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CHAPTER 1

RETRIEVING

s

EUROPEAN LIVES

BY CHARLES TILLY

Why Go Back?

How did Europeans live the big changes? In different European re-
gions and eras, what were the connections—cause, effect, or correla-
tion—between very large structural changes such as the growth of
national states and the development of capitalism, on the one hand,
and the changing experiences of ordinary people, on the other? The
complex second question merely amplifies the first. In its muted or
its amplified form, this question defines the central mission of Euro-
pean social history.

Many experts think otherwise. Despite appearances, in the first
place, my definition is rather modest. For social historians incline to
imperial definitions of their field. In the preface to his enormously
popular English Social History, G. M. Trevelyan offered one of the best-
remembered definitions. “Social history,” he declared, “might be de-
fined negatively as the history of a people with the politics left out”
Trevelyan argued for a three-layered analysis: Economic conditions
underlie the social scene, which in turn provides the foundation for
political events. “Without social history,” he continued, “economic
history is barren and political history is unintelligible.”!

Perhaps because Trevelyan defined his social history negatively,
latter-day practitioners of the art have commonly announced more

1 am grateful to audiences at Keene State College and at the University of Virginia
for raising questions concerning oral presentations of parts of this text and to the
contributors to this volume for their vigorous criticism.
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ose ‘programs have been equally massive.
efined” comments Peter Burke, “as the his-
s; the history of the social structure; the
story of private life; the history of social
cts; the history of social classes; the his-
en both as separate and as mutually depen-
finitions are very far from being synonymous;
- different approach, with its advantages and
group of scholars has opted for each of these
s still.
efinitions of social history make hopelessly am-
history of social relationships,” for example, en-
subject any ordinary historian might claim to
leal more. After all, politics, diplomacy, war, eco-
tant parts of cultural production consist of social
hore, social relationships extend throughout
ocial'sciences and into the study of other animals

at people who define social history as the history of
‘mean what they say, they are claiming an empire.
ds today, a number of social historians attach them-
pline called Maatschappijgeschiedenis: the history of so-
erialism is apparently alive after all; the very name
dingly ambitious program. (Dutch historians have
ve, however; some German historians similarly
ellschaftsgeschichte, while their French neighbors esca-
Jaim ‘to-histoire totale.) Taken seriously, an effort to con-
of “society” will surely destroy itself.
ompeting meanings of the word “history” confuse
one hand, we have history as the connection of
time; on the other, history as the analysis of that con-
'sense, social relationships certainly have a his-
1éctions over time. In the second sense, however,
ossible to construct a coherent analysis of the
Jationships; the object of study is simply too
and big.
other less ambitious versions as well. Some so-
tosupply deeper explanations of major political
movements, or changes than straightforward po-
dinarily provides. They want to place politics in its
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social context. Others hope to recapture an ethos, an outlook, a
rhythm of everyday life in much the manner that a professional trav-
eler portrays exotic climes and peoples. They give us sketches of an
age, of a city, of a social class. Still others rake the coals of the past for
evidence bearing on present-oriented theories: theories of fertility
decline, of capital acc#mulation, of authoritarianism. They then pro-
duce studies that differ little in texture from contemporary analyses
of the same phenomena.

All of these efforts qualify as social history. All of them, at times,
produce outstanding work: Richard Trexler’s fresh interpretation of
public life in Renaissance Florence uses' social history defily to give
meaning to well-known political events.® Our understanding of Euro-
pean social life would be the poorer without Emmanuel Le Roy La-
durie’s Montaillou, an essentially ethnographic account of a fourteenth-
century Pyrenean village.* Ron J. Lesthaeghe’s analysis of fertility
decline in nineteenth-century Belgium provides a telling empirical
critique of standard notions about the transition from high to low
fertility.® Social historians can claim these accomplishments proudly.
Nevertheless, a social history composed entirely of studies like those
of Trexler, Le Roy Ladurie, and Lesthaeghe, for all its scintillation,
would lack a common core. What makes social history a coherent
field of inquiry? _

As a distinct enterprise, social history grew up in opposition to
political history, defined in terms of statecraft and national politics. In
France, for example, the Anndles of Marc Bloch and Lucien Febvre
(inspired to some extent by Emile Durkheim’s program for a regal
sociology and Frangois Simiand’s search for suprahistorical rhythms
to account for the ebb and flow of historical experience) called for a
global history that would surpass and explain mere events.®

In England, likewise, Marxists and other materialists sought to con-
struct histories resting firmly on changing modes of production and
corresponding shifts in popular life; well before World War II, the
works of Sidney and Beatrice Webb, of J. L. and Barbara Hammond,
and of R. H. Tawney exemplified the contributions of English radicals
to social history.” In Germany, Max Weber and his followers typified
the effort to place the history of European states in a broad context of
social experience.® :

Although all these enterprises (not to mention their counterparts
elsewhere in Europe) formed in opposition to narrow political his-
tory, each of them implies a somewhat different alternative: global



erial life, the comparative study of societ-
nore, social history branches into a set of
ncerned with a particular social structure
rban- history, agricultural history, demo-

f crime and punishment, the history of
many more. The field as a whole also over-
established specialties, such as labor history and

on of existing political histories frequently en-
15 ‘of a given country in the acceptance of the
concerning that country, and in battling on be-
o the prevailing answers. Thus, as Jirgen Kocka
an'social historians find it difficult to escape a com-
tiestions: Why did the Social Democrats fail? Why did
5 power?’ Similarly, social historians of Russia, both

e Soviet Union, have invested a large share of
tudying the background of 1917’s revolution. Ronald
at at a-meeting of American specialists in Russian

tion was expressed by those who remained
real” social history was not well served by the
th politics and consciousness. Indeed Russian labor
not had many practitioners interested exclusively in
ily patterns, fertility, and daily life; rather the

riod 1870-1917 in which the Russian working
and the volatility of its engagement in political life
ncouraged its historians to deal with the points of contact
s, intellectuals, managers, capitalists, and state

any, Russia; and other countries the hope of explaining ma-

“‘movements, or transformations animates a sig-

al“historians’ work. As a result, to some extent
‘own branch and brand of social history.

o ,.,mﬁowm»b Social History

ed, then, European social history includes a wide
s, not-all'of them consistent with each other. Its
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boundaries are unclear. European social history resembles a strong-
poled magnetic field: Most of the work that has a clear rationale piv-
ots around a single core. European social history’s central activity, as I
see it, concerns reconstructing ordinary people’s experience of large
structural changes.

The statement has 4’ descriptive side and a normative side. As a
matter of description, the search for links between small-scale ex-
perience and large-scale processes informs a large share of all the
work European social historians actually do. As a matter of prescrip-
tion, that linkage identifies the one enterprise to which all the oth-
ers connect, the one enterprise to which social historians have the
greatest opportunity to enrich our understanding of social life. Nei-
ther the effort to construct “social” explanations of major political
events, the attempt to portray a full round of life, nor the search
for past evidence bearing on present-day social-scientific theories—
for all their obvious value—motivate the sustained, cumulative, and
partly autonomous inquiry entailed by asking how people lived the
big changes. That inquiry, the central quest of European social his-
tory, will occupy most of this essay.

Need I say that this program is controversial? Readers of David
Cohen’s splendid chapter on African social history, elsewhere in this
very book, will find him skeptical of proposals to organize studies of
that continent’s past around large structural changes, for fear of im-
posing simple, alien categories on a complex experience. Among Eu-
ropean historians, a vocal minority reject the entire program as not
merely useless, but dangerous. The English historian of France, Tony
Judt, for example, has called the sort of social history I am advocat-
ing a repellent imposter, a “clown in regal purple.”!! Others tolerate
the clown’s existence, but prefer more modest attempts to recon-
struct one corner or another of social life. The proposal to organize
social history around big changes and their correlates in routine so-
cial life (even if it does, as I claim, describe what the majority of
European social historians are already doing) will certainly stir up
dissent among the professionals.

Which big changes deserve attention? Taken back to the ages we can
reach only through archeology and extended to the continent’s out-
ermost limits, European social history’s “big changes” include the rise
and fall of the Roman Empire, the creation of a vast Christian church,
the growth of Islamic empires around the Mediterranean, the seafar-
ing of the Normans, the repeated armed invasions from Central Asia,



ization from the Mediterranean toward the
hese changes will figure little, or not at all,
oncentrate on Western, Central, and North-
500. -
es distinguish that block of European life
any-other time: (1) the exceptional power
rganizations we call national states and (2) the
or wages under conditions of expropriation.
d, principalities and empires have risen and
& world for seven millennia. But national states—
ntralized organizations exercising monopolistic
cipal concentrated means of coercion within
territories—only became the dominant European
500. Again, many forms of forced labor on means of
Jonging to workers have arisen through the same
the combination of formally free wage labor and
ropriated means of production marks off from all
pitalist era since 1500 or so.
umber of other characteristics also distinguish our
others: the complexity of technology, the wide use of
energy, the threat of nuclear war, the prolifera-
uge organizations, the speed of communication,
gh life expectancy and still other markers of mod-
Statemaking and the development of capitalism count as
anges than the emergence of these other condi-

nds:

hat we can distinguish them, the formation of na-

d the development of capitalism touched the
people more directly and deeply than the

on the list. In terms of the allocation of activities

urs in the day, for example, the expansion of salaried,

in factories and offices far from home—a direct

. of the development of capitalism—made more

than any other change. Via conscription, taxation,

on. surveillance, the institution of elections, and the or-

cial services, similarly, national states reached di-

aily lives of ordinary people.

aking, the development of capitalism and the forma-
I states underlay all the other changes. The mak-
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ers of states, for example, created the largest, most powerful or-
ganizations of all, and determinedly pushed toward more and
more deadly means of destruction. Although all such influences
are mutual, the development of capitalism likewise promoted
high-energy production and large organizations rather more
strongly and direttly than those two phenomena promoted
capitalism.

Modern European social history has no reason to neglect com-
plex technologies, the shift to inanimate sources of energy, and other
great changes. But capitalism and statemaking provide its largest
frame. The unifying, motivating task of European social history since
about 1500 is this: connecting the changing experiences of ordinary
people to the development of capitalism and the formation of na-
tional states.

Bad Ideas

In order to discover the connections between the experiences of
ordinary Europeans and the big changes—especially the formation
of national states and the development of capitalism—social histo-
rians have to fight their way past plausible but bad ideas about so-
cial change. The strongest of these bad ideas originated in the very
encounters of nineteenth-century European observers with the big
changes. As European burghers, aristocrats, and intellectuals faced
the facts of a growing proletariat, of vast, unhealthy industrial cities,
of concentrating capital, labor, and population, of militant popular
movements, they fashioned for themselves a set of mistaken analyses
of what they saw.

The central arguments run roughly as follows: Under normal cir-
cumstances the world divides up into distinct, coherent societies
each having its own unifying beliefs and institutions. Those societies
remain coherent through a balance between the extent of their differ-
entiation and the strength of their integrating beliefs and institutions.
Social change generally proceeds through increasing differentiation.
When differentiation occurs slowly and evenly, it leads to social ad-
vancement. But when it becomes rapid and irregular, change exceeds
the integrative capacity of existing beliefs and institutions.

That gap, according to the standard argument, causes trouble. As



egration—detachment of people from unify-
>ility of institutions to control their members,
preads. Disorder ranges from individual pa-
ollective conflict. In the face of rapid differ-
eme, drastically declining integration produces
ormally a society faced with social change develops
eformed integrating institutions; after a period of
rith excessively rapid social change, a new equi-
rentiation and integration comes into being.
forms, these ideas became the bases of stan-
tury bourgeois discussions of the problems of
poor, of popular rebellion. Refined, abstracted,
larized observations, they formed the backbones
ologies and programs of social reform. They also
Jasis for social historians’ interpretations of nine-
eth-century social change.

are seductive. They are widely held. Yet they are
bad ideas, both because they rest on a series of
ons:and because they contain empirical propositions
The fictions include the notion of distinct, coher-

oo deyS st

eties, the supposition of integrating institutions
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. fictions are unfortunate, because they encour-
ocial phenomena i of the functioning—

ofthe fictitious systems, which are.no. explana-

A

incorrect propositions include the assertion that a
cial change promotes more disorder than a slow
the thought that collective conflict and individual

om similar causes, the expectation that drastically
tment to existing beliefs and institutions causes rev-
we have strong evidence that these propositions
2

cial historians still hold bad nineteenth-century
mpirical critique via the actual practice of social
ttle destroyed their credibility. No single alterna-
them. Yet hole today’s European social

- "toward the idea that
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other groups exist and act, but that “societies” are at best convenient
fictions.

Organizational realism sometimes aligns social historians with Karl
Marx’s historical materialism, sometimes with Max Weber’s structural

o R R T s

_idealism, sometimes with John Stuart Mill’s rationalistic individual-_

_ism, sometimes with ather 3&9,5_&@05ou.qmoQ&ﬁvocmE.mﬁ&
sometimes with a sort of eclectic pragmatism. In the last case, the
social historians involved usually lack a coherent scheme, and con-
tent themselves with partial theories about particular kinds of organi-
zations or with agnostic descriptions of social situations. Despite the
loss of a certain unity, however, European social historians are better

off for having abandoned the basic nineteenth-century scheme.

Social History Forms and Reforms

Although the distinctive enterprise of European social history
reaches back into the nineteenth century, it began flourishing as
never before following World War II. One sign is the set of historical
publications featuring social history. While such journals as Past and
Present, Quaderni Storici, Annales: Economies, sociétés, civilisations, and Com-
parative Studies in Society and History frequently printed social history, oth-
ers made it their main business: Social History, the Journdl of Social History,
History Workshop, the Journal of Interdisciplinary History, Passato e Present, Soci-
etd e Storia, Geschichte und Gesellschaft stood beside more specialized jour-
nals such as Annales de Démographie Historique, the Journal of Family History,
or the Journal of Urban History. Learned societies, conferences, courses,
collective volumes, handbooks, and critical essays likewise prolifer-
ated. More important, European historians trained their sights on a
wide range of social experience, especially concerning the period
since 1700.

The flourishing of social history did not merely add another spe-
cialty to the European historian’s division of labor. It also expanded
the range of an attitude that had been rare in previous histories: a
belief that within limits ordinary people make their own history. Of
course, as a preface to more serious matters the chapter or book
concerning popular customs and daily life dates back to the Greeks.
To be sure, romantics such as Jules Michelet had long since written
history as the work of an abstract People, and Marxist historians such



rtrayed the working class as a major historical
effort to retrieve past experience by recon-
ary people and connecting them to great
ges came into its own with European so-
World War II.
rogram was “history from below.” As practiced
corge Rudé, and many others, history from
‘historical events by building up portraits—
ive—of their rank-and-file participants.™® It ar-
those events, at least in part, as a function of the
ir participants. George Rudé’s Crowd in the French
iple, examined a series of Parisian events before
evolution of 1789-1799: the struggles over food in
opposition to the government in the fall of 1788,
nufacturers Reveillon and Henriot in April 1789, the

that preceded the invasion of the Bastille in July 1789,

ase, Rudé assembled such biographical material as he
om arrest records and similar documents; he then used de-
of the action to establish its sequence, direction, ge-
tionale. Rudé sought to make revolutionary crowds
ngful historical actors by actual reconstruction of
-and action rather than by assigning them a priori
iabolical) historical role.

oor another, that sort of populism inspired a whole
uropean social historians. Temma Kaplan, for exam-
litics of Andalusia’s little people seriously. She roots
hism in the nineteenth-century experience of arti-
an winegrowers who faced an alliance of large land-
ierchants with a corrupt state.™ For Kaplan, the moves
ople elsewhere in Europe toward collectivist and capitalist
as implicit markers of alternative roads from the nine-

treatment of nineteenth-century German conflicts
s the populism of social historians.'® Attempting to
emporaneous analysis of “violent social protest” in

t0 1848, Wirtz seizes on E. P Thompson’s meta-
orce-defining the relations among classes. Describing
er those years, Wirtz works out from the events to
t their social setting. He makes a plausible case that
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1848 marked the disintegration of a whole system of rights, under-
standings, and class relations, a “moral economy” giving poor people
claims on the powerful.

By no means all populist social historians share the broadly Marxist
interpretations of Rudé, Kaplan, and Wirtz. John Brewer, for exam-
ple, vividly portrays the gighteenth-century mock election at Garrat, a
village south of London. “The mock elections,” he reports, “were
boisterous and exuberant, like a carnival. Drink flowed freely, there
was dancing and music in the streets, men and women accompanied
the ludicrous candidates dressed as zanies or merry andrews . . . or in
their best holiday finery”¢

During the 1760s, Brewer notes, the long-established mock elec-

tion became the object of struggle, in the press and on the stage as

well as in Garrat’s streets, between radicals and their opponents. A

London theatrical presentation of the ceremony attracted national
attention, and drew thousands to the village each year. But its follow-
ing declined radically in the 1790s.

Brewer uses his well-told tale to make three points: (1) that eigh-
teenth-century popular politics did not merely have a theatrical side;
to an important degree it was theater; its dramatic discourse united
plebeians and powers; (2) that nevertheless the attempt of radicals
to appropriate political theater to a national cause exposed them
to their opponents, who could easily evoke the elite contempt and
fear stirred by the identification of the cause with riotous popular
festivals; (3) that in the age of the French Revolution, the sober radi-
cal search for respectability encouraged activists to turn away from
suggestions of irresponsible spontaneity and debauch; political the-
ater therefore declined. Brewer makes these points persuasively. He
makes them by appealing implicitly to his readers’ understanding of
what came before and after: “The Garrat election therefore represents
both a particular moment in the history of English radicalism, and a
particular phase in the development of class relations in eighteenth-
century England"’

Social historians in Brewer’s vein reject Rudé’s framework of class
conflict. But they tend to agree with Rudé in (1) resisting the reduc-
tion of popular collective action to a faceless, irrational crowd and
(2) seeking the secret of that action by means of close study of real .
participants and their actual behavior. Essentially similar attitudes—
rejection of condescending attributions of irrationality, insistence on ,
the direct study of everyday participants—characterize a wide range



EE@ history, demographic history, urban history,
ories-have taken on a populist cast.

wuw!.—% and Systematic Comparison

edure became the emblem of all these social histo-
sraphy. Collective biography consists of the assem-
le files concerning the lives of many individuals, fol-
grouping of those files into a collective portrait of
involved. Rudé’s tallying of arrest lists for distribu-
-cupations, and geographic origins illustrates collec-
tits simplest. The obvious next step is to search out
ation concerning the individuals identified by the ar-
her sources: censuses, parish registers, and so on. Full-
llective biography usually involves compiling biographical
tion on many individuals systematically from more than one

st comprehensive and successful uses of collective biog-
appeared in historical demography. There, historians
stakingly abstracted individual parish registrations of births,
arriages (more exactly, of baptisms, burials, and wed-
eletal family histories, and thence into estimates of fer-
ity; and nuptiality for whole populations—Iocal, regional,
ational.”
al'd mographers have moved from individual vital events
population dynamics over two different paths: via families
calities. On one side, they have grouped observations by
trated their attention on those families that lived out
| therefore their demographic histories) within the lo-
study, and aggregated information on the women who
eted their childbearing into estimates for the population
his is the painstaking method of “family reconstitution.”
reconstitution has disadvantages: It excludes mobile fami-
ormously time-consuming. Its advantages, however, are
y precise within the population it covers and to permit
sons among different types of individuals. Thus, exam-
ulation of Caen from 1740 to 1789, Jean-Claude Perrot
es that ' (despite very low illegitimacy and infrequent pre-
conception) Protestants averaged higher fertility than Catho-
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lics. That was due, he goes on to show, not to the large size of Protes-
tant families, but mainly to the fact that the married Catholics of Caen
went completely childless more often than their Protestant neigh-
bors.?® Reconstituting families of nearby Rouen from 1670 to 1789,
Jean-Pierre Bardet shows that completed family size declined in all
social classes, but that notables led the way with a drop from 7.2 live
births per married woman from 1670 to 1699 to 4.1 live births from
1760 to 1789.*' The findings on Rouen and Caen help us understand
how their province of Normandy became one of Europe’s earliest
regions of long-term definitive fertility decline. Painstaking family re-
constitution made such findings possible.

On the other side, demographic historians sometimes bypass the
family to accumulate observations of births, deaths, and marriages
for whole communities. Then typically the series yield annual rates,
while characteristics of communities—rich or poor, agricultural or
industrial, and so on—substitute for variation in household charac-
teristics. The most salient disadvantages of this aggregative method
stem from the uncertain relationship between the vital events and
the population at risk; with no change in behavior patterns, for exam-
ple, the selective out-migration of young people tends by itself to
depress the birth rate.

The advantages of aggregative methods are their relative efficiency
and their sensitivity to year-to-year changes. Thus in their massive
analysis of England’s population history from 1541 to 1871, E. A.
Wrigley and R. S. Schofield aggregate births, deaths, and marriages
from 404 Anglican parish registers, then correct and augment those
series for internal bias, various forms of under-registration, and the
absence of non-Anglicans.?* (They also check some of their estimates
against results of a dozen English family reconstitutions.) They are
then able to show, among a great many other things, that English
marital fertility actually rose during the eighteenth century, that fluc-
tuations in marriage played a very important part in annual fertility
fluctuations, and that marriage rates themselves responded strongly
to changes in wage levels; rising wage levels encouraged more people
to marry young. Malthus’s Positive Check—the rise in death rates

i
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when population overran subsistences—had much less effect than...

most people have believed. Collective biography took Wrigley and
Schofield through dry-as-dust technical procedures to the dynamics
of marriage and birth.

Essentially the same procedures yield estimates of occupational



e social composition of political movements, or of the
wealth. In studying the laboring classes of Renaissance
or example, Samuel Kline Cohn, Jr,, reconstructed work-
ians’ networks of personal association from baptismal
\d marriage contracts, then integrated the results with evi-
m criminal prosecutions to reveal the activation of citywide
itioms of workers in the time of the Ciompi insurrections (1342~
qite a different vein, Kristian Hvidt transcribed from po-
gisters the characteristics of 172,000 Danes who emigrated mn.oﬂ
1900; his analysis demonstrated, among other things, the inti-
e interdependence of rural-urban migration within UmEdmﬁw wsm
the great flight to America. In essence, regional and transatlantic mi-
ormed a single system.* .
ough in these cases the units observed are most often single

nals; collective biography sometimes deals with households,

o rties, even events. John Bohstedt, for example, based his
study. community politics in England and Wales from 1750 to 1810
talog of 617 events found according to a standard definition in
niial Register, two newspapers, and the general domestic corre-
ndence of the Home Office.?® The logic is the same as in collec-
ography of individuals: comparable observations on E&aw_m
ompounded into systematic collective accounts of unity and

b.ﬁ
systematic, however, is a question that has divided European
historians: The beauty of collective biography, in principle, is
permits its practitioners to retain all the idiosyncrasy of per-
experience while identifying uniformities and variations across
personal experiences. In practice, the beauty fades moﬂws&wn
implification required to identify uniformities and variations—
ample, Rudé’s reduction of the many occupations of arrested
ons to a limited number of categories, or Wirtz’s grouping of Ba-
-manifold violent incidents into a handful of types—often sup-

refined version of the tallying procedure.

the other extreme, some European social historians have aban-
‘the search for common properties and systematic variations
or of the loving reconstruction of exemplary individual lives.
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An outstanding example is the English historian of France, Richard
Cobb.2¢ Cobb’s early work fell into the sort of collective biography
inspired by the great French revolutionary historian Georges Lefeb-
vre; while George Rudé examined revolutionary crowds, while Al-
bert Soboul and others did collective biographies of sans-culottes, Cobb
studied the volunteer révolutionary armies that played such an im-
portant part in mobilizing young men to the revolutionary cause and
in enforcing the decisions of revolutionary activists. As compared
with Soboul, Rudé, and many other students of revolutionary activ-
ists, Cobb never showed much enthusiasm for taxonomies or statis-
tics. Nevertheless, his studies of army units did catalog the officers
and describe the men in great detail, characterizing both their origins

‘and their behavior.

Then Cobb moved increasingly toward the portrayal of single in-
dividuals who illustrated some principle of revolutionary action, or
who simply lived interesting lives. He came to disapprove of the
approaches of Soboul and Rudé. Speaking of Colin Lucas’s remark-
able work, Cobb commented that Lucas “has proposed collective
definitions and groupings that are far more sophisticated than the
crude jumble sale of Soboul’s mouvement de masse or Rudé’s weari-
somely repetitive Crowd (always ‘tending’ to do something or other,
spending all its time ‘tending,’ whether to riot on a Monday, or to get
drunk in a wine-shop, or to destroy a threshing machine if it did not
like a threshing machine, or to riot on or near a market, if there were
a market day, or on or near a grain port, if there were a lot of grain
coming through.)”? Instead, Cobb took up portrayals of individuals
suffering or profiting at the Revolution’s margins. Cobb’s scintillating
portraits led the way out of collective biography.

In principle, with great effort, a social historian can both retain
individuality and deal with uniformity or systematic variation; all it
takes is a refined recording system and a way of relating well-de-
scribed individuals to the distribution of all individuals. Few have
had the patience, the expertise, or the resources to build such a
system. In practice, European social historians have commonly sta-
tioned themselves somewhere along this continuum:

crude categories detailed description

many cases few cases
-
great uniformity much variety
quantification qualitative treatment



osition on the continuum for a particular analysis,
: As-compared to George Rudé’s, John Brewer’s
olitics generally take up the detailed qualitative
cases varying considerably from each other.
but understandable division arose among peo-
hosen different positions on the continuum—broadly,
etween “collectivists” and “individualists.” Collectivists
roup many cases into crude categories, attempting to
ormities among their cases by quantitative means. Indi-
1ded to provide detailed descriptions of a few cases,
their variety via qualitative comparison. With the incessant
ation: of new. specialties, whole subjects clustered near a single
1e continuum. The study of the adoption of new technolo-
cample, came to concentrate near the “collectivist” end of
se, while the attempt to do psychohistory, to use contempo-
hological. categories to label and explain historical actions,
ear the “individualist” end of the range.
man program of studying Alltagsleben, everyday life, illus-
division. Criticizing Hans-Ulrich Wehler, Alf Lidtke com-
e view that “everyday life is almost necessarily marked by
istance from the forces and battlefields of the historical process;
fe:comes to signify merely the ‘private’ sphere”?® Liidtke
gregation and relegation of everyday life as a correlate of
-quantification. “Rigorous statistics of production, con-
on, and life chances,” he counters, “only become meaningful
h a qualitative account of the various modes of produc-
ve nature of the social relations of production”? The
re of the analysis of everyday life, as he sees it, is “its
xpose the contradictions and discontinuities of both the
Jations of production, in the context of the life-style of
d; to make these evident and to explain them "%
ustrates the counterprogram with his study of work
rman factories at the end of the nineteenth century. The
sis itself falls clearly at the “individualist” end of the continuum.
distinguishes between the breaks built into the schedule as
e.of worker/boss struggles, and those breaks workers
at their own initiative: ]

tted breaks served mainly the function of physical

oﬁam so were directly related to the business of
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physical survival. Even here, though, there were moments of
‘mere’ togetherness, the beginnings of personal and collective
identity. In the illegal breaks such moments were predominant:
the capacity for action and the possibilities of expression could
be tested and developed; there were further opportunities to
be alone and to be with others—to push back the forces of the
factory, even while not directly fighting them.*!

Liidtke regards the mere counting of breaks, or the study of strikes in
which the issue of breaks came up, as at best secondary and at worst
misleading. That is because the meaning and use of work breaks, or
of any other feature of daily work life, loom much larger for him than
do the brute facts of their distribution in time and space.

That the choice is false, however, appears from a good look at
another outstanding work in labor history, Michelle Perrot’s Les ouvri-
ers en gréve.2 Perrot painstakingly assembled information concerning
every strike she could find anywhere in France from 1870 to 1850.
She found about 3,000 strikes. She prepared a crude machine-read-
able description of each one, and tabulated the incidence of strikes
by industry, region, year, issue, outcome, and a number of other char-
acteristics. Perrot thereby constructed a comprehensive descriptive
grid for strike activity fom 1870 to 1890. She built the means of identi-
fying uniformity and variation by means of a special sort of collective
biography.

If Perrot had stopped there, she would have provided a useful
body of evidence for other historians of the period, but would have
left herself vulnerable to the accusation of ignoring the strikes’ mean-
ing and use. But Perrot used her quantification largely to specify what
must be explained: Why, for example, did sudden strikes without
prior warning occur more often in industries with large worksites, yet
decline in importance as big industry grew? Her discussion of that
subject begins with the statistics, but soon leaves them behind; it
ends with the conclusion that the unionization of big industry re-
duced the scope for workers’ spontaneity. It moves from statistics to
conclusion via numerous individual examples displaying the variety
of mechanisms by which strikes actually began, as well as the differ-
ent ways in which union leaders sought to contain them. Perrot put
the bulk of her effort into the close examination of cases falling into
different positions within her descriptive grid: the actual content of

-

-



les Tilly:

oncerning hours of work, the conditions for workers’
or-compromise in strikes, and so on.
elle Perrot did not simply find a happy midpoint on the con-
m quantitative/many cases, and so on to qualitative/few
‘on, or spring gracefully between two happy positions,
t each- end. Nor do other first-rate social historians. Keith
Wrightson and David Levine, for example, use a combination of de-
ographic analysis and local history to reconstruct the experience of
igle Essex village from 1500 to 1725.*° During the sixteenth cen-
they detect rapid population growth due to relatively early mar-
and resulting high fertility. After 1625, they discover a slowing of
pulation growth as fertility declined and “extra” children had fewer
ances to stay in the village. The demographic findings hereby raise
questions about social change in the village.
hing out that change, Wrightson and Levine show the creation
division between a small, dominant property-holding class
large, subordinate class of land-poor and landless workers, with
igious ideology, a complex of social definitions, and a set of legal
s that reinforced the division. Reading Wrightson and Levine,
h the local version of capitalism emerge as a contingent prod-
of struggle between the few and the many.
h work demonstrates that the continuum from “individualist”
llectivist” is itself an illusion, an unfortunate simplification. The
n'results from placing oneself along the diagonal of the space
1 in Figure 1.
rk is easier along the diagonal than above it. Most results below
agonal are not very useful. The utility of results rises more rap-
th a move toward refined variety than with a move toward
ases: Yet, in principle, the most useful results come from sta-
neself not at the upper right-hand corner (few cases, refined
near the upper left corner (many cases, refined variety).
rrot’s work pushes above the diagonal toward that corner.
ort; we can go even farther in that direction.
gram of “social science history” seeks to push social history
the diagonal. The term itself covers a variety of efforts; they run
orporation of sound historical evidence into contempo-
cientific investigations to the use of social-scientific con-
terpretive devices in standard historical investigations.
ore of social science history, however, has three distinguishing
eatures: (1) the explicit statement of falsifiable arguments; (2) the
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Figure 1. Difficulty and Utility of Variety and Multiplicity in Social History

generation of evidence bearing on the validity of those arguments
by means of rigorous measurement; (3) the use of systematic com-
parisons among cases to verify or falsify the arguments in question.
These features establish two different sorts of ties between contem-
porary social science and social history: First, they point to the dis-
tinctive features of social science in general. Second, the “falsifiable
arguments” in play are quite likely to come from those disciplines
that specialize in the contemporary equivalents of pressing social-
historical questions, the social sciences.

Thus we find social science historians:

* Asking how and why various European populations proletarian-
ized, using ideas about the logic of capitalistic _uwo&soao:“w»



lain regional and temporal <~awaoum in fertility,
o& the demographic transition;*

ﬂrm noﬂmgmm and effects of women’s employment in
ropean cities, using ideas about household economic

St &Em the spread of literacy among classes and 8:5:558_
noB‘cmem standard ideas about modernization;*’

1g historical patterns of rural-urban migration in Europe,
g'on ideas &mﬁmowom in the analysis of contemporary
<<9.E ﬁ:wumﬁo=

adventures, and more, profit from their casting in a social-
old.

_point comes from the study of literacy. On the one
es to'read and write vary enormously in contemporary
nly the technical skills but also the meanings and con-
the activity differ from one person to the next. No sim-
ard—so many years of school, ability to sign one’s name, or
chase of printed matter—captures the variations in skill,
‘consequences of literacy. Yet Europeans on the whole
ecome much more literate during the last century or
ard to escape the feeling that the ability to read and write
asing demand that citizens, employers, soldiers, driv-
r whole categories of people be literate) altered peo-
erience. But how to translate that feeling into historical

od since national churches and state bureaucracies be-
g actively in the daily lives of ordinary people, Euro-
orians have drawn their evidence about popular lit-
from the by-products of those interventions. Signing of
nrollment in school, and screening for admission to
prison, or some other bureaucratized institution pro-
undant evidence. Using such sources for different
; then delving into memoirs and inspection reports,

wbm Jacques Ozouf show that the skills of reading and
somewhat separately from each other; French Protes-
le, commonly learned enough reading to decipher
ible, but did not necessarily Hmmg to write. Writing
‘closely with commercial activity.*®
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In Sweden, a national Lutheran church, strongly backed by the
state, monitored the ability to read closely; pastors regularly tested
(and recorded) the skills of their parishioners at reading and inter-
preting scripture. From the eighteenth century onward, many un-
schooled Swedes learned to read at home. According to studies of
church examination registers, military recruitment records, school
statistics, and other sources by Egil Johansson and his collaborators,
elementary reading ability became quite general in Sweden before
the end of the eighteenth century, but the ability to write only gener-
alized with the extension of formal schooling after 1800.%

In the French and Swedish investigations of literacy, the conclu-
sions resulted from close examination of thousands of instances. The
sheer scale of the inquiries pushed the researchers toward the meth-
ods of the social sciences.

The risks of a relationship between history and contemporary so-
cial science are obvious: wholesale exportation from contemporary
frames of models, concepts, arguments, and methods that fit histori-
cal experience badly; subordination of fundamental historical ques-
tions to the agenda of contemporary social science; building of false
analogies between contemporary and historical experience or evi-
dence. Yet these risks are avoidable. And the potential benefits are

great.

Tasks of Social History

Whether practiced in a social-scientific mode or otherwise, the fun-
damental work of European social historians remains the same. It
consists of (1) documenting large structural changes, (2) reconstruct- :
ing the experiences of ordinary people in the course of those -
changes, and (3) connecting the two.

Documenting large structural changes involves a miscellany of activities,
from the compilation of government statistics to the collation of

- observers’ opinions. The available documentation itself reflects the
. course of European history: produced mainly by the agents of states

and secondarily by the agents of churches; consisting largely of resi-
dues from taxation, conscription, civil registration, policing, and

- ‘other efforts at controlling subject populations; increasing enor-

mously in volume over time as a result both of expanding bureau-
cracy and of sheer survival of more recent records; crystallizing into



series monitored by specialists chiefly in the nine-
“important part of social-historical expertise has
¢ disparate evidence available from the period be-
reys, and statistical services to extend the standard
into'the eighteenth, seventeenth, or earlier centu-
;utmann, for example, studied the impact of war on
tion‘of the Basse-Meuse, a region straddling today’s Dutch
rders, between 1620 and 1750. In that prosperous
 that war perturbed the population and the economy
tic but surprisingly moderate ways. In order to arrive
nalyses of war’s consequences, however, he had first to
ong series of observations concerning “normal” fluctua-
es, agricultural production, food prices, religious practice,
eaths, marriages, and more. In each case, furthermore, he
nstruct his series by means of proxies and approximations:
irth; burials for deaths, communion-taking for religious
d'so on. It was heroic, painstaking work.*!
ann’s research also illustrates, social historians have made
- original contributions to the second task: reconstructing the
ordinary people. The greatest discovery was no discovery
vas the realization that if ordinary people left few narratives
ives, innumerable documents of great diversity bore traces
ves. The traces could, with care and expertise, fit together
eletal histories of a great many lives. Religious registers, nota-
files, judicial proceedings, tax records, cadasters, censuses, vo-
olls, city directories, account books, and many other routine
ontacts between individuals and large organizations all
luminous information on many people outside the elite.
fore World War II, people who were tracing their ances-
-many of these same sources to locate individuals. Col-
phy made the transition from single individuals to
ations; one of the critical moments for social history,
d 'when demographer Louis Henry realized that geneal-
properly analyzed, yield estimates of changes in vital
mortality, and nuptiality.*> (Other demographic pro-
migration, came later.)
llective biographies of Roman senators, of British par-
ind of other elites long preceded the reconstitution of
raphic histories from genealogies and from parish rec-
hs; deaths, and marriages, it was the extension of collec-
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tive biography to run-of-the-mill families that released the creativity
of social historians. The sources available for popular collective biog-
raphy rarely made it possible to assemble richly anecdotal histories of
individual lives. But they permitted a much closer approximation to a
standard life history for ordinary people than ever before.

Connecting the aggregate observations of structural change with the social experi-
ences sets the most difficult challenge. On the whole, European social
historians have met the challenge with less imagination than they
have brought to the first two tasks. When they have not settled for
impressionistic interpretations of the social experience, they have
commonly relied on crude correlations: dividing the entire popula-
tion into several rough categories to establish that their social experi-
ences differed, using local populations as proxies for distinct social
groups, or pointing to a broad correspondence between the fluctu-
ations in time of the measured social experience and of a large struc-
tural change. For example, many European urban histories divide
up their cities into parishes, then use carefully assembled evidence
to show that parishes containing many poor people also have rela-
tively high mortality, more criminal offenders, more foundlings, and
so on—important information, to be sure, but a far cry from an analy-
sis of causal connections among the phenomena.®®

Such crude methods of making the connection between big pro-
cesses and small-scale social experience entail a double loss. First,
they reduce the possibility of any strong statements of causal pri-
ority: What causes what? Second, they ignore the precious informa-
tion contained in the variation from one experience to the next. It
is hard to make mousse with a cement mixer.

Nevertheless, social historians sometimes use fine variation in time
and space to their great advantage. Some do it by taking a small num-
ber of instances, and then making fully documented and precisely
controlled comparisons among them. David Gaunt, for instance,
looked at the varieties of family structure in central Sweden dur-
ing the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries by close comparison of
just five parishes. He did not choose the five places as a representa-
tive sample; he chose them because they had significantly different
economic bases, and because they had rich sources, including obitu-
aries of their parishioners. One parish included many miners and
small-scale metalworkers, another consisted largely of peasants who
hauled goods in the off'season, and three housed large estates which
employed many day laborers. Gaunt’s comparison of the parishes



eat population mobility of the estate-dominated
eople over 60 who died in the parishes, only 5 to 26
orn in the same parish. In the peasant and semi-
the percentages native were 59 and 67. The peas-
ustrial parishes, furthermore, had substantially larger
s, more complex households (including adult offspring),
gle people. Gaunt relates the differences effectively to
hold’s control over its own land and livelihood.**
ocial historians sacrifice some of the richness, but still carry
comparisons over large numbers of observations. That al-
/s requires quantification. Sooner or later, almost all ana-
ustrial conflict find that in order to keep their grip on the
rs-causing strikes to occur and endure they are better off
titative comparisons among industries, localities, and peri-
e national studies of fertility decline in Europe carried
ey Coale and his associates have generally followed a set of
phic areas covering an entire country from census to
entury or more; only quantification has made that effort

others ‘do some of each: They combine a moderately rich
variation over many cases with a very rich analysis of varia-
rmall number of cases, in hopes that the two analyses
slemetit and confirm each other. Tracing variations in Hun-
hold structure, Rudolf Andorka and Tdmas Farago un-
arisons among eleven scattered communities for which
igs are available. For different subsets of the commu-
mpare overall household composition, age distribu-
ent kinds of household members, and kinship relations
olds. Then they use censuses to compare whole coun-
‘Hungary. Like David Gaunt for Sweden, they estab-
\rya strong relationship between control of property
unigary the wealthier peasants were often technically
omplex households. Contrary to widespread opin-
firid indications of more extensive birth control and
arge, ‘complex households. Their large-scale and
yses cotnbine to portray the complex household as
hat stabilizes the connection between a lineage and
onstraints over the marriage, migration, and work
its members.*
ases; social historians find themselves documenting
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large structural changes, depicting ordinary people’s experiences,
and connecting the two. Result: incorporation of everyday life into
the great movements of history.

Retouching the Portrait

As a result of recent decades’ work in social history, our picture of
general changes in European life over the last few centuries has al-
tered greatly. Not long ago, historians thought, and taught, a Europe
peopled mainly by an immobile, traditional peasant mass, dominated
by church and state, which broke apart after 1750 with an industrial
revolution followed by a series of democratic revolutions.

Witness the 1950 edition of Robert R. Palmer’s first-rate survey,
A History of the Modern World.*” Palmer’s presentation of modern Eu-
rope outside of Italy begins with the fifteenth-century New Monarchs
(Henry VIL, Louis XI, and others) who established royal power and
stable government, and thus laid a political foundation for a Com-
mercial Revolution. The Commercial Revolution includes an expan-
sion of cottage industry, in which rural people produced at home on
orders from local merchants. As a result of rising prices, peasants
prospered and landlords faltered in western Europe; in eastern Eu-
rope, however, landlords themselves retained control of production,
thereby taking advantage of price rises while subordinating manorial
workers to their personal control.

Palmer’s reconstruction continues: As monarchs fortified their
states for war, conquest, and internal control, worldwide exploration
and the growth of scientific thinking combined to generate prosper-
ity and modern ways:

... the greatest social development of the eighteenth century,
with the possible exception of the progress of knowledge, was
the fact that Europe, or the Atlantic region of Europe north of
Spain, became incomparably more wealthy than any other part
of the world. The new wealth, in the widest sense, meaning
conveniences in every form, was produced by the increasing
scientific and technical knowledge, which in turn it helped to
produce; and the two together, more wealth and more knowl-
edge, helped to form one of the most far-reaching ideas of
modern times, the idea of progress.*®



that the new wealth did not depend on concen-

f industrialization in the long run were to revo-
ves of men everywhere. In the short run, in the
wing the peace of Vienna, the same processes
d political effects. The Industrial Revolution,
arging both the business and the wage-earning
doomed all attempts at “reaction,” attempts, that is, to
the consequences of the French Revolution. In-
“made the flood of progress too powerful for
.to dam up. It hastened the growth of that world-
ic system whose rise in the eighteenth century has

served. And since industrialization first took
tern Europe, one of its early effects was to widen
between eastern and western Europe, and so to
forts made, after the defeat of Napoleon, to orga-
ind of international union of Europe.*

‘revolution,” in Palmer’s account, centered on the shift
oduction in factories. The combination of industrializa-
ch Revolution “led after 1815 to the proliferation of
and'movements of many sorts.”*! The “isms” began; Euro-
story took the shapes of liberalism, radicalism, re-
ialism, ‘conservatism, nationalism, and occasionally
In the West, the bourgeoisie triumphed, and faced
1ged workers.

anges; according to Palmer, occurred in the context of
growth:

ree in attributing the increase to falling death
to increasing birth rates. Populations grew be-
eople lived longer, not because more were born.
hat ‘a better preservation of civil order reduced
th Asia and Europe. In Europe the organized
-established in the seventeenth century, put
veriod of civil wars, stopping the chronic vio-
uding, with the accompanying insecurity of agri-
family life, which were more deadly than wars
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fought by armies between governments. . . . In Europe, sooner
than in Asia, other causes of growth were at work beyond the
maintenance of civil peace. They included the liberation from
certain endemic diseases, beginning with the subsiding of bu-
bonic plague in the seventeenth century and the conquest of
smallpox in the eighteenth; the improvement of agricultural
output, beginning notably in England about 1750; the improve-
ment of transportation, which, by road, canal, and railroad,
made localized famine a thing of the past since food could be
moved into areas of temporary shortage; and, lastly, the devel-
opment of machine industry, which allowed large populations
to subsist in Europe by trading with peoples overseas.*?

* Thereafter Europeans—the French first of all—began to control

births, a small-family system came to prevail, and population growth
slowed. Fast urbanization and vast emigration complemented the fer-
tility decline. The huge, impersonal, anonymous city epitomized the
new society that emerged from the industrial revolution.

Palmer’s deft summaries of European social history, as understood
in 1950, provide us with a baseline for examining what social histori-
ans have accomplished since then. A Palmer writing in 1985 would
make significant changes: He would acknowledge the contribution
of fertility increases to eighteenth-century population growth, stress
the proletarianization of the “peasant” population before 1800, and
date a number of changes in family structure well before the indus-
trial concentration and fertility decline of the nineteenth century. He
would less confidently assert Europe’s eighteenth-century economic
superiority to the rest of the world. A 1985 Palmer would reduce the
importance of the nineteenth century in the creation of secular pro-
letarian life, and shift emphasis from technological toward organiza-
tional change. Social historians have offered major revisions to 1950's
knowledge.

Some of the revisions are essentially technical. As a consequence of
social-historical research, for example, we now know that European
populations recuperated very quickly from the great shocks of mor-
tality occasioned by famine and disease—not to mention that in the
great famines after 1500 people rarely starved to death, but instead
became more vulnerable to various diseases. Crises accelerated the
deaths of the kinds of people who already had relatively high risks of

death. In the aftermaths of crises, marriages generally accelerated and



ost plausible explanation is that the heightened
iches—farms, jobs, household positions—per-
eople who would otherwise have married later,

discoveries does not contradict any major under-
odern era, but it does give the lie to two common
‘before recent centuries European populations de-
rew mainly as a result of the presence or absence of wars

graphic disasters; second, that in the absence of crisis
reindustrial populations were breeding at the limit of
/- Thus, a technical revision significantly affects our sense
v of social life and limits the explanations we may plausi-
ular action or inaction.

evisions are chiefly factual. Social historians have
xample, that before 1800 many European villages
pulation turnover well above 20 percent per year;
nany wage laborers had an especially strong ten-
esidents. The fact contradicts any depiction of “pre-
opulations, especially of rural populations, as stodgily
e finding therefore raises doubts about accounts of
ventieth-century popular political movements as
g mobility and to the breaking up of self-contained,
sramunities. Since such accounts abound, the factual revi-
erence to historical understanding.

social history, furthermore, has directly attacked
pretations of European historical experience. A gen-
srians from below;” for example, have not succeeded

ed popular history. But they have effectively de-
‘haracterization of European workers and peasants
moving mass that reacted mainly to extreme hard-
Joped political awareness with the various mobili-
neteenth and twentieth centuries. Social historians
t characterization with a multiplicity of peasants
group following a relatively well-defined path of
ch acting or failing to act as a function of those

cess of arguing over the proper distinctions, over
cial changes in production and reproduction,
o&&moa promoting action or inaction, social
ally adopted a broadly Marxist conclusion: that
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changing interests rooted in transformations of production account
for major alterations in the collective action of Europe’s subordinate
classes. Here no single fact or technical discovery is at issue; social
history has implanted a new interpretation of a major set of changes.

At the broadest level, European social historians have dislodged
two fundamental ideassabout European history since 1500: (1) the
idea of a single sharp break with the traditional past, dividing his-
tory into before and after, a technologically driven industrial revolu-
tion; and (2) the idea of a general process, followed in country after
country, in which an inexorable logic of differentiation, depending
on the expansion of markets and the advance of technical knowl-
edge, impels social evolution—whether “advance” or “decline”—and
thus poses repeated problems of integration to rapidly changing soci-
eties. Those connected ideas, once the chief devices for ordering the
recent experiences of the European populace, are the principal casu-
alties of social history’s victories.

Increasingly, then, research in social history has forced a recogni-
tion of the great mobility of European rural life before 1750; of sub-
stantial swings in the rates of birth, death, and marriage long before
our own time; of extensive rural involvement in regional, national,
and international markets; of widespread manufacturing and signifi-
cant proletarianizaton in the countryside well before the day of fac-
tories and steam power; of struggles between expanding states and
populations that fought statemakers’ demands for more and more
resources; of the rooting of demands for popular sovereignty in resis-
tance to the aggrandizements of states and capitalists.

Capital and Coercion

’

Another shift in orientation follows from the last few decades’ work
in European social history: a diminution of the nineteenth century’s
place as the pivot of modern social change. The move toward implo-
sion and centralization, on the one hand, and the sheer quantity of
displacement, on the other, certainly marked off the nineteenth cen-
tury as a critical period of change. Yet the statemaking of the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries, the proletarianization of the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries, and the organizational expansion of the
twentieth century all rival the nineteenth century transformations in
their impact on routine social life.



ore” and “after” serves poorly as an organizing
an social history, whether the pivot is the indus-
niset of modernization, or something else. The
into three parts:

e character, timing, and regional incidence of (a)
of national states, (b) the development of capital-
the interaction between them (the specification must
ght of the fact that the phenomena called “states” and
ism” themselves altered radically between the sixteenth
ieth centuries, and that therefore neither the growth
s& states nor the development of capitalism consti-
tutes a unilinear, quantitative progression over the entire pe-
since 1500); A

ough time and space the varying experiences of

al units: individuals, kin groups, households, neigh-
s; shops, communities, and others; and

blishing the cause-and-effect connections between the two

Ige program. .

wing the facts of nineteenth-century change, let us
e theoretical problem. Theoretically, what does the three-
gram entail? Capitalism is a system of production in which
ontrol capital make the basic decisions concerning
ise of land, labor, and capital, and produce by means
"bought from workers whose households survive
gh the sale of labor power. In general terms, the development
m makes three conflicts salient: (1) the opposition of capi-
2) the opposition of capitalists to others who claim
he same factors of production; and (3) market competi-
ers, buyers-sellers, sellers-sellers. All three conflicts
ntire population in two.
stional states means the increasing control of the
,,_m_.%,,._u.amm. contiguous territory by an organization
nomous, differentiated from other organizations,
ally coordinated, and in possession of major con-
ofcoercion. Like the development of capitalism,
a‘triple logic: (1) the extraction of resources from
ion:*(2) competition between agents of the state
ther governments inside and outside the territory; and
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(3) competition among organizations that are subject to the state for
resources controlled by the state. Again, all three conflicts can, in
principle, produce fundamental divisions of the entire population.

If capitalism and statemaking were to proceed simultaneously,
we might reasonably expect accommodation between capitalists and
statemakers. Here is an.idealized sequence:

early: capitalist property created as statemakers struggle to ex-
tract resources and check rivals; major themes of conflict: ex-
propriation, imposition of state control, imposition of capitalist
control, and resistance to all of them;

late: within an existing state and established capitalist property,
major themes of conflicts: capital-labor opposition, market
competition, attempts to control the state and its resources.

These are tendencies. Rather than a rapid transition, we might expect
a gradual shift of the bulk of conflicts from type 1 to type 2. In addi-
tion, the pattern should depend on the relative rapidity of the two
processes; where capitalism comes early and statemaking late, for
example, we may reasonably expect to find capitalists themselves op-
posing relatively effective resistance to the state’s expansion of its ~
extractive and coercive power. Where statemaking leads, in contrast,
we are likely to find more intense popular resistance to extraction, if
only because capitalists have done less to expropriate and monetize
the factors of production.

So, at least, runs the theory. These statements fall far short of a
documented historical account. Indeed, they contradict accounts that
many people have found plausible—notably the classic nineteenth-
century accounts in which rapid social change, driven by differentia-
tion and technical innovation, disrupts stable, immobile societies
and thereby promotes disorganization, disorder, and protest. My ac-
count makes the conflicts that accompany capitalism and statemaking
intrinsic to their development, consequences of opposing interests
built into their very structure.

European social history here sets yet another challenge: To adjudi-
cate between the sort of interest-oriented account of statemaking and
capitalism I have sketched and classic change-disorder accounts of
the same changes.



bservers who articulated the classic change-dis-
ght'on one count: Great alterations in social

Let me offer a rapid summary of the changes

nineteenth century, without guaranteeing that most

historians would agree with my account.**

centuries before the nineteenth, industrial expansion

in small towns and rural areas. Small capitalists mul-
They did not work chiefly as manufacturers in our

ormally independent groups of workers, most of them orga-

holds. The social relationships between capitalists
anged from various “purchase” arrangements in which
ied the tools, premises, raw materials, and finished
us “putting-out” arrangements in which the merchant
or all of them; on the whole, the less workers owned,
sower of merchants. These systems accumulated capi-
erious limits on its concentration. The multiplication of
ndent’ producers in households and small shops there-
unted:for most of manufacturing’s large increase.

/ to later prejudices, the European populations involved in
ierchant-dominated forms of manufacturing and in commer-
moved a great deal. They moved, however, mainly
Jabor markets or in large systems of circular migra-
nal labor markets and long-distance circuits left some
ties, but altogether migration, fertility, and mortality
‘modest rates of urban growth. Cities increased and
argely as a function of levels of activity in their hin-

th century changed many of these traits. Capital con-
dual capitalists and organized firms began to con-
productive means than they had previously com-
sts ‘seized hold of productive processes. Instead
organize manufacturing around supplies of self-sus-
increasingly placed production near markets and
rgy-or Taw materials. Production began to edge out
pivot of capitalist social relationships.
ctive sites of proletarianization shifted from coun-
e and more production went on in large firms em-

rd. They operated instead as merchants, giving out -
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ploying disciplined wage earners. Workers migrated from dispersed
industrial hamlets, villages, and towns.

This urban implosion of capital and labor accelerated rural-urban
migration, spurred urban population growth, deindustrialized large
sections of the countryside, and accentuated differences between
town and country; the division between industrial cities and their
agricultural hinterlands reappeared with a vengeance. Mechanization
of production facilitated the concentration of capital and the subordi-
nation of labor.

The coincidence of implosion and mechanization created the illu-
sion of an “industrial revolution” driven by technological change. Al-
though new technologies certainly contributed to the fixing, disci-
plining and intensification of labor, much of the nineteenth-century
expansion of production preceded the spread of the factory and as-
sembly line, occurred without substantial changes in the actual tech-
niques of production, and depended mainly on alterations in the
social relations of production. In textiles, chemicals, and metal pro-
duction, technical innovations promoted dramatic increases in the
scale and intensity of production. But for manufacturing in general,
two essentially social innovations played a larger part in transforming
production: (1) the grouping of workers in large shops under central-
ized time-discipline; and (2) the monopolization of means of pro-
duction by capitalists.

At the start of the nineteenth century, many capitalists worked es-
sentially as merchants, buying and selling the products of workers.
No need to exaggerate: In some branches of textiles and metals, full-
fledged industrial capitalists ran large mills and employed full-time
wage workers. In cottage industry, merchants often owned the looms
and the raw materials worked by poor cottagers. In capitalized seg-
ments of European agriculture, the daily or yearly wage already pro-
vided the principal income of millions of households. Nevertheless,
relatively few capitalists knew how to produce the goods they sold,
and many workers did. During the nineteenth century, in industry
after industry, capitalists and workers struggled over knowledge and
control of detailed production decisions. By the end of the nine-:
teenth century, many capitalists knew how to make a whole product, |
and few workers did. The capitalists had won. &

Workers, however, received some consolation prizes. Toward the
end of the nineteenth century—with great variation by region and
trade—workers’ real income began to rise, and some workers even
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Up to the nineteenth century, European states continued to rule
indirectly. For routine enforcement of their decisions, collection of
revenues, and maintenance of public order, they relied chiefly on
local powerholders. The powerholders did not derive their tenure or
their power from the good will of superiors in a governmental hierar-
chy. They retained roem for maneuver on behalf of their own inter-
ests. Much of the work of national authorities therefore consisted of
negotiating with regional and local powerholders. Ordinary people
carried on active political lives, but almost exclusively on a regional
or local level. When they did involve themselves in national power
struggles, they ordinarily did so through the mediation of local pow-
erholders, or in alliance with them.

In the nineteenth century, this system disappeared from much
of Europe. War kept getting more expensive and deadly, but it in-
creasingly involved conquest outside of Europe rather than struggles
among European powers. Revolutionary and reformist governments
extended direct rule into local communities. The French revolution-
aries of 1789 and thereafter were the first Europeans to succeed in
that effort at the scale of a large state; revolutionary committees, revo-
lutionary militias, and eventually a revolutionary bureaucracy brought
individual citizens face to face with the national state. The Napole-
onic Empire solidified these revolutionary practices. The French
Revolution was precocious and unique. But most European states
soon underwent their own transitions to direct rule—many of them,
in fact, as a result of conquest by French armies.

As they bargained with local people for even greater resources,
statemakers solidified representative institutions, binding national
elections, and a number of other means by which local people par-
ticipated regularly in national politics. Here the variation ran even
wider than in the institution of direct rule. At the end of the nine-
teenth century, the Swiss federation, the British parliamentary sys-
tem, the Italian state (formally very centralized, informally very frag-
mented), and the bureaucratized Russian Empire represented very
different alternatives.

Under pressure from their constituents, managers of most states
took on responsibilities for public services, economic infrastructure,
and household welfare to degrees never previously attained. On the
whole, they also moved from reactive to active repression: from vio-
lent reactions against rebellion and resistance after they occurred
toward active surveillance of the population and toward vigorous
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sis; But the presence of Weber’s analysis and the
istorians have given it testify that my alternative ac-
ident. -

Retrieving European Lives 47

Or take the extent of proletarianization before the nineteenth
century. The evidence on European people’s—and especially whole
households’—employment throughout the year is quite fragmentary.
It could turn out that the majority of people who worked in cottage
industry before 1800 actually spent so much of their years (or their
lives) cultivating their own land that the term “proletarian” describes
them badly.

A lot depends, in any case, or how stringent a definition of “pro-
letarian” we adopt: If, for instance, we insist on full-time wage earners
holding closely supervised positions within large organizations, wage
earners who have no other employment, then proletarianization
concentrates by definition in the nineteenth and twenteth centuries.

The effect of minimizing employment in cottage industry before
1800 and adopting a very demanding definition of “proletarian” is to
maintain my statements about trends but to displace the bulk of Eu-
ropean proletarianization into the nineteenth and twentieth centu-
ries. (In that case, we must invent a new terminology to designate the
millions of European households before the nineteenth century, in
manufacturing and agriculture alike, that came to depend for survival
on wage-labor under capitalist supervision, but did not work in large
firms under time-discipline, and so on.) The same sort of debate—
partly factual, partly definitional—can easily arise about other ele-
ments of my summary. The general trends, nevertheless, now seem
well established.

.

Conclusion

Not that social history has settled everything. Far from it! In chal-
lenging old ideas of popular involvement in big structural changes,
European social historians have renewed and displaced the debate,
but have by no means ended it. These days social historians of Eu-
rope are disagreeing about whether a modern, affectionate, egalitar-
ian family formed, and if so how, when, and why. They are worrying
about the conditions, if any, under which social classes defined by
the relations of production became significant actors. They are pitting
against each other alternative explanations of the general European
decline in fertility. They are considering the virtues and vices of oral
history, of ethnographic approaches to historical analysis, of quanti-

fication, of narrative, of most of the procedures I have described



social history. In very recent years, it has be-
hat ‘social-scientific interventions in social his-
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ent to: historians who hoped for closure. In all these
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pean social history has much to celebrate. First, it has
he Way to:renew our understanding of collective historical
ce by systematic collation of many, many individual experi-
orical demography provides a dramatic example of re-
tanding through collective biography. Second, Euro-
istory has humanized and historicized those rather
imeless social sciences that have come into its scope;
Slitical science, and even economics have emerged more
to om - their encounter with' European social history. Third,
sractitioners of European social history have radically reduced
ibility of general histories portraying ordinary people as apa-
t stupid masses. Finally—and most important—
jistory has-built new accounts of the development
1d' the formation of national states, accounts that treat
tates as concrete daily realities rather than vast ab-
fractior ounts in which the experiences and actions of ordinary
ople stand in center stage.
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SOCIAL CHANGE
REFLECTIONS ON AMERICAN
SOCIAL HISTORY

BY OLIVIER ZUNZ

The “new” social history began to affect the course of American his-
toriography in the 1960s. Although it emerged in the United States
significantly later than it did in Europe, its rise to prominence was
swift, and the changes it brought with it were pervasive. It replaced
the romantic and essentially undefined vision of “the people” that
had satisfied historians for so long with detailed accounts of ordinary
men and women who had heretofore no voice in the historical rec-
ord. It displaced the conventional divisions that political historians
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