom emerged hegemonic.
And the third was the period 1914-1945, out of which the United States
emerged hegemonic.

There was a relatively common pattern in the three “thirty years’ wars.”
Each of them involved warfare throughout most of the relatively well-
developed areas of the world-economy of the time, and each was immensely
destructive to the physical infrastructure and to the populations in the area.
These “world wars” were not, however, continuous. They were conducted, if
you will, in fits and starts.

Each “thirty years’ war” was ambiguous ideologically. The Dutch allied
with Catholic powers. Great Britain allied with the most autocratic powers
in Europe. The United States allied with the Soviet Union. During each
“thirty years’ war,” the emphasis was not on ideological purity but on defeat-
ing the other contender. In each case, the eventual hegemonic power devel-
oped a strong land army during the course of the world war, and by the end
this land army of the winning rival had become a significant element in its
military victory. And in each case, the erstwhile contender was definitively
defeated and lost its vigor (at least for a while), both militarily and economi-
cally, as well as politically of course.

Finally, in each case, the hegemonic victor was largely spared from physi-
cal destruction during the war. The combination of being spared from de-
struction and the wartime development of the economic infrastructure
meant that, at the end of the world war, the hegemonic power had an enor-
mous economic advantage over all other major powers. It could produce
the most profitable products of the era more efficiently than all others—
not only the producers in peripheral zones but producers in other erstwhile
or future core zones.

True Hegemony

The end of the world war signaled the beginning of real hegemony, the last
stage in the cycle, or the first. Weary of war, weary of the breakdown of
order, weary of political uncertainty, the world welcomed, or seemed to wel-
come, the “leadership” of the now hegemonic power. The hegemonic power
offered a vision of the world. The Dutch offered religious tolerance (cuius
regio, eius religio), respect for national sovereignty (Westphalia), and mare li-
berum. The British offered the vision of the liberal state in Europe based on
a constitutional parliamentary order, political incorporation of the “danger-
ous classes,” the gold standard, and the end of slavery. The United States
offered multiparty elections, human rights, (moderate) decolonization, and
the free movement of capital.

These visions were ideology, not necessarily practice. As Sir George Down-
ing said in 1663 about the Dutch vision: “It is mare liberum in the British
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seas, but mare clausum on the coast of Africa and the east Indies.”! (That is
where the Dutch held the advantage.) Hegemonic powers have never al-
lowed ideology to interfere with the pursuit of their interests. Nonetheless,
these visions were the basis on which the hegemonic power claimed legit-
macy for its hegemonic position, and this vision no doubt played a major
role in its ability to maintain world order.

In the period of true hegemony, it was essential for the hegemonic power
to construct both an “enemy” to its world vision and a network of alliances.
It was less that the alliances were constructed in order to combat the enemy
than that the enemy was constructed in order to control the allies. The he-
gemonic power sought to ensure that the allies bent their immediate eco-
nomic interests to those of the hegemonic power, thus creating those
“extra” advantages that are the purpose and perquisite of hegemony.

The Dutch forged a Protestant alliance with England against the French.
The British in the period after 1815 forged the Entente Cordiale with
France against the authoritarian trio of Russia, Austria, and Prussia. And
the United States created NATO (and the U.S.—Japan Defense Treaty)
against the Soviet Union and the Communist bloc. In each case, the allies
were economically hampered by the alliance, at least until the period of
decline of hegemonic power (and to some extent even then).

The leadership that the hegemonic power offered was not only politico-
economic but cultural as well, and not only in the arts but, more important,
in the structures of knowledge. This was true of the Dutch, who provided
for a long time the locus where intellectuals could congregate when forced
into exile from their own countries. How the British and then the Ameri-
cans forged a certain version of the structures of knowledge is something to
which volume 4 devotes much space. This control of the cultural sphere is,
along with control of the financial sphere, the last redoubt of hegemonic
advantage. But it, too, passes in the course of time.

Hegemony is a critical mechanism in the functioning of the modern world-
system. The cycles of hegemony are crucial markers in the cyclical rhythms
of the capitalist world-economy. In a sense, it is the rise and fall of the hege-
monic powers that prevented the transformation of the world-economy into
a world-empire—something that had happened regularly before the creation
of the modern world-system. The mechanism of hegemony allowed the
modern world-system to become the first world-economy in the history of
humankind to survive, flourish, and expand to encompass the entire globe.
Without it, capitalism as a historical system would not have been able to
survive, and thereby to transform the world.

ICited in Pieter Geyl, The Netherlands in the Seventeenth Century, vol. 2, 1648-1715 (London: Ernest Benn,
1964), 85.
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INTRODUCTION:
CRISIS OF THE
SEVENTEENTH CENTURY?

Figure 1:*The Old Exchange at Amsterdam, by Adrianesz Job Berckheyde, an artist from
Haarlem. This scene was described thus in 1747 by Charles Louis Pollmtz:

I went to see the square where the merchants assemble about the aftuirs of their trade from noon
ull half past one o’clock. This square, which is longer than it is broad, is surrounded by a large open
gallery or corvider, supported by stone pillurs, which serves as shelter in case of vain. This place is
called the Exchange, and here ure 1o be seen merchants ot all nations, the diversity of whose clothes
and language is no less pleasing than the beauty of the place. Above all, nothing is more interesting
thuan to witness the hurryving of those who are called brokers, who are the men employed by the
great merchants to trathe for the bills of exchange, or to trunsact their other affairs to see them
scurrying from one part 1o another all over this square, anvone would think that they were mad.



The work of historians of European price trends between the two world
wars' along with the theory of secular economic cycles (trends that go up and
down over approximately 250 years) with its two phases (A and B), elabo-
rated by Francois Simiand® have bequeathed us a generalization about early
modern European history that still seems largely accepted: There was ex-
pansion in the sixteenth century (phase A) and contraction, depression, or
“crisis” in the seventeenth (phase B). The dates that demark these phases,
the nature of the changes that occurred (even if we limit the discussion to
economic matters), the regional variations, and above all, the consequences
and causes of the flows are matters of much debate; but the generalization
remains.

In 1953, Roland Mousnier wrote a large tome on these two centuries
(which has since seen four revised editions), and he opened the part on the
seventeenth century, defined as the period between 1598 and 1715, in a
dramatically tremolent tone:

The seventeenth century is the epoch of a crisis that affected man in his entirety, in all
his activities—economic, social, political, religious, scientific, artistic—and in all his
being, at the deepest level of his vital powers, his feelings, and his will. The crisis may
be said to be continuous, but with violent ups and downs.?

A year after this was written, E. J. Hobsbawm published an article in Past
and Present that launched an important scholarly debate. The thesis was that
“the European economy passed through a ‘general crisis’ during the seven-
teenth century, the last phase of the general transition from a teudal to a
capitalist economy.”*

The same theme is found in the major surveys of European agriculture
by Wilhelm Abel and B. H. Slicher van Bath. For Abel, “the dominant
tendency of prices in Europe, during the second half of the seventeenth
and the first half of the eighteenth centuries, was downward.” To be sure,
Slicher van Bath hesitates at using the word crisis, asserting that the period
between 1650 and 1750 was “more truly an unusually prolonged de-
pression”;® but is that so much less? In any case, he does not disagree with
Abel’s assertion that the period represented a “reversal of the secular
trend.”” We could enlarge the scholarly consensus further if we used still

' See the bibliography accompanying the article
by Braudel and Spooner (1967, 605-615).

2 See Simiand (193%2b).

# Mousnier (1967, 161).

* Hobshawm (1965, 5).

5 Abel (1973, 221). The first German edition of

Abel's survey appeared in 1935 and the second, re-
vised and augmented, in 1966. Abel says that the
“general framework was kept” but that “the de-
pressions of the fodrteenth-fifteenth and of the
sixteenth-seventeenth centuries are interpreted as
periods of slowdown, and subdivided as much as

possible”™ (1973, 6). Presumably, Abel believes there
wis an upturn between the two depressions.

9 Slicher van Bath (19634, 206). Two more recent
surveys (Cipolla, 1974, 12; Davis, 1973b, 108) are
equally reluctant to use the word ¢risis, although, as
Cipolla adds: “At the bottom of every simplification
there is always a grain of truth.”

" T'his wording appears in the title of Part 11, ch. V
(Abel, 1973, 206). Pierre Chaunu uses 4 similar
phrase, “the reversal of the principal tendency of
prices and activities,” in the title of an article on the
seventeenth century (1962h).

3
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more cautious language. Pierre Vilar speaks of “the relative retreat (recul)
of the seventeenth century”;® and Pierre Chaunu defines the difference
between periods A and B not as “growth [versus] decline (décroissance)” but
rather as “growth [versus] less growth.”® René Baehrel is the most reluctant
to see any crisis at all; but even he accepts the concept for the very limited
period between 1690 and 1730.'° As the terms get weaker and the time
shorter, we may wonder if much is left. Ivo Schéffer begins his article on this
period on a note of doubt:

It sometimes seems as if the seventeenth century, wedged between the sixteenth and
eighteenth centuries, has no features of its own. With Renascence and Reformation
on the one side, Enlightenment and Revolution on the other, for the century in
between we are left with but vague terms like “transition” and “change.”"

Perhaps this is only because, as Jean Meuvret argued in 1944, “we have
much less information” about the period between the two moments of clear
price rise.” Shall we then refuse to characterize this period and allow it to
slip away in the complexities of blurred and sometimes confusing data? Or
shall we say, with Schoffer: “It may be traditionalism, against our better
judgment, but we simply have to give the seventeenth century a place of its
own. Our imagination needs it.”*

We could leave such a decision to the whims of literary fashion were it not
for the important theoretical issues behind the fuss about nomenclature.
There is, first of all, the question of whether such things as “secular trends”
of the economy exist at all,’* and if so, how they relate to politics and
culture. If there are secular trends, does each successive pair of phases
{from the Middle Ages to the present) reflect a different kind of economy,

8 Vilar (1974, 46), who defines his period as start-
ing between 1598 and 1630 and ending between
1680 and 1725,

9 Chaunu (1962b, 224). This comes close to
Simiand’s original description of phase B: “not the
inverse of what occurred in phase A, but . . . an
attentuated increase or a stabilization, and no longer
a continuation of the rise” (1932h, 649).

10 Baehrel (1961, 29), who, like Chaunu, notes that
phase B is not necessarily a decline and can simply
be a lower rate of growth (1961, 51). Others agrec
that this period is particularly severe. Le Roy
Ladurie specifics “the two or three last decades of
the [seventeenth] century™ (1973, 431). Jacquart
dates it from 1680 to 1710 (19784, 385). Morineau,
however, finds “a large number of signs that are
positive (de bon allant)” between 1660 and 1700
(19781, 523).

' Schofler (1966, 82). Vague terms can always be
rejected as the historian’s dramatic flourish. “It is a
telling comment on the histovian's attachment to
change that almost every historical period has, at
one time or another, been categorized as "a time of
transition’™” (Supple, 1959, 135).

2 Meuvret (1944, 110). See the similar complaint
that opens Murdo Macl.eod’s book on Spanish Cen-
tral America: “The seventeenth century was charac-
terized some time ago as ‘Latin America’s forgotten
century’” (1973, xi)—a reference to the article by
Leslie Boyd Simpson entitled “Mexico’s Forgotten
Century” (1953). J. V. PoliSensky, in the same vein,
observes that “historians of the social, economic and
Marxist schools have been concerned primarily
with the ‘more revolutionary’ sixteenth and eigh-
teenth centuries and have cast little light on the
seventeenth” (1971, 2). William Bouwsma calls the
seventeenth century “in an historiographical sense

. an underdeveloped borderland between two
overdeveloped areas™ (1970, 1).

¥ Schoffer (1966, 83).

% Frangois Crouzet referred in 1971 to “obsolete
concepts like Simiand’s A and B phases™ (1971,
147). A similar attack, this time from the left, was
made by Gilles Postel-Vinay: “A and B phases . . .
have proved to be a sure way of ignoring the real
problems posed by the analysis of ground rent”
(1974, 78).
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as Gaston Imbert argues?™ or are they all part of one long period of “indi-
rect agricultural consumption” running from about 1150 to about 1850, as
Slicher van Bath argues?'® or is there a crucial rupture somewhere in the
middle? If there is a crucial rupture, we are faced with the additional
question of when it occurs.

There are several familiar positions on this last question. One is that the
fundamental break, the significant rupture, occurs with the Industrial Rev-
olution in the late eighteenth century. To Carlo Cipolla both this “event”
and the Agricultural Revolution of the eighth millenium B.c. represent
“deep breaches in the continuity of the historical process.”"” D. C. Coleman
makes the same point in a different way and says there is more continuity
than change in European economic development from 1500 to 1750:
“Where light breaks through, the technology of 1500-1750 is revealed to
be, on the whole, more static than mobile.”*® Similarly a whole school of
Marxist thought arrives at the same conclusion regarding the timing of any
rupture, insisting, as does Balibar, that period between 1500 and 1750 is the
period of the “transition to capitalism” and that after 1750 is the period of
capitalism proper.'® In the same spirit as Balibar is G. N. Clark’s distinction

5 (5. Imbert, in his book on long waves (1959),
distinguishes four sccular trends, each correspond-
ing to a form of economy:

1250—medieval economy
1507/1510—mercantilist cconomy
1783/1743

1896—plannecd cconomy

' Slicher van Bath (1963a, Pt I11).

7 Cipolla (1964, 31).

% Coleman (1959, 506). This is an article review-

capttalist cconomy

ing the third volume of History of Technology, which
Coleman offers as evidence for his proposition. See
also Le Roy Laduric (1977) on “motionless history”
between 1300-1320 and 1720-1730.

" Many Marxists assume this periodization. But
Etienne Balibar self-consciously makes the theoreti-
cal distinction between a “period of transition” and
one in which a mode of production prevails or is
“dominamt” (1968, 217-226).

An intra-Marxist debate that discussed this ques-
tion of periodization with clarity appeared in Labour
Monthly in 1940-1941. The debate reveived around
one of Christopher Hill's earliest writings on the
English revolution. Peter Field criticizes Hill's as-
sessient of pre-1640 England as “still essentially
feudal.” For Field, Marx had said quite clearly that
sixteenth-century England was “definitely
bourgeois, that is capitalist,” and “Marx is right: the
sixteenth-century society is 4 bourgeois society.” In-
deed Queen Elizabeth “was the most prominent
capitalist. — in  capitalist  bourgeois  society—
comparable to Leopold of Belgium” (Field, 19404,
558). Douglas Garman replies that Field “mistakes

the egg for the chicken™ and that if the bourgeois
revolution had already occurred betore 1640, “one
can only ask, When:” (Garman, 1940, 652). Field
responds that My, Garman “forgets that conception
and birth are not identical” and that “beginning
with the War of the Roses—the mass-suicide of the
feudalists which the bourgeoisie utilised to implant
its roots firmly-—[and] proceeding by way of peasant
revolts, the confiscation of the Church lands, the
Pilgrimage of Grace, [and] the rising of the north-
ern earls, bourgeois socicty came into heing”™ (Field,
1940b, 654-655).

Thercupon, Dona Torr takes up the cudgels with
a very cxplicit theorization of stages. Field’s error,
she says, is to assume that society goes straight from
teudalism to capitalisim, thus “ignoring the interme-
diate stages of small commodity production, essen-
tial to capitalist development.” She says that the
“final form of capitalist society™ exists only with the
Industrial Revolution, 400 years after the “breaking
down” of English manorial economy in the four-
teenth century (Torr, 1941, 90).

Maurice Dobb, writing on the same issue as Dona
lorr, takes an intermediate position. On the one
hand, he does not agree with Torr on dating
capitalism as of the Industrial Revolution. If one
did this, he says, “how could the seventeenth-
century  struggle be treated as a  bourgeois-
democratic revolution when it came a century and a
half before the rise of capitalist production:™ Fur-
thermore, he says, to argue that “Tudor and Stuart
England was an epoch of ‘merchant capitalisin® by
contrast with later ‘industrial capitalism’ is 10 evade
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between the “early capitalism™ of the later Middle Ages and the “fully
developed capitalism” of the nineteenth century, the limits of the first stage
being clearly demarked “from Machiavelli to Burke, from Columbus to
Warren Hastings, from the Fuggers to the decline of Amsterdam, from
Giotto to Tiepolo. It stops short of Adam Smith, James Watt, the
Rothschilds, Napoleon, Robert Owen.”*

To another school of thought, the rupture involves not the Industrial
Revolution, but the expansion of Europe, the creation of a world market,
and the emergence of capitalism—occurring more or less in the long six-
teenth century. Simiand, for example, marks the sixteenth century as the
beginning of the period of long waves.” Paul Sweezy attacks the Marxist
tradition represented by Balibar and argues that for Marx “the period of
manufacture proper” (from about 1500 to 1750) and “the period of mod-
ern industry” were not “two different social systems but rather two phases
of capitalism.”” The rupture thus comes in the sixteenth century. Fernand
Braudel makes essentially the same point, although spreading the period
over more time:

[t is clear, in fact, that from an economic point of view, the thirteenth to the seven-
teenth centuries constitute more or less a period of European and world history which
effectively challenges [met en cause] a kind of economic Ancien Régime.?

A third group offers a point of rupture between the period marked by
the Industrial Revolution and the French Revolution, on the one hand, and
that marked by the long sixteenth century, on the other. They suggest the
mid-seventeenth century as the turning point of modernity. Hobsbawm
seems to be in this camp, and Pierre Chaunu makes this position virtually
the theme of his synthesis regarding “classical Europe.” In the introduction
to his book, he specifically rejects the points of view of scholars who fail to
see that the “intellectual origins of the French Revolution” are to be found
in Spinoza and who forget that the “quantitative and spatial expansion” of

the issue.” Dobb's solution is to argue that at this
time, “the relations of production [may be said to
have changed] even if the productive forces retained
their medieval shape.” Ergo it would be correct 1o
characterize sixteenth-century  Fngland as  one
whose “mode of production was already in process of
transformation into a capitalist one™ (Dobb, 1941, 92).
While Dobb's formulation avoeids the crude trap
into which Dona Torr's formulation readily leads, it
is ultimately not really different from her idea, as
Dobb’s own subsequent work reveals.

Hill published an article several years later on
Marx and Engels’s views on the English Revolution;
he argues that the “Marxist concept of bourgeois
revolution” 1s one wherein “the feudal state is over-
thrown by the middle class that was grown up inside
it, and a new state created as the instrument of

bourgeois rule.” Hill lists as examples, both success-
ful and unsuccessful, the German reformation
(“tirst onslaught of the bourgeois spirit on the old
order”); the Netherlands Revolt (“first successful
bourgeols revolution on a national scale™); the En-
glish Revolution of 1640; the French Revolution of
1789; the abortive German Revolution of 1848; and
the Russian revolutions of 1905 and February 1917
(1948, 135). This article concentrates on political
manifestations and power, skirting direct descrip-
tion of the economy. It thus fails to come to grips
with the position put forward by Field.

2. N. Clark (1960, 10-11).

2 Simiand (1932a, 3).

2 Sweezy (1972a, 129).

2% Braudel (1974, 6).
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the sixteenth century was not a truly profound change but merely the “end
result of a revolution begun in the twelfth century.” For Chaunu, “the most
important qualitative changes occurred in the seventeenth century,” the
first among them being the “mathematization of the world.”** As proof that
one can find Marxists on every side of every question, one advocate of this
third possible rupture point is Academician E. M. Zhukov of the USSR,
who asserted to assembled world historians in Stockholm in 1960:

The conventional and terminal boundary of the medieval era, in the opinion of Soviet
historical Science, is the middle of the seventeenth century. This is because feudalism
began outliving itself economically by that time and was already a handicap to the
development of productive forces.”

Three dates, then, for a rupture: around 1500, 1650, and 1800; three (or
more) theories of history: 1800, with an emphasis on industrialism as the
crucial change; 1650, with an emphasis either on the moment when the first
“capitalist” states (Britain and the Netherlands) emerge or on the emer-
gence of the presumably key “modern” ideas of Descartes, Leibnitz,
Spinoza, Newton, and Locke; and 1500, with an emphasis on the creation of
a capitalist world-system, as distinct from other forms of economies. It fol-
lows that the answer one gives to the query, “crisis of the seventeenth
century?”, is a function of one’s presuppositions about the modern world.
The term crisis ought not to be debased into a mere synonym for cyclical shift.
It should be reserved for times of dramatic tension that are more than a
conjuncture and that indicate a turning point in structures of longue duré.

Crisis would then describe those infrequent historical moments in which
the usual mechanisms of compensation within a social system prove so
ineffective from the point of view of so many important social actors that a
major restructuring of the economy begins to occur (not a mere redis-
tribution of advantage within the system), which is later seen in retrospect
as having been inevitable. Of course a given crisis was not truly inevitable;
but the alternative was a collapse of the old system such that many (most?)
social actors considered this even more traumatic or disagreeable than the
structural revolution which did take place. If this is what we mean by crisis,
then “crisis of the seventeenth century?” becomes a significant intellectual
question. It really means, from this perspective: When and how did the
world-historic “transition from feudalism to capitalism” occur? The answer
requires a definition of capitalism as a social system, as a mode of produc-
tion, and, indeed, as a civilization as well. As we choose our dates, so we
choose our scale of similarities and differences.

The argument of this work is that the modern world-system took the
form of a capitalist world-economy that had its genesis in Europe in the long

#* Chaunu (1966a, 20-21). as the turning point and says that the Russians do
# Zhukov (1960, 85). Zhukov specifically takes  not agree.
note that some Marxists fix the French Revolution
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sixteenth century and that involved the transformation of a particular redis-
tributive or tributary mode of production, that of feudal Europe (Braudel’s
“economic Ancten Régime”) into a qualitatively different social system. Since
that time, the capitalist world-economy has (@) geographically expanded to
cover the entire globe; (b) manifested a cyclical pattern of expansion and
contraction (Simiand’s phases A and B) and shifting geographical locations
of economic roles (the rise and fall of hegemonies, the movements up and
down of particular core, peripheral, and semiperipheral zones); and (¢)
undergone a process of secular transformation, including technological ad-
vance, industrialization, proletarianization, and the emergence of struc-
tured political resistance to the system itself—a transformation that is still
going on today.

In such a perspective, the seventeenth century, taken to cover a period
running approximately from 1600 to 1750, is primarily an example of the
cyclical pattern of expansion and contraction. In terms of the overall geog-
raphy of the world-system, the boundaries created circa 1500 did not sig-
nificantly change until after 1750. As for the ongoing secular processes of
change, no marked qualitative leap is observable in the period from 1600 to
1750. We are arguing, therefore, for the essential continuity between the
long sixteenth and the seventeenth centuries, with the one great difference
of expansion (a) and contraction (B), of growth and less growth. How shall
we provide evidence for this way of summarizing reality? At one level the
answer is quite simple. We shall try to identify the empirical differences
between expansion and contraction, to suggest why this cyclical pattern
occurs, and to outline the consequences in terms of class-formation, politi-
cal struggles, and cultural perceptions of the turn in economic fortune.
From this empirical description, we shall try to specify more clearly the
theory of capitalist development as part of a larger theory of sociohistorical
change.

We are arguing that although the boundaries of the world-economy re-
mained largely the same in the period from 1500 to 1750, there was a
difference between the periods of 1450 (or 1500) to 1650 and 1600 to 1750
(the overlap in dates is deliberate) regarding allocation of resources, eco-
noniic roles, and wealth and poverty and location of wage employment and
industrial enterprise. To demonstrate this assertion is not easy; a convincing
proof requires the construction of several entirely new series of economic
indicators, which would be intrinsically difficult and extrinsically perhaps
impossible. We might want a series of successive synchronic maps at inter-
vals of 25 years that would show the volume, value, and direction of trade
in both luxuries and essentials and “cumulative” maps for 1500-1650 and
1600-1750. Presumably, if our guesses are correct, such maps should show
that European trade involving primarily essentials rather than luxuries was
carried on within boundaries that lay between eastern Europe, on the one
side, and Russia and the Turkish Balkans on the other, and between the
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Christian and the Moslem Mediterraneans; and these boundaries would
include the Americas but exclude Africa and Asia.

Above all, the maps should show no significant differences of pattern
between the period of 1500 to 1650 and that of 1600 to 1750 with regard to
external boundaries, except for the inclusion of the Caribbean, as we shall
see. On the other hand, we should find certain significant changes with
regard to economic, political, and cultural patterns within the boundaries of
the European world-economy between the two periods. The location and
concentration of industries should be different (or at least in the process of
changing), as should the terms of trade between industry and agriculture,
the percentages of wage employment in the various zones, and the real
wages of wage earners. Different state-machineries should be getting
stronger and weaker, and the rates of increase in agricultural, industrial,
and demographic production should shift. The areas that were core,
semiperipheral, and peripheral should change somewhat, and most impor-
tantly, the relative degree of world surplus appropriated by each of the
regions should shift.

Even before specifying the anticipated directions of change, given our
theory of capitalist development, it should be clear to the reader that quan-
titative data of the kind required are scarce—at best, partial and sporadic.
Particularly lacking are overall data on the world-economy that would per-
mit testing relational statements. If one dreams of making firm statements
regarding variables of the social structure, the situation is even worse. We
ought to find shifting patterns of class-formation and changes in the defini-
tion of ethno-national boundaries between the two periods of 1500 to 1650
and 1600 1o 1750, especially within the world-economy as a whole rather
than within the boundaries of particular states, and here our data are even
thinner. At this point, all we can do is analyze scattered data, sketch out
what seems more and less solid, review explanatory models that encompass
the data, suggest a theoretical view, and arrive at some notion of our empir-
ical lacunae and theoretical conundrums. It is in this spirit that we look at
what the historical literature has meant by the “crisis,” the “relative retreat,”
or the “lesser growth” of the seventeenth century.
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THE B-PHASE

Figure 2: “I’homme du village,” by Nicolas Guérard (1648-1719), a Parisian printmaker of
some prestige who saw the villager as “born to suffer.”



For Slicher van Bath, the fundamental distinguishing characteristic of the
periods of agricultural expansion and contraction in Europe since the
Carolingian era is the rise and fall in the price of cereals, vis-a-vis other
merchandise and wages. It was a question of favorable or unfavorable terms
of trade for cereals. He sees a contraction, meaning unfavorable terms of
trade, for cereals in the period from 1600 (or 1650) to 1750." It is important
to underline this definition of contraction, because the relative decline of
the price of wheat in Slicher van Bath’s belief, is far more important than its
absolute decline.? Side by side with a shift in the terms of trade (avoiding,
for the moment, all suggestion of causal sequence) is what K. Glamann calls
a turning point around 1650 in “the great east—west grain trade,” appar-
ently occurring because “southern and western Europe [seemed] to have
become more self-sufficient in grain.”® ‘This self-sufhciency is attributed to
an “increased production of foodstuffs in western Europe during the sec-
ond half of the seventeenth century, coinciding with a general stagnation of
population,”™ resulting presumably in oversupply. However, Glamann also
notes that at this same time “Europe was glutted with pepper.”®

But how can oversupply be suggested when the problem of the times was
presumably too litle food? Schofter speaks of “permanent, sometimes la-
tent, structural phenomena” existing in Europe “from the disasters of the
fourteenth century until far into the eighteenth century,” primarily “the
continuous tension between food production and food distribution on the
one hand and the population’s food requirements on the other.” The result
was “a situation where malnutrition was endemic, hunger often epidemic.”
Domenico Sella sees the well-being of the early modern period as depen-
dent “on whether food supplies kept pace with population,”” yet others

! Slicher van Bath (19654, 38), who in a later piece
added: “This by no means precludes prosperity in
other sectors of economic life, as in the flourishing
breweries, distilleries, textile and tobacco industries
during this period” (1977, 33).

*“What is most important are the shifting price
ratios between cereals and livestock produce such as
butter, cheese and wool over a long period. Of great
significance also is the relation between wheat prices
and industrial crops such as flax, coleseed, tobacco,
etc.; also between wheat and wine, between wheat
and industrial foods such as textiles, brick, for ex-
ample, and finally between wheat prices and rent”
(Slicher van Bath, 1965b, 144). In this connection,
see Perry Anderson’s rebuft to Duby’s unwillingness
to denote Europe’s economy of the late Middle Ages
as an economy in crisis. Duby sees certain continu-
ing signs of economic progress in some regions, and
Anderson comments: “This is to confuse the con-
cept of crisis with that of retrogression” (1974b,
197).

3 Glamann (1974, 464).

*Glamann (1974, 465). See also Slicher van Bath
(1963a, 208). On the overall decline of cereal pro-
duction that followed, see Jacquart (1978, 352,
360). Jacquart points out (p. $78) that there can only
be three possible reasons for an overall decline in
production—changes in the costs of production,
changes in the level of the harvests, and changes in
the market value of the product. He rejects the first
as implausible for the period, which leaves the other
two explanations. He thinks lowered vyield is the
primary explanation. See, however, Slicher van
Bath’s arguments against climate as a valid explana-
tion in fall of yield. “If all other factors had re-
mained constant, ceteris paribus, grain prices during
this period should have shown a tendency to rise. In
fact, in most countries they showed a tendency to
fall. The implication is that changes must have
taken place which affected demand” (1977, 63).

3 Glamann (1974, 485).

& Schofter (1966, 90).

7 Sella (1974, 366).

13
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speak of production rising faster than population. Clearly we have an ano-
maly that can only be resolved with a clearer notion of the sequence of
events. Let us see first what other events occurred.

Certain agronomic shifts are reported for the seventeenth century: the
process of land reclamation was at least slowed down, probably stopped,
possibly reversed. Unlike the sixteenth and eighteenth centuries, which
“invented land” (in Chaunu’s felicitous image), the seventeenth century,
especially atter 1650, was a time of “consolidation,” but a consolidation
“without merit.”® In addition to the cessation of expansion of land area, the
average yield ratio of cereals fell throughout Europe in the period between
1600 and 1699, to a greater degree for barley and oats than for wheat and
rye, and fell more sharply in central, northern, and eastern Europe than in
western Europe.® De Maddalena calls this fall of yield ratios “a remarkable
phenomenon.”' Another major agronomic shift was in the choice of crops
to be cultivated: first, a shift in the use of land for cereals to its use for
pasturage in the cooler areas and for wine in the warmer areas;'" second, a
shift from the cultivation of cereals to increased production of forage crops,
vegetables that require intensive labor, and commercial crops (flax, hemp,
hops, rapeseed, madder, and pastels);'? and third, a shift from high-priced
cereals (rye and wheat) to low-priced ones (barley, oats, and buckwheat)™
and a reduction in the purchase of fertilizer (both humus and marl) for the
production of cereals.'

Alongside the purely agronomic changes, a number of shifts in the social
organization of agricultural production occurred. De Maddalena speaks of
a general “degredation of the peasant class”'® during the seventeenth cen-
tury, during which “the landowners, adducing ‘urgens et improvisa necessitas’
proceeded to confiscate farms formerly owned by peasants.”’® He notes also
the “expropriation—it might better be termed usurpation—of a third of the

8Chaunu (1966a, 272). See also Slicher van Bath
(1963b, 18). Deserted villages are to be found dur-
ing the seventeenth century not only in war-
devastated areas like Bohemia, the Germanies, Po-
land, and Burgundy, but in areas outside the main
arenas of fighting, such as the Campagna and Tus-
cany in Italy and Salamanca in Spain. See Slicher
van Bath (1977, 68).

?See Slicher van Bath (1963b, 17); see also Jac-
quart (19784, 363-368).

» De Maddalena (1974a, 343). Slicher van Bath
argues that there is a necessary link between yield
ratios and cereal prices. “Increased fertilization,
which required the purchase of manure, led to a
higher yield. But this was done only if cereals pro-
duction was remunerative.” (1965a, 32). Obviously,
he does not believe it was remunerative, since he
also argues: “Reductions in the quantity or quality
of manuring were probably responsible for the
slight fall in the yield ratios of cereals between 1600
and 1750 in most of the countries of Europe for

which we have evidence” (1977, 95).

' See Romano (1962, 512-513). See also Slicher
van Bath (1965a, 33-34), who offers this list for
areas turning from arable use to pasturage between
1650 and 1750: Castille, Schwerin, Vorarlberg,
Allgau, Bregenzerwald, Pays d’Enhaut, Emmenthal,
Savoie, Jura, Gruyeres, Pays d’Hervé, Bourgogne,
Thiérarche, Pays d’Auge, Bessin, Cotentin, Mid-
lands, Ireland. New vinyard areas between 1630
and 1771 were Les Landes, Périgord, Sete, Montpel-
lier, Alsace, Catalonia, Vaud, Hallwil, the Canton of
Zurich.

2 Slicher van Bath (1965a, 33, 39), who cites
shifts in the Moselle, Harz, Erfurt, and the Low
Countries.

13 SQlicher van Bath (1965a, 39).

14 Slicher van Bath (19654, 15, 39).

»De Maddalena (1974a, 288); cf. Jacquart
(1978a, 346; 1978b, 427-428; 1978c, 462).

¥ De Maddalena (1974a, 292); cf. Jacquart
(1978b, 391-392).
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communal property (hence the term ‘triage’),” which affected the peasants
by reducing the area in which they had rights for pasturage and wood
gathering.’” Slicher van Bath agrees that the rural population suffered for
the most part more than the urban population, but he distinguishes be-
tween the small farmers and the cottagers on the one hand and the laborers
and house servants on the other; the former pair having “had it relatively
worse” than the two wage-earning categories.'® Meuvret finds a very obvi-
ous explanation for this:

For every cultivator-owner/tenant (laboureur) who complains of his small profit be-
cause of the price of wheat, how many laborers (manoeuvriers) or artisans rejoice at the
lower price they have to pay on those few occasions when they must purchase it."

In general, Slicher van Bath argues that the unfavorable financial posi-
tion of the peasant owners and tenants (fermiers-propriétaires) went along
with a reduction in tenancies (fermages) and especially in the number of
small tenant-farmers (petits fermiers).** The two reductions were paralleled
by the fact that in general the size of the agricultural unit (exploitation
agricole) became larger.”* Nonetheless, despite larger units and more costly
labor there was less improvement in agricultural equipment in the seven-
teenth century than in the sixteenth, although there were more innovations
in the tools used in dairy farming, such as the improvement in the churn.?

Industry, like agriculture, is said to have lost its “force of acceleration” in
the seventeenth century, although somewhat later.” It is not clear what this
meant in terms of total European production. Sella argues that the fluctua-
tions were relatively small because when population expanded in the six-
teenth century, real wages declined, and thus things were “basically un-
changed”; when there was a rise in per capita incomes after 1650, however,
the increased individual demand “may have been offset [globally] in part by
sagging population figures.”® The uncertainty of such an analysis is stated
bluntly by Hobsbawm: “What happened to production? We simply do not
know.”?

What we do seem to know is that there was a shift in the location of

industry. For Slicher van Bath, it is
agricultural contraction—end of the

7 De Maddalena (1974a, 294).

1% Slicher van Bath (1965b, 147). The terms in
German are Kleinbauern, Kétner, and Hdéusler versus
Knechte and Magde. Jacquart similarly emphasizes
the relative decline of the “middle peasantry,”
whom he defines as those “possessing or exploiting a
small family holding,” and who he says were “pro-
letarianized” in the crisis (1978¢, 466).

" Meuvret (1944, 116).

20 Slicher van Bath (19654, 38).

2! Glicher van Bath (1965a, 37-38).

22 Slicher van Bath (1965a, 15, 34, 39).

“well known that during periods of
Middle Ages and of the seventeenth

% Romano (1962, 520). In recapitulating the es-
sence of this article later, Romano said: “The first,
most  important,
agriculture—comes at the end of the sixteenth cen-
tury; the commercial and industrial breakdown
comes later: it is set in 1619-1622 in the sense that

after the short crisis of those years, commercial and

determining  breakdown—in

‘industrial’ activity enters into a longer crisis” (1974,
196).

2 Sella (1974, 366-367).

2 Hobsbawm (1965, 9).
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century—rural industry appears on the scene, especially the textile indus-
try.”?® This occurred, it is argued, because of the cheapness and attractive-
ness to industry of underemployed rural labor. Since such industry was
based on a low ratio of fixed capital, at least until the mid-eighteenth cen-
tury, Romano argues that “consequently, it was extremely easy to liquidate
a business, taking out one’s capital”;*” this may have been true of the textile
industry, but the argument is ditficult to apply to the other two of the three
major industries of the time (according to Romano’s own list)—mineral
extraction and shipbuilding.?® This shift of textile production to the rural
areas was combined with the installation of the only significant new
industries—brewing, distilling, and paste manufacture, which were all
bared on the transformation of cereals.*

Apparently, the counterpart of declining cereal prices were rising real
wages. “In the second half of the seventeenth century, . . . as food prices
tended to fall . . . wage-rates held their own or failed to drop to quite the
same extent.”® This is of course the inverse of what happened in the long
sixteenth century.®® Presumably, this resulted in part from the relative
“stickiness” in wages, but even more because “all over Europe there was a
marked labor shortage from 1625-1750.7% 1f this is so, how do we reconcile
it with the fact that the seventeenth century has been thought to be a period
of relatively high unemployment of underemployment? As Glamann notes:

The wage-carning labourer may have enjoyed some increase in real wages. This
presupposes, however, that he was in employment, which cannot be assumed in an
age such as this which is characterised by disturbed economic conditions. Many of the
economic writers of the seventeenth century, at any rate, based themselves on the
assumption that large-scale under-cinployment prevailed in their communities.™

Any discussion of prices (whether of cereals or wage labor) is especially
bedeviled in this period by the relation of nominal prices to prices in bul-
lion.* Tt is generally agreed, as Mousnier notes, that “the decline is greater
than it seems for many countries, if instead of looking only at nominal
prices calculated in money of account, one calculates the price in its corre-
sponding weight in precious metals.”® Therefore, if we look at metallic

26 §licher van Bath (19654, 37), who lists the fol-
lowing areas: Ireland, Scotland, Maine (France),
Flanders, Twente, Westphalia, the surroundings of
Munster, Saxony, and Silesia.

27 Romano (1962, 520).

28 Romano (1962, 500).

2 Slicher van Bath (1965a, 39).

# Sella (1974, 366); see also Vigo (1974, 390).

31 See my discussion in Wallerstein (1974, 77-84).

2 Abel (1973, 225).

3 Glamann (1974, 431). See the similar observa-
tion of Léon: “In the seventeenth century, the rise of
real wages was thwarted by the agricultural crisis,
which generated brusque and violent thrusts of

cereal prices, a crushing increase in the cost of liv-
ing, and also strong industrial depressi()ns, which
involved long and severe unemployment. Thus, for
the larger part of the working classes, it was a catas-
trophe” (1970e, 674).

#See my brief discussion in Wallerstein (1974,
271).

% Mousnier (1967, 167). The argument for using
a bullion measure is made persuasively by Le Roy
Ladurie, who cites the pointed question of René
Baehrel (1961): “There can not exist a single correct
measure of monetary value. Why would we think it
should be a gram of silver?” To which Le Roy
Ladurie responds: “Correct. But a fortiori why
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prices, as Vilar says, there is “one sure fact: internationally, prices, in terms
of silver, collapsed around 1660 and hit a first low point in 1680 and
doubtless a second about 1720-1721.7% The decline in metallic prices must
be set beside a decline in the quantity of bullion in circulation.

Geoffrey Parker summarizes the overall situation:

On balance it seems safe to assume that Europe’s net stock of precious metals aug-
mented moderately between 1500 and 1580; that it increased rapidly between 1580
and 1620; and that it probably declined from the 1620s, when silver mining in Europe
collapsed and the remittances of American silver fell sharply, until the arrival of the
Brazil gold after 1700.

There is no doubt that the growth in the volume of money available in Furope was
extremely important. Europe’s trade in 1700 could clearly not have been carried on
with the slender monetary resources of 1500. A crucial question, however, remains:
was it enough? Was the net increase in Europe’s monetary stock, substantial as it was,
equal to the rapidly rising demand for means of payment? There are several indica-
tions that it was not, particularly after 1600.%

Not only was there a shortage of monetary stock, but there was a corre-
sponding shortage of credit such that for at least the half-century running
from 1630 to 1680, as Spooner notes, the total available quantity of “silver,
copper, gold, credit [taken together] barely suffice, resulting in an uneasy
and mediocre monetary life that was both reflection and consequence of a
general slowdown of material life in the world.”®® This explains the wave of
counterfeit money, the “pervasive plague of the seventeenth century.”?
What did this shift of prices mean for the global quantity of trade? As in the
case of European industrial production, virtually no global data are avail-
able.

A construct by Frédéric Mauro of what he calls intercontinental trade
relations divides the world into five continents: Europe, Africa, Temperate
America, Tropical America, and Asia. In our terms, these are not entirely
appropriate geographic categories because Africa and Asia are external to
the world-economy while the Americas are peripheral to it and because
Mauro places in one category both the core and peripheral areas of Europe
and thereby loses crucial data.** Nonetheless, it is useful to look at his
estimates in Table 1; the layout has been altered by me in the interest of
clarity. Assuming the correctness of the comparisons in the table we note
that trade to and from Europe and worldwide trade moved in parallel

would we think it should be the livre tournois, which
adds to the relativity of the metal the supple-
mentary instability of the money of account? . . . 1
criticize the meter measured in iridium, in the name
of a certain relativity of the universe. Am I going to
replace it with a meter in rubber, just as relative, but
in addition annoyingly elastic?” (1964, 83).

3 Vilar (1974, 246); but Vilar adds, “except in
France, it is hard to ignore a rise in the curve be-

tween 1683-1689 and 1701-1710.”

37 Parker (1974a, 529-530, italics added).

 Spooner (1956, 8).

3 Spooner (1956, 35-36).

4 See Mauro (1961a, especially 16-17). A criti-
cism of Mauro’s treatment of Europe as a single
category is to be found in Mata and Valério (1978,
especially 118-120).
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TABLE 1
Comparison of the Extent of Intercontinental Trade to and from Five Areas and Worldwide
in Relation to the Previous Century”

Century

Area Sixteenth Seventeenth Eighteenth
Europe Rising Constant Rising
AfTrica Constant Rising Rising
Temperate America (Near zero) Rising Rising
Tropical America Rising CGonstant Constant
Asia Rising Falling Falling
Worldwide Rising Constant Rising

" Adapted from Mauro, 1961a.

directions, and in the seventeenth century, both indicate an interim of
stability as opposed to earlier and later periods of expansion.

Turning to the one remaining significant variable, population, we find
that estimates of demographers tend to vary within narrow limits. The
seventeenth century was characterized by Reinhard and Armengaud as
“stagnation, if not . . . slight decline (recuf)” but not a “catastrophic [crisis]
of the kind that occurred in the fourteenth century”;*' and Fr. Roger Mols
says that “despite the terrible crises which wracked it, the seventeenth seems
also to have experienced a slight gain in population.”” Slight decline, slight
gain—in short, a leveling off.

What emerges from this survey of general European economic patterns
for 1600 to 1750 (period B) in comparison with the period from 1450 or
1500 to 1650 (period A) and indeed with the period following 1750 is a
picture of an economic plateau, a time of respite, concern, reshuffling; but
was 1t a “crisis” in the sense that there was a “crisis of feudalism” from 1300
to 14507* It seems not, for although “its chief symptoms were the same,”
the 1650-1750 “depression was of a far milder sort than the serious eco-
nomic decline of the late Middle Ages.”** If this is true, this is precisely what
must be explained, and the explanation we offer is that the contraction
between 1600 and 1750, unlike that between 1300 and 1450, was not a
“crisis” because the hump had already been passed, the corner turned, and
the crisis of feudalism essentially resolved. The contraction of the seven-
teenth century was one that occurred within a functioning, ongoing
capitalist world-economy. It was the first of many worldwide contractions or

*' Reinhard and Armengaud (1961, 114). (1976, 5, Table I).

2 Mols (1974, 39); J. de Vries calculates an index *3See my discussion in Wallerstein (1974, chap.
of 106 in 1700 for 100 in 1600 (and one of 123 for  1).
1750); but he omits eastern Furope from his calcu- # Slicher van Bath (1963a, 206).
lations, which surely must further reduce the index
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depressions that this system would experience; but the system was already
sufficiently ensconced in the interests of politically dominant strata within
the world-economy, and the energies of these strata turned grosso modo and
collectively not to undoing the system, but instead to discovering the means
by which they could make it work to their profit, even, or perhaps espe-
cially, in a period of economic contraction.

‘The capitalist strata were in the seventeenth century a mixed bag, hardly
yet a coherent class-formation and certainly not yet constituting a class that
was totally conscious of itself and certain of its right to rule, to reign as well
as to gain; but they were very capable of making a profit against great odds.
As Jeannin says of the Danzig merchants, after explaining some of the very
complex calculations they had to make circa 1600: their “mode of reckon-
ing shows that the merchants understood the profit-mechanisms. They
traded in such a way that one can actually ascribe to them an understanding
of the concept of the ‘terms of trade’ in its most concrete meaning.”* A
consideration of the profits that could be derived from the shifting terms of
trade leads us to the central explanation for the economic behavior of this
period. As Vilar suggests, it is less on the ups and downs of prices that we
should focus than on the “disparity in the movements” of prices.*

These disparities. involve both time sequences and geographical loca-
tions, and their significance is not merely in the profits that could be made,
but in their effect on the system as a whole. Topolski says that the contrac-
tion was not a “general economic crisis in the sense of a stagnation, lull, or
recession caused by a weakening of economic activity”; it was rather a pe-
riod marked by an “increasing disequilibrium”* within the system as a
whole. Increasing disequilibrium is not something to be placed in contrast
to contraction; in a period of contraction disequilibrium is in fact one of the
key mechanisms of capitalisim, one of the factors permitting concentration
and increased accumulation of capital. Vilar’s explanation is a good one:
“In every general conjuncture, different countries react differently, whence
the inequalities of development which, in the end, make history.”*®

* Jeannin (1974, 495).

18 Vilar (1961, 114).

7 Topolski (1974a, 140). Ralph Davis says vir-
tually the same thing: “Much more striking than
general economic decline was the way in which lines
of development came to diverge” (1973b, 108).
Compare Topolski’'s rejection of the term “stag-
nation” with that of Ruggiero Romano: “What is
the seventeenth century? . . . While definitions
abound, they can readily be reduced to a single one:
it is the century of ‘economic stagnation’. It is only
an impression, but I am firmly convinced that be-
hind this facile argumentation lies only one datum:
the history of prices. . . . But is this a good crite-
rion? I don’t believe so” (1962, 481-482).

# Vilar (1974, 52). This is why I cannot accept
Morineau’s attempt to refute the whole concept of a

phase B for the seventeenth century. He says:
“Hesitations of growth? This is the title chosen for
this {collective] volume. It is full of postulates and of
many vague notions. It supposes an adherence to a
Rostowian-type growth, to an optimistic vision of
the sixteenth century, to a uniformly pessimistic vi-
sion of the seventeenth. . . . If one is Dutch or En-
glish, rather than Spanish or Portuguese, the geo-
graphic rise of Europe after 1598 seems quite clear.
It was a question of a redistribution of the cards”
(1978g, 575). If, however, one is not uniformly pes-
simistic in one’s vision, if one assumes that a phase B
involves precisely a redistribution of the cards, and if
one asserts the opposite of a Rostowian-type theory
of growth, then one is less affected by the force of
the objection.
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Let us turn to what Sella calls the “dramatic shifts in the geographical
distribution of economic activity,”® but not in the conventional mode of
scholarly despair whereby we must “avoid generalizations.”™® Rather let us
bear in mind Fernand Braudel’s adjunction to precision; “for there is no
single conjuncture: we must visualize a series of overlapping histories, de-
veloping simultaneously.” The main geographical distinctions are a mat-
ter of general agreement, albeit there is much scholarly nit-picking about
details. Hobsbawm’s discussion of “general crisis” notes “the relative immu-
nity of the States which had undergone ‘bourgeois revolution’,”” by which
he means the United Provinces and England. In another discussion, how-
ever, he divides “the European economy” into four zones, three of which
are said to have declined economically in some sense (there is no attempt to
rank them vis-a-vis each other). The zones are “the old ‘developed’ econo-
mies of the Middle Ages—Mediterranean and South-West German”; the
“overseas colonies”; the “Baltic hinterland”; and the “new ‘developed’
areas.” In this fourth zone, which has a “more complex” economic situation,
we find not only Holland and England, but France as well.?®

Romano’s geography is more stratified:

In England and the lLow Countries the crisis had essentially liberating effects; in
France, it did not release energies, but it certainly sowed the seeds which were to bear
fruit later; in the rest of Europe, it meant nothing but involution. Italy is undoubtedly
to be included in this last part of Europe, under the label of involution.?

Cipolla adds a nuance to Romano’s geography: ‘““I'he seventeenth century
was a black century for Spain, Italy and Germany and at least a grey one for
France. But for Holland it was the golden age, and for England, if not
golden, at least silver.”®® Topolski draws the map of stratification in a
slightly different way, distinguishing between zones of great dynamism
(England the the United Provinces), less rapid development (France, Scan-
dinavia, Germany, and Bohemia and the other states in eastern and central
Europe, with the exception of Poland), and stagnation or regression (Spain,
Portugal, Italy, and Poland).?® As a group, the geographical classifications
seem concordant, although varying in detail.

Let us now look at the temporal classifications, where the confusion is
greater: dates for the contraction vary among countries and there is varia-

4 Sella (1974, 390).

50 De Maddalena (1974a, 274).

5! Braudel (1973, II, 892). This overlap of pro-
cesses explains, it seems to me, Pierre Chaunu's cer-
tainty: “The downturn does not normally occur in
one movement, but In two, three, four moments,
moments which are those of cyclical crisis. . . . The
chronology of these crises is, more or less, the same
everywhere in Europe, give or take two or three
years. But the relative importance and meaning of
these crises varies from one place to another”

(1962b, 231).

52 Hobsbawm (1965, 13).

* Hobsbawm (1958, 63).

> Romano (1974, 194).

5 Cipolla (1974, 12). Schoffer speaks of the reluc-
tance of Dutch historians to contribute to the discus-
ston on the concept of a general Kuropean crisis:
“How can this general crisis be made to square with
the Dutch Golden Age?” (1966, 86).

% As reported by Geremek (1963).
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tion in nominal and silver prices; and even for particular countries and
particular kinds of prices, the analysts seem to disagree. In Braudel and
Spooner’s review of the price data, their theme is simple: “The end of the
sixteenth century is as hard to ascertain as its beginning.”® For bullion
prices, they find a reversal of the upward secular trend “in the south be-
tween 1590 and 1600; in the north, between 1620 and 1630 and perhaps
even by 1650.” But for nominal prices they find a quite different pattern of
three successive movements: one around the 1620s in Germany; one
around mid-century for cities as different as Siena, Exeter, Ragusa, Naples,
Amsterdam, Danzig, and Paris; and one in 1678 for Castile, which is “very
much out of line.” “Nominal prices,” they say, “exactly followed silver prices
only in the case of England, and very closely in the case of Holland.” Note
how our pair of countries reappears. In all other countries there is a gap
ranging from a decade to as high as three-quarters of a century for Castile.
“Successive inflations . . . are what kept nominal prices up in these various
countries.”

Here we have a precious clue to pursue. Can inflation be one of the
modes of relative decline when there is contraction in the world-economy?
Can one say that the degree of nominal inflation, especially if measured in
relation to bullion-prices, is a measure of relative decline? This question
should be borne in mind as we review the various datings (for which the
criteria of placement are often not explicit). According to Slicher van Bath,
depression began in Spain around 1600, in Italy and part of central Europe
in 1619, in France and part of Germany in 1630, in England and the
United Provinces in 1650. It was worst in central Europe between 1640 and
1680 and in the United Provinces between 1720 and 1740. It ended in
England and France in 1730, in Germany in 1750, and in the United
Provinces in 1755. “The economically more highly developed lands like
England and Holland could resist longer. The primary producers—in the
seventeenth century these were the cereal-producing areas in the Baltic
zone—were almost completely defenseless.”®

Vilar, using silver prices, finds two main patterns—one in Spain and
Portugal, whose decline started earlier (between 1600 and 1610) and also
ended earlier (between 1680 and 1690), and one in northern Europe, which
started between 1650 and 1660 and went on until between 1730 and 1735.
France appears in this classification as a split country, where the Midi,
“linked to the conjuncture of Marseilles, of the Mediterranean, was closer to
Spain than to the Beauvaisis.”® Chaunu sees the same two patterns: a
“precocious trend of the Mediterranean and Hispano-America, and a tardy

57 Braudel and Spooner (1967, 404). from the 1620s to the 1760s.

% Braudel and Spooner (1967, 405). 60 Vilar (1974, 303). Thus Vilar attempis to make

59 Slicher van Bath (1965b, 136). A similar time the otherwise dissonant arguments of Baehrel
period for the depression in the Baltic zone is found ~ (1961) fit in with general theses of and about the
in Maczak and Samsonowicz (1965, 82), who date it French.
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one, that of the North and the Baltic, to which is linked, rather paradoxi-
cally, Brazil and the Indian Ocean.”®

Abel, however, comes up with a somewhat different grouping on the basis
of 25-year averages of silver-prices for cereal, which he summarizes as, in
general, a downward trend “during the second half of the seventeenth and
the first half of the eighteenth centuries.”™ This, he says, holds true for
England, the Spanish Netherlands, France, northern Italy, the United Pro-
vinces, Denmark, and Poland, but not for Germany and Austria, whose
“price curves are upward from the last quarter of the seventeenth cen-
tury.”®® In fact, a close look at Abel's chart shows a far more complex
picture, in which two facts stand out. First, the largest price gap may be
seen to occur in 1650, when Poland is markedly high and Germany is
markedly low. Second, Poland shows the widest variation in prices over
time, going from the highest prices anywhere in 1650 10 the lowest any-
where in 1725. (The degree of Germany’s deviation from the norm is much
smaller.) This remarkable swing of Poland should not be overlooked in
seeking a general framework for an explanation; but for the moment, let us
deal with Germany, since a large literature has emerged on the question of
the role of the Thirty Years’ War in the “decline” of Germany.

Theodore Rabb, in reviewing the literature as of 1962, described two
schools of thought, the “disastrous war” school and the “earlier decline”
school (who see the Thirty Years’ War as merely the final blow).* Friedrich
Litge stands as a good example of the former school. For him, Germany’s
economy between 1560 and 1620 was flourishing. She was involved in over-
seas trade, and manufactures were extensive and profitable. After 1620,
this was no longer so, and hence he concludes that the Thirty Years” War
was the key intervening variable.?® To this the response of Slicher van Bath
is typical: “The Thirty Years’ War cannot be responsible, since the decline in
Germany started already in the second half of the sixteenth century.”®®
Several attempts have been made to settle this debate. Carsten, for example,
throws a skeptical eye on the thesis of prewar decline:

Even if it could be established that the majority of German towns declined already
before 1618, this would not necessarily entail a general decline, for economic activity
might have shifted from the towns to the countryside. Indeed this was the case in
north-eastern Germany where the sixteenth century was a period of peace and pros-
perity, of growing corn exports and quickly rising corn prices.5

The decline of towns is thus not necessarily to be taken as a negative
economic sign. Of course not! It is a sign of peripheralization.®® Carsten

61 Chaunu (1962b, 251-252). 87 Carsten (1956, 241).

52 Abel (1973, 221). 5% 'T'o Carsten himself, this is well known, although
83 Abel (1973, 222, 223, chart no. 37). he does not use this language. He speaks of “the rise
64 Rabb (1962b, 40). of the landed nobility and their direct trading with
% See Lutge (1958, 26-28). foreign merchants, which killed many of the smaller

56 Slicher van Bath (1963b, 18); see the same ar-  towns” (1956, 241).
gument in Abel (1967, 261).
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finds, in addition, that the period before 1608 in Upper Bavaria, an area he
has looked at closely, was “a time of slowly growing prosperity.” He ad-
vised prudence, therefore, until there was “more detailed investigation and
research.”®® Whereas Carsten mediates by insisting on our collective igno-
rance, Rabb mediates by insisting that our collective knowledge “shows both
absolute prosperity and decline within Germany [prior to the Thirty Years’
War], often side by side.” He also concludes on a note of prudence.

The fact that areas of decline were in a decided minority . . . makes it impossible to
conclude that the struggle before 1618 was any worse than diverse. . . . At best, the
Thirty Years’ War started a general decline that had not previously existed; at worst it
replaced prosperity with disaster.™

A third variant of mediation is Kamen’s. He acknowledges that “there can
be no doubt at all that the war was a disaster for most of the German-
speaking lands,” but he argues that “the controversy is to some extent
false one” because there was “no single economic or political unit called
Germany” and it was “often unrealistic to distinguish between prewar and
wartime decline.””!

All these national “economic” measurements fail to take into direct ac-
count the degree to which the Thirty Years’ War was itself both the political
consequence and the sign of a general economic contraction throughout
Europe. One major attem pt to view this war in a totally European context has
been made by J. V. Polisensky, who says the war is to be

seen as an example of two civilizations in ideological conflict. 'The clash of one concep-
tion, deriving from the legacy of Humanism, tinged with Protestantism and taking as
its model the United Netherlands, with another, Catholic-Humanist, one which fol-
lowed the example of Spain, becomes thus the point of departure for the develop-
ment of political fronts and coalitions of power.™

This war throughout Europe might then be thought of as the first world
war of the capitalist world-economy. Polisensky makes the point, albeit in
somewhat prudent terms.

A precondition for the generalizing of the conflict was the presence in early seven-
teenth century Europe, if not of an economic unity, at least of a framework for
exchange and the first signs of a world market, whose centre of gravity was the whole
area between Baltic, Atlantic and Mediterranean.”

69 Carsten (1956, 241). bourgcoisie on the one hand, and the representative

"CRabb (1962b, 51).

" Kamen (1968, 44, 45, 48).

2 Polisensky (1971, 9). Parker similarly suggests
an analogy to the first World War. (1976a, 72); but
note the very next sentence in PoliSensky warning
against misinterpretation: “It would be a crass over-
simplification to contend that the War was a collision
between the champion of capitalism and the

of the ‘old regime’ and feudal aristocracy on the
other.”

™ Poli§ensky (1971, 258). It followed thus that
“the War acted as a catalyst to accelerate certain
socio-economic changes which were already in
progress before it broke out.” (p. 259). It was not a
turning point. “The Thirty Years’ War underlined
an already existing inequality of economic develop-
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To his central argument that “what is beyond dispute” is Vajnshtejn’s
thesis that “the Thirty Years’ War belongs intimately with the story of the
Dutch revolution and the movement for liberation from Spain,” Polisensky
adds: “We need to know precisely how an internal bourgeois-led revolution
could become a bogy for its adversaries throughout Europe.”™ For him, not
only did the “Dutch factor” play a key role in the generalization of the
conflict, but the most important outcome was in fact the victory of the
Dutch throughout Europe. He notes that the war wound up precisely when
the Dutch were ahead:

In 1645 the Dutch fleet, for the first time, gained control of the Sound and the trade
routes of the Baltic. The merchant patriciate of the province of Holland and the city
of Amsterdam could now see no reason for continuing a war with Spain from which
only France could be the victor. . . .

The separate peace [of the United Provinces and Spain in January 1648] was at
once a triumph of the Republic over Spain and of Holland over the Prince of Orange
and the rest of the Netherlands. It can equally be seen as an outright victory of
Amsterdam over all other Dutch interests and the ending of the war confirmed the
privileges of that same urban oligarchy which Maurice of Orange had brought low
thirty years earlier.”

A crucial question intervenes regarding how we explain that the Dutch
war of independence, the Netherlands Revolution, which began as early as
1566, did not spill over into a conflagration throughout Europe until
1621-—the beginning of what Polisensky called the “Dutch period of the
war” (from 1621 to 1625).7 Has it not something to do with Romano’s crisis
of 1619-162277 It is more than likely that it does. For the contraction
throughout Europe that was signaled by the acute crisis of those years™
meant that the stakes of political control were higher; and the costs of
military destruction seemed lower to the participants than the potential
losses from a weak commercial position at a moment of contraction. In this
sense, the United Provinces gambled and won. Especially since many of the
costs of the war, in terms of destruction, were in fact paid by Germany
and, let us not forget, by Bohemia.”™ Kamen is thus correct in seeing the
controversy about Germany as a “false one.” The question is not whether
Germany would or would not have declined if the Thirty Years’ War had

ment. It did not alter the basic direction of trade s Polisensky (1971, 236-237).

routes or the intensity of commercial contracts” (p.
260, italics added). Hroch also analyzes the Thirty
Years” War as the result of the contradiction be-
tween “the developing forces of production and the
stagnating relations of production,” in turn the out-
come of the development of commodity production
for a “Europe-wide market” (1963, 542). However,
he sees the conflict as one “within the feudal class”
(p. 541).
™ Polisensky (1971, 264).

™ This is the title of PoliSensky’s fifth chapter
(1971).

7 See Romano (1962).

" See my discussion in Wallerstein (1974, 269-
273).

“The extent of the [economic] tragedy [of
Bohemia] is clear” (PoliSensky, 1971, 294). It is true
of Switzerland as well; see the discussion in Kamen
(1968, 60).
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not intervened—this is a largely meaningless hypothetical consideration. Its
intervention was one response to a reversal in trend in the world-economy,
and hence the war became one of the modalities by which reallocations of
economic roles and intensifications of economic disparities occurred.

Summarizing the various studies and syntheses, we have the following
picture. In the years around 1600 to 1650 (as in those around 1300 to
1350), a period of economic expansion seemed to end. Descriptions of this
expansion primarily in price terms, the approach of the price historians of
the interwar period, are not wrong, but they are very misleading because
prices are, by definition, relative. A price has significance only within the
context of the whole synchronic series of prices of a given market. Prices
never go up or down in general; some prices go up, which therefore means
that others go down. The expansions that came to an end did not involve
merely the ethereal measure of nominal prices; they involved real material
products. The first and perhaps central expansion was in the production of
cereals both in the yield per acre and in the total acreage devoted to cereals.
This latter expansion was achieved by the reclamation (bonification) of land
and also by the shift from the use of land from pasturage and wine growing
to its use for cereals. These various expansions took place, of course, be-
cause the terms of trade became more profitable for cereals vis-a-vis other
products.

In addition, there were expansions in at least four other real areas: (a)
population, whose rise and fall in that era could not long be out of line with
food supply; (b) urban “industry”, relatively monetized in both its forward
and backward linkages, creating high rates of wage employment, and never
too far out of line, therefore, with relatively low or at least declining real
wages; (¢) the stock of money in its multiple forms (bullion, paper, credit);
{d) the number of marginal entrepreneurs, rural and urban. All these in-
volve expansions in terms of measures of the economy as a whole, and they
are never uniform throughout the many sectors of the economy. Measuring
them within the boundaries of political units rather than within the bound-
aries of global economic markets will therefore give only a partial picture in
which economic meaning is incomprehensible; and political consequences
are thus inexplicable unless one takes into account the larger whole.

In about 1300/1350 and 1600/1650 these expansions came to an end for
largely similar reasons. What differed greatly, however, were the systemic
responses to the end of expansion. In quantitative terms, we can see the
difference quite easily. The period from 1300 to 1450 involved afall in the
various measures, roughly comparable to the previous rise, whereas the
period from 1600 to 1750 represented a stabilization in the measures. The
curve for 1450 to 1750 looks like a step rather than like the mountain peak
of the curve for 1150 to 1450. This is only the outer shell of the difference
in structure, however. The recession of 1300 to 1450 led to the crisis of a
social structure, that of European feudalism, whereas that of 1600 to 1750
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led to “a period of soliditying and organizing,” in Schéffer’s phrase;® it
marked what Chaunu called the “end of easy growth and the beginning of
fertile difficulties.”" Solidification and fertile difhculties regarding what?
The capitalist world-economy as a system is the only plausible answer.

Let us note some of the systemically constructive features of the contrac-
tion between 1600 and 1750. In the first place, and overemphasizing this
fact is difficult, this period saw a strengthening of the state structures, at least
in the core states and in the rising semiperipheral ones, as a way of coping
with the contraction; the comparable contraction between 1300 and 1450,
on the other hand, led precisely to acute internecine warfare among the
landed nobility, a virtual Gitterdammerung of feudal Europe. Not that wars
and destruction were unknown in the seventeenth century, quite the con-
trary; but they did not have the same character of massive bleeding of the
ruling strata. The modes of warfare had changed; the use of mercenaries
was widespread; and above all, the struggles of the seventeenth century
were interstate rather than interbaronial and thus could serve to the accre-
tion of someone’s economic strength. As Elliott put it in his discussion of the
so-called crisis: “T'he sixteenth and seventeenth centuries did indeed see
significant changes in the texture of European life, but these changes oc-
curred within the resilient framework of the aristocratic monarchical
state.” Resilience is precisely what keeps contractions from becomi