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Abstract

Mapping the Sovereign State: Cartographic TechnglBglitical Authority, and
Systemic Change

by
Jordan Nathaniel Branch
Doctor of Philosophy in Political Science
University of California, Berkeley

Professor Steven Weber, Chair

How did modern territorial states come to replaadi@ forms of organization, defined
by a wide variety of territorial and non-territdrfarms of authority? Answering this
guestion can help to explain both where our intgonal political system came from and
where it might be going.

In this dissertation, | argue that the use of neapping technologies in early modern
Europe was a fundamental driver of these monumentdical developments. New
cartographic tools altered how political actors enstibod political space, authority, and
organization, reducing the wide variety of medigwalitical forms down to the unique
territorial form of the sovereign state. Mappinglats use was necessary—though not
sufficient—to drive the complex process leadingto world of territorial states.

Using evidence from the history of cartography,geei@eaties, and political practices, |
argue that early modern mapping changed the funa@feamework of political
interaction. Authority structures not depicted oaps were ignored or actively renounced
in favor of those that were, leading to the implatagon of linear boundaries between
states and centralized territorial rule within th@ese fundamental characteristics of
modern statehood appeared first in the representdtspace of maps and only
subsequently in political practices on the grouvg.exploration of this relationship
reveals that maps and their depictions were cansakpiphenomenal, to the
transformation of politics.

The role of cartography in the formation of modstates is made evident when
depictions in maps are compared against actualdasyrpractices and the language of
peace treaties. Clear linear divisions betweeitaeial political units, while pervading
maps since the sixteenth century, did not becomeraan in practice until late in the
eighteenth century. For their part, mapmakers niewended to reshape political ideas
and structures. Rather, their choice to depicintbedd as composed of homogenous
political territories was independent of polititiswas driven by the dual incentives of a
commercial market for aesthetically pleasing pdntgaps and the underlying geometric
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structure of early-modern cartography that is ptediby the globe-spanning grid of
latitude and longitude. Thus, by linking developitsein cartography to political ideas
and outcomes, my dissertation yields an analysiseotomplex relation between
technological and political change that acknowledtpe importance of both material and
ideational factors to the constitution of politizastitutions such as the state and the
international system. My historical case also \setdplications for how we might better
understand transformative political change, paldity in today’s globalizing

international system.



For my parents,

Eren and Watson Branch
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Then sent he [King William] his men over all Englanto each shire;
commissioning them to find out “How many hundredsides were in the shire,
what land the king himself had, and what stock uperand; or, what dues he
ought to have by the year from the shire.” Alsccbemmissioned them to record
in writing, “How much land his archbishops had, anid diocesan bishops, and
his abbots, and his earls;” and though | may belprand tedious, “What, or
how much, each man had, who was an occupier ofilaishgland, either in land
or in stock, and how much money it were worth.” And all the recorded
particulars were afterwards brought to him.

— Anglo-Saxon Chronicle, late eleventh century

Give me a map; then let me see how much
Is left for me to conquer all the world,
— Tamburlaine the GreaChristopher Marlowe, ¢.1588

These two passages illustrate contrasting waysmdeptualizing political rule: as a

claim over diverse persons, resources, and locgtmmas a claim to space as represented
on a map. The first is a description by a conterapoAnglo-Saxon Chronicle of the
creation of thddomesday Booky William the Conqueror in 1086, revealing how
medieval rulers understood political authority e textual form of a survey. The second,
from a 1588 Christopher Marlowe play about Tambodathe Turco-Mongol conqueror
of Central Asia, illustrates the shift toward usmgps to picture the extent of territorial
authority—in the case of the fictionalized Tambumg to lament all that remained
unconquered at his death. This comparison poimtarthe complex transformation that
this dissertation examines: the shift from compdektical authorities of the European
Middle Ages to the territorial exclusivity of theaglern state system, and the way that the
development of cartography drove and shaped thistormation. Maps did not just
provide new tools for rulers to gather and orgamitemation about their realms;
cartography also restructured the very nature lef teading to modern territorial states

as we know them today. The impact of mapping onipal ideas, practices, and
structures is the subject of this dissertation.

The fundamental question to be answered, theheifollowing: What were the
origins of modern states and the internationalesy8t Specifically, | examine how and
why modern states took on a historically uniquenfoterritorial jurisdictions defined
exclusively by linear boundaries and homogenoukiwithose lines. Due to the
prevalence of anachronistic readings of the pastternational Relations, answering
these questions requires detailing the unique ctexrraf modern territorial states,
establishing the historical timing of the procdsat ttonstituted them, and then explaining
the origins of this particular form of politicalganization. Studying these origins is
important, both in itself—as we should understaod lour current political structures

! The Anglo-Saxon Chronicl&veryman Press, London, 1912), accessed online at
<http://lomacl.org/Anglo/> on 4/09/08.



came to be—and as an example of international systiegansformation that has
implications for contemporary or future change atitical structures. The political world
has not always been structured as a collectionudfiatly exclusive territorial states, and
although this organizational form currently appeatsust, we should not assume that it
will inevitably persist.

Beyond directly addressing the empirical questibthe origins of the sovereign
state system, this dissertation contributes touoderstanding of transformative change
in two additional ways. First, | provide a conceglization of international structure that
emphasizes the constitutive foundation provideddbgs and practices of political
authority. The transformation of the internatioggétem involved more than a selection
process whereby some political units survived aheérs did not. Instead, it incorporated
fundamental changes in the form of rule, as comptaglgamations of territorial and
non-territorial authorities were replaced by statened by exclusively territorial claims
defined by linear boundaries. Second, by closelringating the connections between
mapping and political change, this study positsaursive relationship between material
and ideational change. Material and ideationabii@care mutually implicated with each
other: technologies are embedded in social relatiwhile they simultaneously structure
social interactions as well. While neither of théseoretical areas is entirely unexplored,
this study builds on, combines, and innovates wigxisting theoretical approaches to
synthesize a novel way of describing, understanding explaining political change.

|. The Argument

New mapping technologies in early modern Europednmentally altered the
ideational framework of political interaction, dirig and shaping the creation of
sovereign states defined exclusively by linear lolauies and homogenous territorial
claims within those lines. Maps and their use wereepiphenomenal to political
transformation, but rather were a necessary—thowgsufficient—condition for the
transformation of the international system.

The techniques of map creation, production, anttibligion changed
dramatically during the fifteenth, sixteenth, aedenteenth centuries, resulting in the
wide distribution of maps throughout European dyci€hese new representational tools
led to ideational changes among political actangpmating in a shift in how political
authority was claimed, particularly during the e@ggnth century: rule was re-
conceptualized as exclusively territorial, withtographic linear boundaries separating
exhaustive claims to territorial rule. By the ntith century, rulers had put these new
ideas into practice, implementing linear divisiamgo the material landscape and
reshaping their interaction practices to reflenew focus on exclusively territorial rule
and sovereign equality among states. Other drifonges, such as military competition,
religious contention, or economic change, were mgmrtant to state formation and
centralization. Yet without the ideational chandesen by mapping, those pressures
toward the expansion and centralization of politarganization would not have taken on
the exclusively territorial character that theyant did.

This process was not completely internal to Eurbpgyever, as the simultaneous
expansion of colonial empires was integral to teeetbpment, consolidation, and
implementation of territorial exclusivity. The effe of European colonial rulers to assert
political claims in previously unknown spaces—ypartarly in the “New World” of the
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Americas from the sixteenth century forward—offeoggbortunities and incentives to put
cartographically defined territorial authority inpoactice. The implementation of
authority claims based exclusively on territoriahthrcation in the colonial world later
reshaped intra-European practices, as in subsegeetiries those same practices were
layered on top of, and eventually displaced, tradél forms of political authority among
European rulers.

This explanation for the origins of modern stated #ne international system
builds on existing studies, which have focused @nde variety of causal factors and
processes. In general, these theories either emphasterial driving forces, such as
military technology, organizational competition,emmonomic relations, or focus on
ideational change, including new religious and espntational nornfsFew offer a
means of connecting material incentives for pditchange with the ideational shifts
required to make those changes conceivable toctivesanvolved. This failure to
connect the material and ideational drivers of gearesults from disregarding the
novelty of modern sovereign statehood’s definirajdees: the exclusive definition of
political authority by linear divisions between hogenous spatial claims. The material
technologies of early modern cartography provideéw ideational framework that
structured the impact of other causal processesXample, arguments based
exclusively on material factors fail to account fiois particular form of territorial
statehood, as they explain the centralization ke&f more than its territorialization.
Competitive pressures may have been a necessapooemt of this systemic
transformation, but they are not a sufficient erpl#on for the territorial exclusivity,
linear boundaries, and homogenous spatial clainmsoafern statehood. As this
dissertation will demonstrate, only when we incltloe ideational impact of cartography
can we explain why, in a period with a number adgble political structures, the
particular model of the sovereign territorial stai@s implemented as tloaly legitimate
form of rule.

Il. The Plan of the Dissertation

This dissertation proceeds in six chapters anchalasion. Chapters 1 and 2 set
the theoretical and empirical foundation, chap8etisrough 6 examine the causal
progression from cartographic technological chahgeugh political ideas to systemic
transformation, and chapter 7 offers implicatiohthes study for the possibility of
international change today.

Chapter 1 sets the theoretical and methodologiagedor the rest of the
dissertation, outlining a particular approach tealing international systems and
analyzing systemic change. This chapter arguegtidical structures are fundamentally
constituted by ideas and practices of politicahatity, in particular by the ways in
which actors define their rule, their organizatiangd their interactions. This chapter also
summarizes my research method of using procesagrand historical narrative.

Using this theoretical approach, chapter 2 detaddifferences between the
complex heteronomy of late medieval European palitstructures and the homogeneity
of sovereign territorial states of the modern in&ional system. The consolidation of a
system of exclusively territorial states in theetgenth century represented a unique

2 The existing literature explaining systemic chaisgeviewed more extensively in chapter 1.
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configuration of political authority, organizatioand interaction, which has often been
mistakenly assumed to be universal. This empiacabunt sets the stage for the
following chapters’ analysis of the role of mapparyl its use in shaping this dramatic
transformation.

Chapter 3 provides a summary of the early modatmiglogical changes to
mapping known as the “cartographic revolution.” M@l maps were rare manuscripts
that depicted the world according to a variety @fi+sgeometric principles. In the fifteenth
and sixteenth centuries, cartography was transfotomyea series of interrelated
technological and social changes, primarily byrgaiscovery of classical techniques for
mapping using the coordinate grid of latitude amthitude and the explosion in map
production thanks to new printing technologies.tBy early seventeenth century, maps
were relatively common and in wide use as toolsoofimerce, government, and
education. This chapter summarizes these changethamse of maps by rulers, both
within Europe and in colonial expansion.

Chapters 4 and 5 detail the ideational effect & ttansformation in
representational technologies. This is not simpigycanologically driven process,
however, as technical changes interacted with kantpolitical dynamics. Chapter 4
examines the complex relationship between mapsnraking, and the understanding of
space held by map creators and map users. Thissneguelationship is illustrated by the
close connection between transformations in Eunopeaws of space and the changes in
map depictions discussed in chapter 3. The worldec®m be understood as a
geometrically divisible spatial expanse, rathenthacollection of potentially unique
places connected by the human experience of tketeleen them. Colonial exploration
and expansion by European powers, moreover, foarfaddamental part of this process,
as it was in the effort to understand and claimstingposedly New World of the
Americas that the first evidence appears of a toamed view of space.

Chapter 5 theorizes the connection of this broadtidnal shift to political
authority change in particular. In short, mappighbchanged concepts of territoriality
and, simultaneously, undermined and drove out eattdrial authorities. Colonial
expansion again played a role in this process—ueas and practices appeared first in
the interactions of Europeans in the colonial wonlot within Europe itself. This chapter
also includes a discussion of evidence from magacp treaties, revealing the character
and timing of this cartographically driven changepolitical authority.

Chapter 6 examines the final analytical step incirestitution of modern states
and the state system: the implementation of exausirritoriality in the material
practices of political actors. It is the changéhese practices that constitute new political
structures, offering new or altered incentives eostraints for political agents. This
discussion focuses on the territorialization oérus the conceptual definition of polities
as exclusively territorial entities—defined by pical claims to homogenous spaces
within linear boundaries—was put into practice bytralizing rulers of the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries. This change in the fued&mhidentity structure of political
actors is illustrated with a case study of Fraasewell as with evidence of
territorialization of other political spaces, batithin and outside of Europe.

Chapter 7 uses the theoretical insights from tleequting historical analysis in
order to address questions about fundamental galithange today. Using the
generalizable implications of my historical casexamine existing and potential future
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findings on globalization and trends toward theefeitorialization of politics, the
information-technology revolution and its implicats for social and political
organization, and digital cartographic technologied their political effects. This yields
some preliminary conclusions as well as suggestedtobns for further research.



Chapter 2
Systemic Change, Sovereignty, and International Rations

In his extended review of WaltzZEnheory of International Politicslohn Ruggie noted a
critical shortcoming of this attempt to createragé parsimonious theory of international
relations: “it provides no means by which to acddon or even to describe, the most
important contextual change in international pcditin thismillennium the shift from the
medieval to the modern international system” (Radid83: 273). This statement
implicitly called for the study of systemic changeth theoretical and empirical, and
since then numerous authors from a variety of ti@us have attacked the problem.
Although these efforts have generated importangims about the early modern
transformation of international politics, as wedlabout systemic change in general, there
are still important causal drivers, processes,@ndomes that remain unexplained. This
dissertation examines one understudied factomatieal effect of the development of
modern cartography on the nature of sovereign ayhad his factor is an important key
to understanding the medieval-to-modern transfaonaif international politics, and to
studying the process of systemic change generally.

The overall change in international politics ig@rg of medieval variety and
heteronomous complexity being replaced by moderfoumity and anarchy, and this
process has been approached from a variety of arfhe particular element of this
change that this dissertation examines is thefoamation of the basis of sovereignty, a
transformation that follows a similar arc in thelwetion of medieval variety and
complexity into modern, uniformly territorial, amdutually exclusive sovereign
authority.

In order to establish the theoretical and empificahdations necessary for
explaining this transformation, this chapter witkf outline an approach to describing
systems and systemic change, with a particularsfocuthe role of sovereignty and
legitimate authority in constituting internatiorsaistems. The chapter will then consider
existing approaches to explaining the early modgatemic transformation,
demonstrating how this dissertation will build ugbe extensive work that has been
done in this field and, further, will fill in an iportant gap in the causal explanation for
systemic change. The final section outlines histdprocess tracing as a research
methodology.

|. Describing International Systems

Drawing on existing work in international relatioois the concepts of international
structure, systems, and sovereignty, this sectiesgmts a particular approach to
describing and thereby comparing internationalesyistacross historical periotls.
Systemic characteristics are broken down into tbegegories: the types of actors in the

% Although avoiding anachronistic terms suclirasrnationalor interstateto describe systems that existed
before either modern nations or states would biegakle, due to the overwhelming use in the IRditere
of such terms, | will refer throughout iaternational systemgs do many other historically minded IR
authors). It should be noted, however, that thiefahg analysis is applicable to any system comgazfe
interacting polities (with or without the particuleharacteristics of modern states or nations).
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system, the principle by which they are organized their interaction norms and
practices.

Accurately describing and thereby comparing inteonal systems is essential in
order to identify, and subsequently explain, systednansformations. Western Europe
has seen major transformations of its internatiggatem, in the transition from the
medieval world to the modern era, as well as imiheteenth- and twentieth-century
expansion of the modern system of sovereign stateslude post-colonial actors. Most
important for contemporary politics, of coursethie possibility of an ongoing
transformation of the international system duehtorhanifold processes of globalization.
The conceptualization of international systemsgmésd below enables the study of these
transitions, first of all, by identifying that théyave occurred or are occurring and,
second, by distinguishing the particular contodrthe change.

Many authors have outlined the essential charatiesiof the modern state
system, but most descriptions resemble a listatifes rather than an analysis of
categories or variables applicable to diverse systacross historical periods. For
example, Wight (1977) describes the modern statesyby considering its being
composed of a multitude of sovereign states, theiahwecognition of sovereignty, and
the existence of means of communication, but he doéformulate these characteristics
into categories in which every international systeithbe describable. Without
appropriate terms with which we can compare theesys of different eras, we cannot
hope to explain adequately the transition from wn@nother, nor understand the
possibilities for future changes in the currenteys

Basing a description on the features of the modgstem leads to a particularly
ineffective approach: a search backwards for thigjffts” of this single set of
arrangements. This may appear to be a useful meshae it is the features of the
contemporary modern state system that we are miesested in explaining.
Nonetheless, it is far more useful to studytti@sitionfrom one system to another.
Historian Marc Bloch has made this argument gutedfully, contending that too many
students of history worship “the idol of origina'953: 29f). He argues that the “origins”
of a social institution are always ambiguous arwddften perceived as “a beginning
which is a complete explanation.” Studying, insteatransition from one arrangement to
another is less likely to lead to “confusing angestith explanation” (p.32).
Furthermore, the search for origins implies insitoal creatiorex nihiloand does not
recognize the effects of preexisting arrangemdrtss, instead of asking, “What is the
modern system, and how did it begin?”, we shouk] ‘d¥hat is the modern system,
what was the previous system, and how and whytgidrainsition from one to the other
occur?” One cannot explain a transition withoutdetl pictures of both “before” and
“after,” which is possible only with a method foestribing international systems across
historical periods in a comparable why.

* Fortunately, this focus on transitions rather thegins is not completely foreign to the studytioé
modern state system in international relationgatm, the typical starting point for contempora®y |
discussions of the history of the state systerhdantork of John Ruggie, which quite explicitly feas on
a transition rather than on ephemeral origins. @nst always sees Ruggie’s work cited in introdoct
chapters on the historical nature of the stateegystor example: Spruyt (1994: 34), Thomson (199);
or Philpott (2001: 4). In spite of this helpful emple, however, many analyses end up searchingigine
rather than trying to explain the transformation.



The most influential effort to define systems imygmarable terms is that of Waltz
(1979), who presents three system-level featuresrsider. The first is the principle
according to which the units in the system are wiiggl: anarchy or hierarchy. For
Waltz, the sovereign state system is unquestioraidychical, defined by the lack of
authoritative, formal arrangements: “In the absesfaagents with system-wide authority,
formal relations of super- and subordination faitevelop” (1979: 88). Waltz's second
feature of systems is the functional differentiatad the units. Since the system is
organized anarchically, without any overarchingatity, all political units are forced to
be functionally equivalent and, hence, undifferatetl: “so long as anarchy endures,
states remain like units” (p.93). The final chaeaistic of the system is the distribution of
power among the political units, which is a systenel attribute (rather than unit-level)
because it cannot be ascertained by looking abaeyunit in isolation.

Waltz’s conceptualization has been criticized omyngrounds, including in
terms of its inability to distinguish among divesgsstems. This limitation is principally
due to neorealism’s assumption that anarchy hasyallveen the defining feature of
international politics. Spruyt (1998) argues that this “implicit Westphalmodel” is
based on the following false logic: “Conflict oceithroughout history; conflict is
evidence of anarchy; anarchy is thus present ttawighistory” (p.344-345). Yet
conflict-ridden international systems have existéth principles of organization that
were not strictly anarchical. Thus, units may weell have been differentiated
functionally, as well as in other ways, and ithe transformation of the principle of
differentiation that Waltz’s theory is unable tqpéain, or even describe. Indeed, as
Ruggie has famously pointed out in the passagesduaitthe beginning of this chapter,
realism’s neglect of the variation in types of difntiation across historical periods
leaves it unable to account for the medieval-to-ennéystemic change.

Aiming toward a solution to this problem, Spruy®98) suggests that more
features must be considered. Specifically, “anyammlof the type of elements that make
up the system” and “a clarification of the arrangetof the elements in the system”
“will have to be accompanied by an analysis of vedral patterns of the elements in the
system” (p.349). In a slight terminological adjustity | consider those same three
features as, respectively, ttypes of actorstheorganization of the actor&and their
ideas and practices of interactidn

® For representative examples, consider the follgviiam two key neorealist works: “the fundamental
nature of international relations has not changed the millennia. International relations contirtaebe a
recurring struggle for wealth and power among iraelent actors in a state of anarchy” (Gilpin 1981.:
“The texture of international politics remains Highonstant, patterns recur, and events repeatsbioes
endlessly. ... The enduring anarchic charadtarternational politics accounts for the strikisgmeness
in the quality of international life through thellannia” (Waltz 1979: 66).

® This conception of an international system allmsso incorporate some interesting theoretical
discussions that until now mostly served to congpéica field focused almost exclusively on anaramgus
hierarchy. For example, consider Wendt's propot#tree different “logics” of anarchy, each based o
beliefs held by actors about the roles and interesbothers in the system (1999: ch.6). His disouss
makes the concept of anarchy more complicated Ipyying that there are different types of anarchical
organization. Instead, using this paper’s threassp descriptors we are able to see that Werdgs t
“logics” (Kantian, Hobbesian, and Lockean) are attjudifferent systems with the same type of actor
(states), the same principle of organization (amgrdout very different sets of interaction praetic
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Yet rather than merely adjusting the categorié&/aitz’s systemic
conceptualization, | go further, arguing tidgashold a key place in the structure of the
system, in each of the categories of actor, orgdioiz, and interaction. Constructivist
authors have already made this point explicitlguarg that neorealism focuses
exclusively on material factors at the expenseleds. Wendt (1999: ch.3) argues that the
material facts emphasized by Waltz, such as thelalision of economic and military
capabilities, are only important for internatiopalitics because of the ideas that give
them meaning.

System structure actualiythe ideas that are held about it by actors, eveuagih
these ideas are only observable in behavior. “$&ids” like the structure of an
international system are, in themselves, unobséryahbt can nonetheless be considered
ontologically real (Wendt 1999: ch.2)[he system structure is constituted by norms and
ideas about what actions—or what actors—are legtenor even conceivable. As
Skinner (1978) argues, “In order to explain whylsan agent acts as he does, we are
bound to make some reference to this [normativeabalary, since it evidently figures
as one of the determinants of his action” (xiiis Will be shown in subsequent sections,
each of the three proposed categories of systeanipggsn—actor type, organization,
and interaction—has an important ideational comptne

Although the following sections discuss separagealgh of the three systemic
features (actor type, organization, and interaatiorms and practices), it is important to
note that they are fundamentally linked to one la@gtempirically and analytically. First,
the three categories of system description | pre@ws not always easily separable in
terms of observations; often we can determine llaeacteristics of the type or
organization of actors only by observing their ratgions. Conceptually as well, overlap
exists between the types of actors, the systenmsipte of organization, and the norms
of interaction that both define and are constraimgthe organization and characteristics
of the actors. These categories of descriptioniagetogether in a relationship of
“constitutive explanation,” defined by Wendt (19985) as an effort “to account for the
properties of things by reference to the structuresrtue of which they exist.” Each
feature of an international system is constituteléast partially by the others.
Nonetheless, these three concepts can be studimttumally in order to define fully the
character of a system and the resulting effectsaditical outcomes.

I.LA. Types of actors

Whereas Spruyt, in the passage quoted above, hesésrinelementdor the
interacting parts that make up the system (for ganstates in the modern system), and
many authors use terms suchuags, | instead use the teractors because an
international system is created and maintainedutfiraction,and has no existence
independent of action.

This does not mean, however, that | present algtidividualist approach. A
structured group of individuals (such as a statetleer form of political organization)
can be treated as an actor in its own right, mapbi as a collection of individuals.

" Although Wendt concedes that there are severa$wawhich material forces such as technology or
geography have independent effects on internatimmalomes (1999: p.110), the structure of the
international system itself is still ideational eenif those ideas are in part influenced by makteria
constraints (as well as cultural or normative caists independent of politics).
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Wendt (1999: ch.5) argues that we can consideoapgio be an agent if it evinces three
features: “an ‘ldea’ of corporate agency and agenistructure that both institutionalizes
and authorizes collective action” (p.2f8)lodern states clearly fit this definition, but so
do other political formations throughout historgrguson and Mansbach (1996) point
out that labeling non-modern political forrstmtess anachronistic; they suggest the
more inclusive ternpolities defined as entities with “a distinct identitycapacity to
mobilize persons and their resources . . . ; atielggee of institutionalization and
hierarchy” (p.34).This is helpful because it leagas the specific traits (such as firm
territoriality and mutual recognition) that distuigh states from other forms of polity.

Although the number of actors in the system mayapfo be a material
characteristic, the legitimacy and many of therdefy characteristics of actors are
defined entirely by ideas held by the actors théweseBukovansky 2002).

I.B. Organization of actors

The organization of the actors within an internadilcsystem is included by most
theorists as a systemic feature, although in d@iffeways. This section will first briefly
review the major approach to this concept andgerés of it, noting that although the
principle of organization of actors is an ideatidieature, this has rarely been explicitly
recognized in the literature. It will then outlinevay to describe the organization of
actors in the system that focuses on the centi@lofddeas as structure, focusing on the
prevalence and variety of “mixed” systems—i.e. sithat are neither hierarchical nor
anarchical.

One of Waltz's systemic features is the formal @pte by which the parts are
ordered, which he defines as anarchical for thie stgstem and hierarchical for domestic
political systems. Although Waltz’s dichotomous cept implies that there is a clear
distinction between anarchy and hierarchy, withmddle ground, many subsequent
writings in international relations have contestad. Milner (1991) points out that
anarchy in IR literature has been about a lackegitimacy rather than an absence of
order; thus there has never been a completely laicatsystem, i.e., one in which there
were no relations of legitimate authority betweetoes at all. Lake (2003) proposes a
multidimensional continuous variable for the ordgrprinciple in international politics.
Thus four types of relations (security, economaitizal, and “state formation”) could
be classified along the range from completely hadnaal to completely anarchical,
based on “who has the authority to decide whaBip)® Watson (1992), in a study of
international systems throughout history, also psgs an anarchy-hierarchy continuum,

8 Although | agree with Wendt’s proposition thatleotivities such as states can be real agentspaind
merely treated as such as an analytically usefsif‘aassumption, | disagree with his subsequent
application of the characteristics and motivatiohsdividuals to collective actors such as stgW#endt
1999: ch.5). The fact that individuals believehe teality of collectivities does mean that those
collectivities are real social entities, but it do®t necessarily mean that common beliefs abate st
motivations, decision-making structures, and predidehaviors will be accurate. Entities such atest
may be real agents, but they also may be a vefgrdift kind of agent from individuals, with
correspondingly different motivations and decisinaking processes. Wendt unfortunately ignores this
possibility in his efforts to apply individual-bakesychological and social theories to analyzemedict
state action. (See Kratochwil [2000] for a simibaint.)

° This is further developed in Lake 2009.
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arguing that no system has ever existed at thedtieal extremes of pure anarchy or
pure hierarchy, and that the organizing princiglenost systems varies over time.

These “mixed” systems can also vary qualitativalyerms of the form that the
combination of anarchy and hierarchy takes. Fongta, Deudney (1996) finds that the
early United States demonstrated a type of honer@mon-hierarchic system, which
was a “self-conscious alternative to the Westphadigstem” and involved non-balancing
behaviors such as hiding and binding (p.192). Aaeoéxample is suggested by the
concept of “heterarchy” (Ansell 2000), which inves/more than one single organizing
principle and in which lower-level units “have retaships with multiple higher-level
centers . . . as well as lateral links with unitth@ same organizational level” (p.307).
This concept is reflected empirically in some of Hrrangements among political actors
in the Middle Ages, such as the common practicenofitiple homage,” in which one
vassal would be bound to more than one lord (BIdail). This creates situations in
which hierarchical control is compromised, but isitaation that is far from being
anarchical.

Although it has rarely been presented as suchéwtithors above, all of these
discussions of types of organization directly canegeasheld by actors about their
organization. Legitimate authority is fundamentallguestion of norms about the duty to
command or obey, and Waltz’s “formal principle”lfr@xistsonly in the ideas held by
actors. The non-dichotomous conceptualizationsqeep by Waltz’s critics are also
found in the ideas held by actors about their rated relationships vis-a-vis one another.
Therefore, the organization of actors should becewed of as ardeationalfeature, and
one that is fundamentalhglational as well*

I.C. Interaction ideas and practices.

The third feature of an international system isabirs’ norms and practices of
interaction. These institutions involve both ideatd by actors about the appropriate or
even possible ways to interact in the system aaddhors’ institutionalized practices of
conflict and cooperation. This section discussest, ivhy including norms and practices
of interaction is essential to describing a systana, second, what those institutions are.

Focusing on interaction is useful not only for migtiishing among systems but
also for defining the boundaries of the systenifitdedeed, as Spruyt points out, by
neglecting interaction, neorealism “does not deltadhow to distinguish the system from
its environment” (1998: 342). Authors of the Enfglechool, on the other hand, focus
explicitly on interaction to delineate a systemilBwites that a system “is formed when
two or more states have sufficient contact betwthem, and have sufficient impact on
one another’s decisions, to cause them to behavieasitin some measure—as parts of
a whole” (1977: 9). In an effort to make this défon more precise, Buzan and Little
(2000: 90f) suggest that the existence of a system requioge than mere
communication; all four of the following types @itéraction must be present: military,
political, economic, and societal. Thus we canthe@resencef sustained interaction to
delineate the boundaries of an international systemie thecontentof interactive
norms and practices allows us to differentiate agmiimerse systems.

19 Lake (2009) notes the importance of relationaharity to international organization, although he
underplays the importance of ideas to the legitiomadf authority.
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In opposition to Waltz’s contention that interactis a unit-level feature, and
hence not appropriate for systemic theorizing, Wéb@99: 14%) argues that
interaction, as opposed to mere state action rtsopavhat he termsicro-structure,
which is structural even though it is from the pedive of the actors rather than from
that of the system as a whdfawWendt has illustrated the importance of interactio
practices for differentiating among systems ingrgument that “anarchy is what states
make of it” (1992). Using a deductive approachystams, Wendt argues that the
practices of self-help are an institution and meogle of several that could exist in a
system composed of unitary states organized armalbh(i.e., a system with fixed actor
type and organization). This does not mean thatuiens of interaction are easily
changed through purposive action, merely that actéwn practices do nautomatically
follow from the organization of the system.

Including interaction norms and practices in dgxins of international systems
is also a response to the “agent-structure problamiternational relations (Wendt 1987,
Dessler 1989). Interaction is the analytical elentieat links agents with structures:
Through interaction agents constitute structuré sbucture in turn constrains the
possibilities for action and interaction by agefiise organization of actors is more than
related to their interaction; the principle of angaationis a set of interaction practices
(Wendt 1999: 21). Including interaction practicesaa element of system structure does
not “solve” the agent-structure problem, but it sla¢ least allow for a set of empirically
observable behaviors and the norms governing tbesarve as an analytical link
between agents’ actions and the ideational stresttivat constrain them.

Although practically all actions by polities coute considered interactive—since
there is little that a polity can do in a closahkkd system that does not in some way
have an effect on another actor—such a collectiorooms and practices would be too
extensive for fruitful comparison. As a first cute should eliminate ideas and practices
that relate solely to internal action in politisach as control of population, service
provision, and so on. Although these often havesstwundary effects, they are not
consciously oriented outward, and thus are notsiéea practices ahteraction strictly
speaking.

Simply because the interaction ideas and practices be relatively common or
well accepted does not mean that only cooperativens and practices should be
included. After all, the ways in which politicaltacs come into conflict are also
institutionalized, with the possible exception fifst encounter” scenaridé.Thus, what
needs to be described for any given internatioystesn is the institutionalized set of
norms and practices relating to cooperation andlicb(that is, all interactions).

The most visible cooperative institution of a systie the means of
communication among actors, but the actual ideasatdibw to communicate, and hence

Y This reasoning is similar to that adopted by WEI&79: 98) in justifying his inclusion of the distion
of unit capabilities as an element of structurelthdugh capabilities are attributes of units, thetribution
of capabilities across units is . . . a system-waidecept.” Similarly, interaction practices canhetdefined
by looking at any one actor’s behavior alone.

2.5ee Wendt (1999: ch.4) for a discussion of then“oltural” nature of first encounters between
civilizations; see also Inayatullah and Blaney @P®@r an opposing view that even first encounsees
structured by culture.
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the resulting practices, vary across syst&h@ommunication in the modern states
system has taken the form of diplomacy, with a lyigistitutionalized set of practices
(Anderson 1993). Previous systems also had institatized means of communication
among actors, although none had a set of diplorpadictices as complex as that of the
modern system. Usually these practices alloweddading and receiving information,
negotiating, and making agreements. For examplmuwyh medieval diplomatic
practices were very different from modern onedltasormer involved neither resident
ambassadors nor permanent foreign offices), palitictors during the Middle Ages did
communicate with each other using well-establistiestoms. This system of
communication, however, was viewed as “a methddmfal, privileged communication
among the members of a hierarchically ordered sgdi®lattingly 1955: 23), rather than
among autonomous equals. Thus, the systemic iggasdthese practices include norms
concerningvhy andhow actors communicate with one another.

Conflict is also structured by norms and practoisteraction, although this
structure is not always as apparent as in theaassoperation. The most obvious
example is in the existence of “laws of war.” Altlgh it is a modern term, pre-modern
systems also had implicit or explicit ideas abtwet proper conduct of war. Even in some
of the most apparently anarchic and state-of-ngiareds of history, combatants still
observed rules and required justifications for lveavs were begun, how they were
fought, and how they were ended. The strictnessesfe rules, of course, varies from era
to era, but whenever actors within an internati@yatem come into conflict, their
interaction is structured at least in part by ategmorms. The force of these rules is
most clearly illustrated by the difference betweenflict among actors within the system
and conflict where one actor is not seen as patiegystem, that is, when the rules are
not seen to apply. A historical example from thdyemodern period is the difference
between the treatment accorded by Europeans tosaies from within Europe and the
unrestrained violence unleashed on Ottomans or #ufians.

Institutionalized interaction norms and the resgjtpractices thus provide a
means both of delineating the boundaries of amnat®nal system and of comparing
systems across time and space. As with the othefaatures of systems, institutions of
interaction are a social fact, composed of bothdbas held by actors about appropriate
means of interacting and the common practices opetion and conflict. As noted
above, systems can vary in their interaction naan practices in spite of similar actors
and organization, and this variation leads to djeat political outcomes.

* * %

In this section, | have argued that a useful dpson of an international system is
provided by a consideration of the types of acitovslved, their organization, and their
interaction norms and practices. These three caesgof description can be seen as both
constitutively linked and analytically distinct.r&i, each feature is at least partially
constituted by the other two: actors are definethieyr organization and interaction;
organization is instantiated by the interactiomactors; and interaction is performed by
actors and constrained by their organization. @mother hand, the three comparable

13 Some might argue that economic exchange alsovasalooperative practices, but many of those
practices, such as negotiating economic treat@sably involve communication as the only truly
interactive practice, which is then followed by destic action within polities.
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features of an international system can be semgheatalytically to compare systems. In
order to generate the most accurate and usefuliggso of a system, we must know the
qualitative characteristics of all three featutather words, any given system is
defined fully only when we know the types of acidheir organizationandtheir
interaction practices.

A major element of defining each of these categoaad hence describing
systems, is provided by the concept of sovereightysubject of the next section.

[I. Sovereignty and Authority in International Relgons

The concept of sovereignty in international relasiditerature offers an example of the
usefulness of this three-part system descriptitre. §ystemic features proposed in this
paper allow us to separate distinct componentswereignty in a non-arbitrary way.
Thus, sovereignty as actor type (ideas about whdagitimate actor [Holsti 2004

ch.4]), sovereignty as the organization of theesysfanarchical versus hierarchical [Lake
2003, 2009]), and sovereignty as a subset of thsys interaction practices (mutual
recognition of constitutional independence [Bidgtsteand Weber 1996]) can be
separated analytically. In other words, sovereigmniy key constitutive element in each
of the three categories of systemic description.

Although the importance of sovereignty is commamlgognized, variation in its
characteristics is often ignored. Similar to thalist assumption of immutability in the
anarchical organizing principle, sovereignty issofassumed to have only one form: the
territorial exclusive sovereignty of the modernetsystem. Yet if we wish to understand
how international systems may change over timenees to conceptualize sovereignty
in a way that allows for change as well. The follegvparagraphs discuss the concept of
sovereignty in international relations, arguingt e constitutive aspect of sovereignty is
determined by the types of authority held to béitegte by actors in the system

Sovereignty is a complex and contested term, witlide variety of meanings
across different approaches to studying politidthdugh the term has a long history and
variety of definitions in political theory, | wifocus on sovereignty as it is typically
conceptualized in international relatiosThis usually involves a distinction between
internal sovereignty and external sovereignty (e.gke 2003: 304)nternal sovereignty
can be defined as effective control over the juctssh or territory claimed by a ruler or
governmentgxternal sovereigntis the recognition of an authority by other aciarthe
system. Both aspects are defined by the charattbe @uthority that the actor holds—
internally vis-a-vis subject persons, jurisdictipasterritory; and externally in terms of
the divisions between recognized actors.

In order to make the concept of sovereignty applecto historical periods
beyond the modern state system, my definitions &aiures such as “territorial control”

4 As Thomson notes, this political philosophy disias of sovereignty, though having a long histdsy,
less pertinent to studying the early modern trams&dion of politics that produced the modern state
state system: “It focuses almost exclusively otessaciety relations, ignoring the global contexd a
external influences on these relations. In shopreésupposes clear, unproblematic boundaries leetwe
polities,” which is part of what we seek to expléifhomson 1994: 157n21).
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from internal sovereignty and “formal equality” froexternal sovereignty. To include
such features would define both internal and eslesavereignty too narrowly, explicitly
basing them on the characteristics of the modexte stystem. Thus sovereignty would
appear to be either present or absent, rathersiliigject to qualitative variation. Instead,
sovereignty should be conceptualized in a waydHhatvs for diverse forms and change
across time®

Thomson (1994: 14-15) provides a useful way ofaindg the aspects of
sovereignty that my work explains. She separatesrsmnty into two dimensions:
functional and constitutiv€. Thefunctional dimensionlelimits the “range of activities”
over which an actor claims authority. In moderrestovereignty, this is what separates
the public sphere from the private, economics fpmlitics, and so on. Theonstitutive
dimensiorof sovereignty is defined by the principles by whataims to “ultimate or
final authority” are made. Although Thomson makes ¢onstitutive dimension static by
including “political space,” “territorial segmenitan,” and “geographical boundaries”
within her definition, we can remove this modemmiterial bias and allow territorial
segmentation to be one of the many possible piliesimat constitute sovereignty.

Thus, if the constitutive dimension of sovereigistglefined by the principles by
which authority is claimed externally and intergathe type of authority held to be
legitimate by actors in the system is the key ftetentiating sovereignty across systems.
The ideas about legitimate authority will informtbahe criteria and the practices of
mutual recognition in the system (external sovergigand the nature of the sphere over
which authority is effectively asserted (internavsreignty). The connection between
sovereignty and legitimate authority has been dised by many authors in international
relations. Lake, for instance, argues that sovatgiig “a type of authority relationship”
which must have some legitimacy (2003: 304). Sageatg's basis in authority not only
is an internal attribute of units” but also “entailselationship$ externally between them
(Lake 2003: 305, emphasis in origings Thomson (1994) points out, this legitimacy

15 Lake (2003: 305) includes those terms, in spiteyaig to open up the concept of sovereignty to
variation and hierarchical relationships.
'81f one wishes to define sovereignty narrowly d®“tecognition by internal and external actors that
state has the exclusive authority to intervenedaweely in activities within its territory” (Thomsoh994:
219), this dissertation’s analysis could be appieethe question of why (modern state) sovereigvay
created and became dominant, instead of the questiwhy medieval forms of sovereignty were both
transformed into, and replaced by, modern statersignty.

| find broadening the definition of sovereignty raarseful (even though it risks some confusionjt as
emphasizes theansformationahature of these early modern processes, ratheptieeenting them as
strictly generativeThis follows from my argument that the modern intional system was the result of a
transformation of the preexisting medieval systeather than a creatiax nihila
7 Similar distinctions are made, although with slighdifferent terms and some minor shifts in meanin
by Holsti (2004) orfoundationalversusproceduralinstitutions of the international system, by Buzan
(2004) onprimary versussecondarynstitutions, and by many others.
'8 Most other IR authors also consider only the “mratieonstitution of sovereignty, even those thesris
that treat sovereignty as contested and problenfadicexample, Krasner (1999) breaks down sovetgign
into two external and two internal types, and theks when and how these principles have been eiblat
Yet if we wish to account for the transition frohetmedieval to the modern systems, it is not atipresf
particular fixed principles being violated or hoedy but rather a change in what those principle® wand
why the medieval variety was reduced to a modeifoumity. As Ansell (2004) notes, Krasner and many
others have defined sovereignty in ways that “prestterritoriality’—that the state is a ‘discretgnd for
the most part, spatially contiguous) territorialtwtemarcated by boundaries” (5-6).
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has often been predominantly external—that is,geized by other rulers and actors
rather than by all or most of the subject poputatidonetheless, the domestic right to
rule also has a component of legitimacy, and haundeority, in any situation where
control is notentirelybased on coercive force (Lake 2009).

Thus the type of legitimate authority in the sysiera key component of
sovereignty, constitutively defining the actors dineir relationships. Change in
sovereignty is therefore driven by change in legtie types of authority. The following
section proposes a typology of legitimate authowitlyich will be used later to consider
the change in sovereignty during the early modemnog.

lI.A. Typologizing Legitimate Authority

Although the following is by no means an exhaustiymlogy of the various
ways in which legitimate authority can be conceige@dcted upon, it does encompass the
major differences in authority between medievakhmgeneity and modern uniformity. It
will thus usefully illustrate the particular outcerthat my work explains: the
transformation of the principle of sovereignty retearly modern period. In the
following typology, | will examine the variationa legitimate authority in the following
categories: conceptual basis, exclusivity, andraénation.

[I.LA.1. Conceptual basis for authority: Territorialzersus jurisdictional Authority must
have some conceptual basis: a defining idea of athiority means, whom and what it
is held over, and how it is held. Following Sahl{2889), | differentiate territorial
authority from jurisdictional authority. The varyeithin each category will be discussed
as well.

Territorial authority is most familiar to us today, although the moderm of
territoriality is merely one of many possible form erritoriality can be defined broadly
as “the attempt by an individual or group to afféctiuence, or control people,
phenomena, and relationships, by delimiting andréisg) control over a geographic
area” (Sack 1986: 19), but this attempted contaal take many forms. In order to
capture the important shift from medieval to modemitorial authority, | differentiate
three forms of variation within territoriality: 1)erbal description versus visual
representation of territory; 2) center-out versosrmaries-in territoriality; and 3)
homogenous versus differentiated territory.

Verbal description as a conceptual basis for tawritong predates the
cartographic visual representation of territory analves a written or oral description of
territory, often based upon an itinerary of persdraavel. Thus distances, and hence the
size of territory, are often given in units of tehtime rather than linear measurements, as
without surveying technologies or an achievablerdimate system, large-scale linear
distance is difficult to measure (Revel 1991). infation about places was often
gathered and presented in questionnaire-base@mwstirveys. Visual representation of
territory, on the other hand, is familiar to ughe form of modern mapping, whether it
be the political jigsaw-puzzle map of the world@pographical maps with information

19 This point is noted often by constructivist IR dhists, but usually without following up with much
discussion of what the “other” forms of territoriglmight be (e.g., Ruggie 1983, 1993; KratochvéB6).
For the concept of human territoriality more getigraee Sack (1986).
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on features of physical geography. Yet visual re@néation of territory can include other
traditions of mapping, defined broadly; the biassaientism” can make it difficult to
conceive of non-Western, non-modern visual repttesien traditions as cartographic
(Turnbull 1996; Crampton 2001). Such visual repnéstons of territory include south-
sea navigational charts constructed around windsarrents, classical Chinese
schematic diagrams of the various layers of peeckauthority of the emperor (from the
imperial palace in the center to tributary landsieivilized barbarians on the outsigje
and itinerary maps from medieval Europe and elsesviiéhe last suggests that an
itinerary-based conception of territory can be espnted visually or described verbally.

The second type of variation within territorial ceptions of authority concerns
the direction from which the territory is definedhd thus by which authority is asserted:
from the center of control outwards or from theevltoundaries of control inwards. In
pre-modern polities, usually “rulers defined thelwsg primarily in terms of centers
rather than peripheries” (Holsti 2004: 73). Thigewapplies to polities with such
ostensibly linear boundaries as the Rormaes(including, most famously, Hadrian’s
Wall) and the Great Wall of China: Rather thandinfrontiers, these fortifications were
conceived of as temporary stopping places on thetavavorld conquest, and proved
useful for internal control as much as internakdst (Kratochwil 1986: 36; Whittaker
2004). Medieval “marches,” areas of loose politmahtrol set up at or beyond the edge
of a ruler’s authority, similarly functioned as ‘ter zones” against invaders. Much of
pre-colonial Africa was also organized territoyat a center-out fashion, as “power was
(quite realistically) conceived of as a seriesaiaentric circles radiating out from the
core” (Herbst 2000: 45). Territory and territor@althority conceived of as flowing
inward from boundaries is clear in the modern ssgitem, as (theoretically) fixed and
impenetrable boundaries neatly delineate the camplgthority of one state from the
similarly complete authority of its neighbor.

Finally, the territorial basis for authority canryan terms of how homogenous
the territory is conceived to be. Depending ondbeceptual lens through which an actor
looks at territory, contrasts between differentaaref space or diverse places can be
revealed or obscured. Differentiated conceptiongiitory see space as a succession of
unique places, each with particular (perhaps in@aige) characteristics. Homogenous
territoriality sees a undifferentiated space, whiah be easily divided up on any
geometric basis (Harley 2001: ch.3).

Jurisdictional authorityis less familiar us, but has been an importantsifasi
defining authority in pre-modern historical periddd his authority is defined in non-
territorial terms and can take a variety of forifisree key types from pre-modern
Europe are personal bonds, issue domains, an@®effRersonal bonds are evident not
only in feudal lord-vassal ties, but also in the@eption of a bond of personal loyalty
directly between monarchs and subjects in earlyarmo&urope. Other jurisdictional
authority relations were based on particular isseas, wherein a ruler had authority not
over a territory, but instead over issues sucludigipl action, economic regulation, or
religious ritual. Finally, jurisdictional authorityan be tied to particular offices, such as
feudal titles, that have specific rights and resaifities of a non-territorial nature.

20 Mignolo 1995: 220-221.
% The concept of “jurisdictional sovereignty” confesm Sahlins (1989: 28-29).
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[I.A.2. Exclusive versus non-exclusive authoritindependently of its conceptual basis,
authority can vary between the complete exclusiwity single authority holder and
overlap or sharing among multiple authority holddrg is exclusive, authority is by
definition final; that is, there is only one locolsauthority over the particular persons,
territories, or issue jurisdictions. Non-exclusaughority, by contrast, exists when the
same subject or target of authority has more tmenroler. Although the modern state
system is defined by exclusive authority, non-egisle authority can exist in many
forms. In feudal Europe, for example, there wasraraon practice of multiple homage,
that is, when one vassal would be bound to mone ¢in@ lord. Thus if a vassal’s two
lords came into conflict, it was unclear who hathauty over the vassal. Another type
of non-exclusive authority is alternating authgrgych as that decreed by the Treaty of
Westphalia over the Prince-Bishopric of Osnabriikyhich Protestant and Catholic
rulers would alternate. A further example of nomiagive authority, in a territorial form,
is the nomadic conception of territorial controfirfmany nomadic cultures, “ownership
meant, in effect, the title to a cycle of migratigRuggie 1993: 1495

[ILA.3. Centralized versus decentralized authorifuthority can vary between extremes
of high centralization, in which one actor or ingion has all of the authority over the
particular jurisdiction or territory, and high detealization, in which the higher-level
actor shares authority with lower-level actorsnstitutions. Federal versus unitary
institutional structures in modern states illugrtdis difference (although the level of
decentralization in modern federal states rarepr@gches that of many pre-modern
polities, such as the late medieval “mosaic states’feudal bonds). For example, the
evolution of the U.S. federal system followed getcéory from the relatively
decentralized structure of the Continental Congriesa more centralized polity
following the adoption of the Constitution, anddily increasingly centralized during the
twentieth-century expansion of power by the fedgoalernment.

Although the two features are similar, centralizatis not the same as
exclusivity. Authority is considered to Im@n-exclusivevhen two equal-level actors
share or alternate authority over a particular domahile authority islecentralized
when a higher-level actor shares some authoritly aibwer-level actor, while at the
same time the former can command the latter. Desde#tion and non-exclusivity in
authority may coexist, as in some situations irdétEurope where the lord-vassal
relationship both allowed for overlap through nul#ihomage (as discussed above) and
gave the vassal some authority within the domaenes he owed allegiance to his lord.
Without multiple homage, feudal authority woulddexentralized but exclusive, as each
“feudal pyramid” of a lord with vassals and subsals would create a single, exclusive
sphere of authority yet would allow for authoritylie decentralized down to lower
levels. Alternately, authority has been non-exelediut centralized when some borders
between early modern European states involved aweirkg jurisdictional authorities

22 Although Ruggie (1993: 149) differentiates betwaen-exclusive territoriality (in which he includes
feudal overlap) and non-“fixed” territoriality (sh@s nomadic ownership), it appears to me thahen t
important question of who controls what territdogth of these types should be considered non-exelus
or overlapping.

% Strayer 1970: 53.
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over towns along the frontier, without either sideessarily having delegated authority
to a lower level.

* % %

These different categories of variation for legabm authority are analytically
distinct, but changes in them may often occur siamgously. For example, the transition
from medieval variety to modern uniformity involvedth the transformation of some
existing types of authority and the eliminatiorotfiers. Such major changes in the
structure of international politics have not gom@aticed by scholars, of course, and the
next section considers existing approaches to apldmations for systemic
transformation in general, and the early-modemsiteon in particular.

[ll. Systemic Change in International Relations

Changes in the international system, such as tluktewed to modern transformation that
is the topic of this dissertation, have been carsid by scholars from a variety of
approaches, both within International Relations amidide it. This section will review
the existing literature on systemic change, ineigdhe explanations offered by
neorealism, the English school, constructivism, laistbrical sociology. | argue that the
contributions of this literature can be most effigdiy enhanced by a focus on the role of
ideas in systemic change and the interaction betweey-term drivers and the actual
process of change.

The neorealist approach to systemic change wasl hoiefly above, in particular
the way in which the neorealist conceptualizatibmternational systems precludes
consideration of organizing principles other thaarahy (see note 3 above). One form of
change in the international systésraccepted by neorealist authors, of course: changes
the distribution of power among the actors in ty&tem. This is, most famously, the type
of systemic change considered by Waltz (1979) &raénative of international political
outcomes. Gilipin (1981), on the other hand, comsidhe possibility of several kinds of
systemic change, including change not only in tls&itdution of power but also in the
nature of the units that form the system (whicltéiés “systems change”). This latter
type of change clearly constitutes part of theyesabdern European systemic
transformation, but by dismissing any possibilitynon-anarchical organizing principles,
an approach such as Gilpin’s ignores the equalpomant shift from heteronomy to
anarchy.

Of course, not all IR theorists have ignored systezhange of the more
constitutive and comprehensive variety. Many adln@ve recognized the modern state
system for what it is: the contingent outcome phgicular historical process, one by no
means representative of all possible arrangemémsgeonational systems. Much of this
work began with the authors of the English Schioogbarticular with Martin Wight
(1977) and subsequent authors of the same tradqeaign Watson 1992). Although, as
noted above, this approach was more descriptivieeoprocess of systemic change than it
was explanatory, it did set the stage for the ncaresally oriented work of recent
decades.

Most contemporary studies of the early modern faangation of international
politics actually take on only one of the threeeatp of an international system discussed
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above—the character of the actors—and generallyrggarganization and interaction.
This transition from the variety of medieval actayghe uniformity of modern territorial
states has been studied by authors with a wideerahtheoretical explanations, to be
discussed in more detail below (e.g., Tilly 1992yr€ki 2003; Spruyt 1994). These
studies have made an incomparable contributiomtanderstanding of systemic

change, since the change in the character of acttihe system constitutes a key element
in the overall transformation of the system (asddiy Gilpin 1981, Spruyt 1994, Hall
1999, and others).

The transformation of the second feature of thefgean international system, the
principle of organization, has been examined inesarternational relations work, such
as in the seminal articles by Ruggie (1983; 1998l)ia subsequent efforts including
Philpott (2001) and Reus-Smit (1999). Change imibrens and practices of interaction,
on the other hand, has been relatively neglected,is often seen as merely the result of
change in the other two features. Yet, as arguedebnteraction can vary across
systems with similar actors and organizing prirespland hence needs to be considered
as a distinct dimension of change.

Most of the work on the state-formation aspectysteamic change takes a
particular approach, focusing on the long-term amdntal causes behind systemic
change. These long-term drivers are of key impoaaand the studies cited below have
provided an important starting point for the effeetstudy of systemic change overall.
Spruyt (2002) usefully notes that most explanatemesbased on one or more categories
of driving forces, including military technologicehange, economic change, and
political institutional changé&’

Beginning principally with the work of Charles }l{1975; 1992), early modern
state formation has been seen principally as degifrom military technological change
and the related increases in expenditure and myiltampetition. In short, “war made
states, and vice versa” (1992: 67). His argumerst twa-fold, that the technology and
economics of war favored larger, centralizing stateer smaller non-territorial actors
and that the same pressures favored centralizingarabs over local decentralized
authorities. Related work by historians on the ftaily revolution” sees social and
political effects stemming from an interrelated sethanges in military technology,
tactics, organization, and finances that stretétoes the shift from armored cavalry to
infantry in the 1300s through the increases in asimg, bureaucratization, and formal
drilling in the early seventeenth century (McN&#82; Parker 1996; Rogers 1995).

Other authors have built directly on Tilly's thesaslding important new
outcomes. For example, Ertman (1997) argues tledatige degree in variation in regime
outcomes across European states is just as impagdheir formation as territorial
states, but he considers Tilly’s causal factomofeéasing military pressure as an
important driver of these results. Downing (1998)ikrly adds that military pressure
was variable across states and across time, letaoligergent regime and state-building
outcomes.

Other theories have considered the effects of teng-economic changes on
international politics. These include Anderson’8{%) Marxist approach to the origins of
the absolutist state and Wallerstein’s (1974) wasidtems theory—which argues that the

2 A recent useful summary along the same linesasiged by Vu 2010.
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worldwide development of capitalist relationshipsore and periphery determined the
shape of the international systéimA more institutionally minded economic explanation
is provided by North and Thomas (1973), who seestae as an effective means of
securing property rights.

The important explanation by Spruyt (1994) combimégary technological
change and economic development but consciously &iroorrect the linear and
teleological aspects of earlier theories. He argliasthe economic growth of the high
Middle Ages led to the creation of not only statas, also other, competing institutional
forms: city-states and city-leagues. His argumeiairticularly useful in that it corrects
the tendency to read backward from the later dotiwinaf states into a period when the
state was merely one among several viable fornpeldical organization.

This body of literature has undoubtedly increasedumderstanding of the
contingent nature of the characteristics of the enodtate system, as well as helped to
identify some of the important long-term causatdes behind the transformation from
the medieval to the modern world. The best wayuitdupon these contributions is to
place them in the context of what is a highly complayered, and untidy process of
systemic transformation. That is, the long-ternvehs of change identified in much of
the existing literature represent but one (alleartant) part of the explanation, which |
argue can be broken down analytically into threstspa

First, systemic transformation begins witing-term driversof change, which
push for or at least enable some kind of chandlearsystem. The extensive work on
these drivers has revealed the important rolesepléay economic expansion and
technological changes in military violence, tramsgion, and communication. Second,
the actual character, timing, and direction ofdfigtemic change is influenced by the
features of th@rocesstself. Important elements of the process of changkide the
ideational resources available to actors (thahesset of ideas and practices that are
perceived to be legitimate or even imaginable) thedayering of new ideas and
practices synthetically onto the arrangements efittevious system. Third tagger or
proximate cause is required to generate a finaényis settlement, in which the pressures
from the long-term drivers and the dynamics ofgih&cess are resolved. In the systemic
transformation of early modern Europe, attempisotosolidate a new set of
arrangements have followed a major or “systemicf’, wath the final consolidation
occurring only after the defeat of Napoleon (exgtbin detail in chapter 2). This is
reflected in the fact that the post-Napoleoniceystvas not a simple reactionary
restoration of dynastic arrangements but, rathas, tlie culmination of a long-term
process of change which was furthered both by Neged$ conquest of Europe and by
his defeaf?®

% See also Rosenberg 1994 and Teschke 2003.

% My emphasis on conflicts as late as the Napolewmis as being part of the transformation of thetesy
runs counter to the tendency in international ietet literature to propose a neat sequence of tgpes
conflict, progressing from conflicts that creatbed system to conflicts that merely were foughtweitin
the system. For example, consider Ruggie’s difféméon between constitutive, configurative, and
positional wars (1993: 162-163). Most major warstighout the early modern period can be seen in
retrospect to have been a combination of all thypes, although actors themselves typically thought
exclusively positional terms.
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Thus, although the long-term drivers are a key el@nm explaining systemic
change, they do not tell the entire story. For gxamhistorical research in recent
decades has both expanded upon and questiondukesie of the “military revolution”
and its social effects. It is not entirely cleaattthe new military technologies inevitably
favored larger sovereign states over smaller woith as city-states. Arnold (1995)
argues that the city-state of Mantua succeededghiaut the sixteenth century at
updating its fortifications and keeping up withhaological developments, thereby
preventing conquest by more powerful actors. He #ee cases of small units militarily
driven to extinction (such as the oft-cited cas&ieha) as the exception, not the rule.
The sixteenth-century developments in fortificaipwhich were a response to the
development of cannon, demonstrate that some aspiegtilitary technology change are
reversible: Whereas in 1494 the French invasidtabf was made possible by the
dominance of siege artillery over existing for@#tmns, by 1600 such an invasion would
be nearly impossible, due to the widespread adogtimew defensive technology such
as therace italienng(/Arnold 1995).

In other words, military technology is clearly intfant as a driver of change, but
the intervening effects of the process have begleotd. Increasingly expensive
military technologies favor actors who can paytf@m, and increases in army size may
lead to the dominance of those actors with enowglulation resources to muster such
forces (i.e., sovereign states). Yet through thetyiyears’ War (1618-48), much of the
military manpower brought to bear was made up atcereary forces, often raised by
military entrepreneurs such as Albrecht von Walieins(Parrott 1995). Even in the
middle of the eighteenth century, a third to a loalfhe armies of the great powers were
composed of foreign nationals (Thomson 1994: 2Bjs Kind of military competition
required revenues more than population. Furthermmoagy militarily “inefficient” units,
such as minor ltalian city-states, actually surdivgo the early nineteenth century, albeit
often under the domination of a stronger actorilWim French Revolution, political
units almost never disappeared because of diréeadi@ war, but rather because of
dynastic marriages or inheritances (Osiander 20D18).

Military technological change thus illustrates thay in which a long-term causal
factor drives changes in the system, but withoterd@ning the nature or timing of that
change. Actorslid face new pressures from increasing military contipetiduring this
period, but the outcome of those new pressuresyatasntirely determined by the
technological change itself.

Therefore, the important role of ideas and ideali@hange needs to be
considered, as a way to build upon the existirgditure’s conclusions about the long-
term technological, economic, and social drivingés of systemic change. Not only is
the structure of the international system congduiy ideas held by actors in the system
(as discussed above), but ideas play an imporbéain driving and directing systemic
change as well. A significant part of this is théerplayed by the available pool of ideas
concerning how to legitimately structure politicaanization and interaction. The
process that leads to the particular body of ideaslable involves both the production of
new ideas and the elimination or delegitimatiomxkting ones. The creation of new
ideas can be driven by technological or non-pd@litsocial developments, but ideas can
also be drawn from the perceived practices of presystems. Delegitimation of
existing ideas and practices can similarly be drilog technological and social changes.
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Focusing on the body of ideas as a fundamentatrdatant of the process of
systemic change runs counter to more material-fEtesplanations. For example,
Krasner (1993) sees the early modern repertoievaitable ideas as large enough that
actors could essentially pick and choose the itlestsheir material interests require. Yet
any particular repertoire of legitimating ideaséyver unlimited, and it can both grow
and shrink over time. Thus, while | agree with Kr@ss contention that early modern
actors had a wide variety of ideas to choose frogpnargument in this dissertation is that
the late medieval variety of legitimating ideas wasrowedover time down to the single
legitimating principle of the modern state systéentitorial sovereignty’ As Skinner
(1978), Osiander (2001a), and others argue, we takstinto consideration the ideas of
contemporaries when explaining the behavior ofractand these contemporary ideas
must be understoadd their own termsnot reading backwards from what we know to be
the eventual outcome. Ruggie (1993) addressediiti@stly, as he considered the
changes in “social epistemes” to be one of theetfwadamental drivers behind the
medieval-to-modern shift. His work was admittedlgrenof a suggested research
program than a conclusive study, and thus my dests@n builds upon his proposition to
consider exactly how and in what way ideas affieetdourse of systemic change.

Of course, Ruggie is not alone in considering idedse important. Some authors
who take a discourse-focused approach to intemmati@lations may pursue the role of
ideas too far, seeing them as timy driving force behind international political change
(See Milliken [1999] for a review of much of thiserature.) Instead, | build upon the
work of Wendt (1999: ch.3), who argues that althoigpas are often at the base level
founded on material facts, little can be explaiimeshternational politics without
considering the role of those ideas per se. Famelg although material forces can have
independent effects (through, for example, mateaghbilities, technology, or
geography), even key neorealist concepts suchatsiaterests or power are defined at
least in part by ideas (113ff). My dissertationl@siupon this perspective by considering
the role of a particular technological developmeon&rography—in both its material and
ideational aspects. | argue that this technolotgred ideas about actors and organization
in the international system, thereby driving andphg the transformation of the system.

Some existing studies of systemic change, in amditb Ruggie’s, have similarly
privileged the role of ideas and have provided saseful insights upon which my work
can build. For example, Gorski (2003) considergtthe of Calvinism in creating the
social disciplining necessary for the formatiomaddern states. Reus-Smit (1999)
demonstrates the ways in which different historstate systems have been based on
diverse constitutional structures, which are “medhases” about who can be a rightful
actor and what such actors can and cannot do. tunfately, Reus-Smit’s work, by
concentrating on a comparison of different his@rperiods, leaves the explanation for
thetransitionfrom one system to another underdeveloped. Phi{p001) tackles
systemic change directly, with a similar conscitaeis on the role of ideas in driving
and directing the course of that transformatiort. bérause he underestimates the
complexity of the mutually constitutive relationgtamong the types of actors, their
organization, and their interaction practices,rkats the organization of the system as a

27 A related argument is made about the modern atatke only acceptable form of organization for
polities today by Meyer et al. (1997).
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political goal promoted or prevented through comssiaction by ruleré This ignores

the way in which the actors mutually constitute anether—and, thereby, the system—
through their interaction and organization (Gidd&@85). In a period of systemic
transformation, the identities of the units canmetreated as ontologically prior to their
form of organizatiorf’

Thus, my dissertation will build upon the importamgights from the existing
international relations literature that demonssdte importance of ideas to systemic
change and to political outcomes more generallgading so, | focus on a particular
aspect of the intersection between technologicaihgh, ideas about political
organization, and systemic transformation, nanmtedydevelopment of cartography in the
early modern period. This work will build upon rtly the international relations
literature discussed above, but also an extensidg bf research into the history of
cartography, which will be considered in chapteend 4.

Few scholars have attempted to draw a connectiwwele visual representation
generally, let alone cartography in particular, antdrnational system change. As will be
seen, my dissertation will expand upon and compiertie limited research that has
been done along such lines. For a key examplejammRuggie’s (1993) argument
concerning the role of developments in the visu@l ia driving systemic change.

Put simply, the mental equipment that people drpanun imagining and

symbolizing forms of political community itself uavent fundamental change. .

. . Arguably, the single most important of thoseelopments occurred in the

visual arts: the invention of single-point perspext. . . What was true in the

visual arts was equally true in politics: politisgdace came to be definad it
appeared from a single fixed viewpoifhe concept of sovereignty, then, was
merely the doctrinal counterpart of the applicatdisingle-point perspective

forms to the spatial organization of politics. (159)

This key insight into the effect that a changeisual representation can have on
conceptions of political space, and hence on palitbutcomes, is what my work
explores further. My argument, of course, focugeshe role of cartography as a new
way of seeing space, rather than on the use olespajnt perspective in paintirg.

Others have discussed the role of mapping in &ateation, usually focusing on
cartography as necessary for imagining the statecasitralized, unified, sovereign
territory. For example, Biggs (1999) argues thatohalitativechange of state formation
(as opposed to thepuantitativeexpansion of armies and bureaucracies) requictthage
in mentality due to mapping. My argument builds mpleese insights but also goes
further, focusing on the way in which cartograpklso@onstraineddeational resources
available to actors, thereby helping to drive thidt $rom the variety of territorial,

% For examples of this confusion, see Philpott 2@@hes 30, 58, 100, 110, and 115. See Osiandetfp00
for a clear refutation of the idea that any actothie Thirty Years' War was fighting for or agaisystemic
change per se.

% For a convincing critique of conventional argunsecincerning the purported “effect” of the
Reformation on early modern state formation, sexoN&009.

%9 Ruggie’s discussion of the importance of singl@pperspective unfortunately downplays the related
development of cartography, in spite of the possible of Ptolemy’s text in both developments (Etlye
1976).
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personal, and non-exclusive authorities of the Mitkdle Ages to the uniform territorial
sovereignty of the modern systém.

IV. Research Design: Historical Narrative and Prose Tracing

Due to the historical subject matter of my disdeytga my research method is a narrative
form of “macro-causal analysis,” one of the categpoof historical sociology delineated
by Skocpol and Somers (1980). In general, my rebefatlows what Mahoney (1999)
labels “narrative analysis.” Narrative analysis siders outcomes to be “the product of
unique, temporally ordered, and sequentially unfgévents that occur within cases”
(Mahoney 1999: 1164). This approach involves loglkilosely at the historical record to
specify the links between proposed causes andteffeome benefits of this approach
are, first, that it can eliminate possible explara by demonstrating that they do not
appear in a close historical narrative and, secthrad it can assess “causality in situations
where temporal sequencing, particular events, atia gependence must be taken into
account” (Mahoney 1999: 1164). In other words, e/lsibme other forms of macro-causal
analysis are essentially qualitative or small-Nsw@rs of statistical correlational analysis,
the narrative approach explicitly takes accouritroé and history.

One commonly noted limitation of narrative analysighat it makes
generalization beyond the case in question verlglpnoatic (as close historical studies
tend to accentuate the uniqueness of each casebyhmaking comparison difficult). Yet
generalizing to other situations of systemic chairgearticular the possibility of
contemporary change in the international systemossible. In terms of studying the
particular early modern transformation, howeveeréhs only a single case, analyzed
across time. There is no other modern state systantould be used for macro-historical
comparisor’? thereby making Mahoney’s other two types of mazaosal analysis—
nominal and ordinal—impossible to execute at tbi®l. Nonetheless, the chapters
following will briefly compare key features of emrihodern Europe (both cartographic
and political) against other periods, pointing th& unique character of the case in
guestion.

Furthermore, although narrative analysis relieggplicit or explicit
counterfactual logic, Fearon (1991) argues that@h-experimental hypothesis testing
relies on counterfactual propositions and thatdpsmif-conscious about the
counterfactual basis of single-case studies cgmihéld theory. Close narrative history
also helps to separate tbenditionsfor outcomes from theausesf them, the latter
being of primary interest for theory-building (Fearl991: 191).

Therefore, the following chapters make use of aassh design incorporating
process-tracing as a means of examining the tramaton of the international system in

31 Existing writings on cartography and internatiopalitical change, and my approach’s position withi
them, are discussed in chapter 5.

%2 Although | do agree with English School authorstsas Buzan and Little (2000) that there have been
numerous international systems throughout hisibappears to me that the social, technological, an
political differences between systems as varietth@garly modern period, the classical world, ariemt
China are so great that “comparing” internatioryatesms from such different historical periods woloéd
more like making two separate single-case stutii@s tonducting a comparative study. See also Haydu
(1998) on the difficulties of comparing across tipeiods.
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early modern Europe. Within-case process-tracimgneake it possible both to offer
support to a particular theory and to eliminatecotiternative theoretical explanations.
This involves examining the historical record “Besvhether the causal process a theory
hypothesizes or implies in a case is in fact euvidiethe sequence and values of the
intervening variables in that case” (George andr@&r2005: 6). My research relies
primarily on secondary historical sources, relyamgextensive and critical comparison of
numerous accounts in order to reduce the potgudllem of source bias (Trachtenberg
2006: ch.3).

As Parsons (2007: ch.4) argues, ideational argwsrdnhot necessarily rest on a
less verifiable basis than arguments based on ralsénuctures, which are equally
unobservable in themselves. Supporting ideatiomalraents requires demonstrating that
competing explanations involving only material netgts and structures are inadequate:
“ideational claims must detail the limits of comipetlogics’ ability to account for the
ideational elements in question” (Parsons 2007).IB3terefore, this dissertation will
throughout aim to demonstrate that without thetideal effect of mapping, modern
states and international political structures wawtl have taken on the particularly
territorial character that they unquestionably have

The impact of map use, moreover, was a long-teramgh in normative structures
and mentalities, not a sudden transformation ohdividual actor’s point of view. These
changes occurred through generational turnovesaaidlization, as political advisors
and decision-makers were educated in an incregsmagp-filled environment. Such
changes in basic cognitive frameworks are slowwamndtended and may have effects far
beyond what actors themselves are aware of. Thadea of this cognitive impact has
implications for how we study its political effect®echnological changes are directly
observable, as are transformations of materiatipalipractices. Yet ideas about political
authority and organization are not directly obsbleaparticularly when changes are
intergenerational, as individual actors might notenin journals or letters that their
thinking has changed. | argue that maps have steatthe basic understandings that
actors had about their world without their beingedily aware of either the cause or even
the effect: what actors considered normal or ewgginable was structured without their
conscious knowledge. The best means of documeciiagges in these ideational
frameworks is to study their observable implicasiam effects (Wendt 1987). Thus |
examine changes in practices, both cartographigahtical, and theorize an explanation
that accounts for the changes | obséflgew mapping technologies put new
representations and new tools into the hands aiqadlactors; the effects of cartographic
practices on rulers and decision-makers are theargable in subsequent changes in
their political goals and practices. As actorsralietheir ideas about the appropriate or
possible definition of political authority, we cabserve them pursuing new interests
built on those new ideas.

V. Summary

This chapter has proposed, first, that systemitstcamation is best understood as a
change in the actors in the system, their prinsiplieorganization, and their interaction

% For a similar approach, see Thomson (1994: 5).
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practices. Second, | argued that these charaatsridtan international system are
fundamentally based in ideas about legitimate aitthavhich can vary in terms of
conceptual basis, exclusivity, and centralizatkinally, in briefly reviewing the existing
approaches to explaining systemic transformatisuggested that this dissertation’s
focus on the role of ideas in constituting systamd in directing systemic change
provides a useful complement to existing theories.

The next chapter will apply my proposed methodtoflging systemic change to
the medieval-to-modern shift in international go$t in which the complex variety of
actors, organization, and interaction in the laidd¥#e Ages gave way to an anarchical
system of sovereign states.
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Chapter 3
The Transformation of International Politics: Medieval to Modern

Over a period of several centuries, in a contestedyen, and layered process, the
structure of international politics in Europe unglent a fundamental transformation. The
complexity and variety of the late medieval systgas regularized, homogenized, and
simplified into the modern state system, constéduig territorially exclusive states
organized anarchically. The medieval diversity atharity types—territorial and
jurisdictional, shared and overlapping, and widigentralized—was reduced to the
modern uniformity of territorial, exclusive, andntelized authority. This transformation
is the outcome examined by this dissertation, Aacempirical details of the early-
modern systemic change are the subject of thistehap

Explicitly detailing the medieval-to-modern shitimportant, particularly in the
field of International Relations, due to the progignto read backwards into history from
the anarchic arrangements of today. Belying thechronistic image, medieval political
ideas and practices were fundamentally differemfwvhat we typically assume to be
universal, based on modern political arrangemétasicularly in the realm of types of
legitimate authority, on which sovereignty and itmernational system are founded, the
divergence is wide between the medieval and thesnmodorlds.

Thus, this chapter details that transformatiorstf-iising the theoretical approach
proposed in chapter 1, the character of the intenmal system of the late Middle Ages is
described, as is the nature of medieval sovereigmdyauthority. Second, | discuss the
modern international system of the nineteenth ¢gnrtthe consolidation of the complex
transformations of the preceding centuries—alort tie modern character of
sovereignty. The contrasts between the two peredsal the drastic nature of the early
modern systemic transformation.

|. The International System of the Late Middle Ages

International politics during the late medievalipdrwas structured by a system
composed of a wide diversity of units, units orgadiinto a mix of anarchy and
hierarchy and interacting in complex ways that tituted and reflected that
organization. It is important to detail the divéysand complexity of this period because
many do not recognize hosifferentthe medieval world was from the modern. As one
IR author notes: “We think far too much in termgrafependent territorial statehood
even when talking about past ages—caught up asenie avhat R.B.J. Walker calls the
modern ‘discourse of eternity’ that representsitibernational system based on the
sovereign territorial state as timeless in its msg&(Osiander 2001a: 120). A close
examination of the political structure of late n@gil Europe will reveal the
comprehensive nature of the transition to modeterivational politics.

As discussed in chapter 1, Ruggie’s critique ofrealism recognizes the distinct
character of medieval politics, yet the “beforettpre that Ruggie presents needs to be
filled out by a more detailed discussiin two articles (Ruggie 1993, 1983), he

3 This may very well be due to the fact that Ruggidiscussions of the pre-modern system almost
invariably were but a small part of articles, ahds were not allowed the space for detail.
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presents a general picture of the medieval sysatong the following lines: The system
was not composed of territorial units that wereunlly exclusive, but rather had
overlapping and incomplete jurisdictions, such astwccurs when in a feudal system a
vassal has more than one lord. Ruggie posits thatrhodern system is distinguished
from the medieval not by ‘sameness’ or ‘differen@gainits, but bythe principles on the
basis of which the constituent units are separéteh one another” (Ruggie 1983: 274).
Thus the organization of the units is not anarbthic“heteronomous,” “referring to the
lattice-like network of authority relations” (Ruggl983: 274.n30).

Ruggie’s quick portrait of the medieval system basn the starting point for
most subsequent studies, as it is, obviously, fpmmrk. Yet his description of this
system was not meant to be exhaustive, as it waslynatended to demonstrate that
there was once a system very different from theanmgadand different in a way not
accounted for by Waltz’s systemic approach. We nedshow more about the medieval
system, more than just that it was heteronomousaddverlapping jurisdictions.
Particularly in the realm of interaction practicegyre detail is needed. Although Ruggie
states the basic case very well, the lack of detlleft the door open to inaccurate
interpretations of medieval politics, and hencer@neous analyses of the transition to
the modern state system. For example, even thoaghfamiliar with Ruggie’s work,
Fischer (1992) argues that the Middle Ages sawchinzal state-like behavior at the level
of individual knights and castellanies. In otherds) although he recognizes that the
units making up the system were smaller duringrieeieval period, Fischer does not
acknowledge the distinctions between the medieysibsn and the anarchical modern
world in terms of organization and interactionw{ll discuss Fischer’s work more fully
below.) A thorough description of the late mediessdtem will demonstrate the ways in
which this system was different from the modern hedce will elucidate the nature of
the early modern transition.

Before detailing the characteristics of the lateli@eal system, the historical and
geographic scope of the period and area of intemest be clarified. Many common
textbook definitions of the medieval period or M&ldle Ages mark the beginnings at
around AD 350 (the decline of Rome) and the erat@ind 1450 or 1500 (the
beginnings of the Renaissance). Since | am intedastdescribing the system that came
immediately before the transition of early modenneis (a transformation that occurred
during the sixteenth, seventeenth, and eighteanttudes), | will focus on the late
Middle Ages: ¢.1300-c.1450. Obviously, change ititigal or social institutions never
really comes to a halt, making it difficult everrtaake a strong claim that an arrangement
exists unchanged across more than a very briedghefitime. Yet there are periods that
witness more rapid or drastic change, and otheog&when change is slower. Models
of institutional change such as “punctuated equilin” (Krasner 1988) or “punctuated
evolution” (Campbell 2004) reflect this idea thaebepisodes of change interrupt
(more) static periods. | would argue that 1300-1458ne of the latter, and can be
considered analytically separate from both theguksifter and the period befote.

% My designated time period is similar to that ofrm@ther works. For example, Black (1992) considers
political thought from 1250-1450 as a unit; Spr(y894) sees a drastic change in political orgaiunat
around the year 1300; and Ganshof’'s (1970) studgexfieval international relations sees a similarly
distinct late period in the late thirteenth throdifteenth centuries.
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In setting the spatial boundaries of the late meadisystem, this study focuses on
Western and Central Europe, in spite of the faat &l regions of the Old World were at
least loosely linked. Although the term “Europe’aisachronistic and would not have
been used by contemporaries, the geographic stepggests is analytically useful. Any
definition of a system must emphasize the consditesactionof the units, (for
example, Buzan and Little’s definition discussedhapter 1). As will be demonstrated
throughout this paper, the political units and exto what we would call Western and
Central Europe clearly had effects on each othémasre aware of their interaction, as
indeed they were aware of their sharing a commaieso(a point discussed below). For
now, suffice it to say that the polities and saegbdf Europe evinced each of Buzan and
Little’s types of interaction (military, politicagconomic, and societal) in, respectively,
war, diplomacy, trade, and the Roman Christian anur

Indeed, few would argue that the political entié€urope did not interact in
these fashions, and hence did not comprise amatienal system. Yet there remains the
guestion of how to bound the system, of what ggugcally proximate regionsotto
include. For example, the Islamic world, trans-Saha\frica, nomadic steppe empires,
and the Chinese empire all existed during thisgoeaind had some interaction with the
political units in Europe. Yet the interaction beem European actors and those of other
regions never included all of the four types listdxbve. For example, there was trade
with China along the famous silk road, but there waver any direct military or political
contact between the two systems. Conflict and textikted between Christendom and
the Islamic world, but the societal interaction Wwasted by the belief on both sides that
the other’s religion was heretical. In short, iatgron within Christian Europe simply
dwarfed interaction across its boundaries. Findllg,fact that Western and Central
Europe was indisputably where the modern statesy§tst took shape makes it worth
studying, even if—as has often been pointed out—evatl Christendom was anything
but dominant in global terms.

I.A. Late medieval system: Types of actors.

In theory as well as in practice, the main charaéon of the types of actors of
this period is diversity. Unlike the modern stagstem, which—at least in its ideal-
typical version—has the sovereign territorial stgats only type of political unit, the
late medieval period saw numerous forms of polityis difference means that the
transition to the modern state system was drastiwd ways: First, the system went from
one composed of diverse forms of political orgamirato one made up exclusively of
one type of unit. Second, the actor type that laésame dominant—the territorial
state—was not present at all until the very enthefMiddle Ages, and the few states that
appeared then were still a far cry from the modates of the nineteenth century. The
medieval diversity is reflected both in contempgridweoretical discussions and in the
involvement of many types of actors in “internaadrpolitics.

In the late Middle Ages, there was enormous dite s, and downright
confusion about, terms for political actors. Theihavord statuswas not used in the
modern sense of “state” until the end of the fifittecentury (Dunbabin 1988). Of the
many terms that existed, includings publica, regnum, civitas, commune, dominiand
others, “all could, but need not, denote that coration of a precise territorial area with a
form of political organization which ‘state’ impg& (Dunbabin 1988: 480). “There was

30



indeed no single ‘medieval’ or ‘Renaissance’ systenthe theory of politics any more
than there was for political practice. There walkvarsity of languages, political
doctrines and preferences” (Black 1992: 41). The@emporary acceptance of this
diversity is well illustrated by the way in whiclristotle’s Politics, translated into Latin
in the late thirteenth century, was applied to eangorary events. His discussion of the
ancient Greelpoleis“was taken to refer not just to city-states buivttatever actual
polities there were: kingdoms, principalities, deshor city-states” (Black 1992: 108).

Regarding the actual political arrangements orgtbend, one can see the
empirical manifestation (or source) of the theaadtconfusion outlined above. The
diversity of actors was enormous, as the systefuded emerging kingdoms such as
England and France, the Holy Roman Empire, the @aaty-states in Italy and
elsewhere, leagues of independent cities, and exoiterial corporate groups.

One way to see the diversity of actors in formabfbicial interaction is in
diplomacy. For example, the congress of Arras, irell#35, is seen in retrospect as a
three-way summit between England, France, and Bulgiuhe major actors in the
current stage of the Hundred Years’ War. Considewever, the representatives and
delegates present. The Duke of Burgundy attendd#danarge number of his vassals as
advisors. The French contingent included not oepresentatives of the crown, but also
those of the nobles and the towns, with an uncldationship to the royal embassy. The
towns from all three regions (those controlled mgland, France, and Burgundy,
respectively) had semi-independent policies. Resgdf had three groups representing it,
one each from the clergy, the city burghers, aedithiversity. The English embassy,
though more united that the French, was actudltdoable embassy’—England proper
and Lancastrian-controlled France had separateseptatives. Thus even this apparently
simple diplomatic meeting demonstrates the numepoliscal units, of various types,
active within what we somewhat anachronisticallynérance (Dickinson 1955).

Some IR theorists have argued that even thougle th@merous political units
were of varying size and power, they still hadfinedamental features of modern states
(if small ones) and hence behaved as such (esgh&ii 1992). Yet the various political
units of the late Middle Ages resembled neitherlsstale modern states nor even each
other, in terms of their defining characteristi€be following discussion, which
examines some of the types of units prevalent dutie late medieval period,
demonstrates just how diverse and non-modern tleeg.w

One type of actor present at the congress of Aarag often discussed in
traditional histories of the period, is the kingdamregnum Kingdoms are seen by
many as the precursors to the early modern statbe sixteenth century, particularly the
French and English kingdoms. Yet medienegjna even during the last phase of the
Middle Ages, were very different from the centratizterritorial states of later centuries,
despite the deceptive continuity of names. KingdheMiddle Ages had three duties:
spiritual guidance, defense from foreign threatsl, maintenance of internal peace
(Bloch 1961: 408). What they clearly didthave was complete authority over affairs
within their kingdoms. There has been extensivatiebn the question of whether kings
were merely “first among equals” and held powacsyrby virtue of their feudal control
of vassals, or whether kings were always seeneyisu to other lords® Even if kings

% See Reynolds (1997) for a review of the debate ssipports the latter view.
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were superior to other lords, they were nonethélmssmeshed” in feudal relationships
(Finer 1997: 863). Moreover, kingdoms were seecodlsctivities of people, rather than
geographically delimited territories (Reynolds 19930), and even when control was
conceived of in terms of location, it was describsd series of places rather than as a
delimited space (Biggs 1999: 377).

The Holy Roman Empire was another type of politigait active during the
period, and one with an even more complex natue the kingdom. It was both a
German kingdom and something more—as from the tegmtury onwards the ruler was
crowned separately as king and as emperor. Thigitleagave the emperor a claim to
have authority over other rulers on the contindithough this rarely led to obedience by
those rulers, it did make their interaction witle #fmperor very different from their
interaction with each other. (The next sectionusses the empire’s effect on the
organizing principle of the period.)

Cities were another political actor of the peribdttwere neither territorial nor
centralized in the modern sense. In addition toathg in which cities within kingdoms
conducted semi-independent foreign policies, sgolteen cities from throughout France
took part in the Congress of Arras, some citiesagad to become truly independent and
were able to form city-leagues or to become cifest. The Hanseatic league, for
example, performed many of the actions that weaasowith states but remained
fundamentally different due to its structure asa-hierarchical collection of non-
contiguous towns. “The league waged war, raisedme®, signed treaties, and regulated
economic activity"—all activities assigned to stasad other independent political units
(Spruyt 1994: 109). Yet this decentralized orgamnirehad no independent central
bureaucracy or officials, and often had troubleoesihg contributions and conformity
among its member cities. (Indeed, it is to thidemive-action problem that Spruyt
attributes the eventual failure of this form of angzation.) Geographically, the league
was clearly not organized along modern territdirads, as it contained hundreds of
member towns spread throughout Northern Europehaddittle or no effective control
over the hinterland surrounding or between the town

The other way in which cities became independetaraciuring the late Middle
Ages was in the form of city-states, which weresprg in many parts of Europe but
particularly dominant in northern Italy. In thisgien, cities gained increasinlg facto
control over their affairs during the twelfth cernjtuparticularly after the defeat of
Emperor Frederick Barbarossa’s attempt to assgiiial control militarily in 1183
(Martines 1979: 24). Yet these political units waog simply smaller versions of modern
territorial states: “Hierarchy within the city-stalvas always contested. Sovereignty
remained incomplete” (Spruyt 1994: 149 Covini (2000) writes that the Italian system

37 Although Spruyt (1994, p.149 and elsewhere) ahdrstargue that one feature of modern stateshbat t
Italian city-states did have was territorial bounes, | do not think this is an accurate charazégion.
Perhaps it is easier to confuse the control ofi@sef places (often mentioned as the pre-modencept

of territorial control) with control of a delimite@rritory in the case of such small geographi@asia close
quarters (i.e., there is no need for accurate mégem you can see the entire domain from your caitgan
Yet Martines writes that “citizens . . . came slyifo see the world in terms of cities, though thegre
spots in a boundless expanse of hills and vall€}879, p.72). Thus, in some sense actors and ttsrdée
these city-states may simply have ignored the mneds, where control was contested and unclear, an
concerned themselves only with cities (as many mobistorians have done).
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of city-states actually involved many types of poéil and military actors: the major city-
states, smaller city-focused units, and non-tetat@ctors such as mercenary bands.
* % %

The variety of actors in Italy is but one exampl¢h® complexity of the late
medieval period. Once again, this contrasts shavglythe modern period, where units
are theoretically equal (both in legitimacy andarm) and practically distinct and
separable. The organization and mutual relatiortbexfe diverse units is the subject of
the next section.

|.B. Late medieval system: principle of organizatio

Just as in the discussion of the types of poliacabrs above, the principle of
organization in the late medieval system is fundatady different from that of the
modern state system, demonstrating once again déhe@mmental nature of the systemic
transition.

The best way to characterize organization amoniggalunits in the late
medieval period is as a complex mix of hierarchg anarchy. This combination is first
apparent in the contrast between theory and behavamtemporary theorists often
argued that there was (or should be) hierarchig@mzation and that units were
anything but distinct and equal. Yet these argusyghbugh seen at the time as
legitimate by many, by no means always carrieddtne Second, even when hierarchy
existed in practice as well as in theory, this dnielny was often confined to a part of the
international system rather than extending ovegtiteée system. In other wordsgme
units within the system may have recognized a rehreal authority, buall of them
never did®

Ruggie’s work took the first step toward describihg non-modern organization
of the Middle Ages, labeling it “heteronomous.”drder to elaborate upon this idea, this
section examines the following related topics: disin and its effects on political
organization, the relationship between the empieaher units, and the (theoretical)
unity of Christendom. This description will offen alternative to the oft-repeated
medieval “trinity” of feudalism, empire, and churefhich characterizes the medieval
political world as a decentralized feudal structwrnin a theoretical hierarchy. For
example, this is the picture that Spruyt (19943kpaints of the Middle Ages prior to
1300% The situation is, | argue, more complex.

3 Although Lake (2009) argues that hierarchicaltieteships persist in today’s international systéme,
following paragraphs demonstrate that hierarchidarnational authority in the late Middle Ages was
significantly “thicker” and more pervasive thantlo#served today.

39 Spruyt’s argument is that this trio of organizjminciples had broken down by 1300 and was replaged
new, competing forms of political organization (itrial states, city-states, and city-leagues}héligh he
is clearly correct in pointing out the presencéhese new types of units, | think he exaggeratesigath
of the earlier ideas. For example, the Hundred ¥ ®dar, which began in the middle of the fourteenth
century, is most often portrayed as having feudagiris—even though it is ostensibly between two of
Spruyt’s territorial states, France and EnglandusTieudalism, empire, and church continued to affex
organization of political units, and hence theiti@ts vis-a-vis each other. For another examplesicier
one author who, in spite of the fact that he anawistically sees “states” in this period, acknovges that
feudal ties do not disappear overnight: “The Stditinat period [fourteenth and fifteenth centuriesis
certainly no longer feudal. Nevertheless vassatagkfief still occupied an important place in that&”
(Guenée 1985: 19).
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Feudalism, as it has usually been defined, invoaresnormous number of social,
economic, and political characteristics, many ofchthave effects on the organization of
political units*® Feudal society was fundamentally organized arabadyranting of fiefs
(usually land and privileges) by lords to vassatso in return owed military service and
political loyalty to the lord (Bloch 1961). Thisdhly personal form of social
organization and interaction led to a general systépolitical organization that can be
characterized by three features: the non-territaasure of political control, the
decentralization and fragmentation of political goywand the absence of a public sphere
separate from private affairs (Finer 1997: ®)/3Between the middle of the ninth and
the middle of the eleventh century the feudal retet became the key component of the
system of rule . . . [making] a network of interpamal relations into the chief carrying
structure of rule” (Poggi 1978: 25). Although theeagth of feudal ties was waning by
1300, these organizing principles continued tocff®w units were organized, internally
and externally?

In terms of the effect of feudalism on “internat@ihpolitics, one important result
was the presence of feudal ties between rulerse# example of the problems that this
caused for political actors was the relationshipveen the French and English kings
leading up to the Hundred Years’ War (which begah337). The English king had
feudal possessions within France, which he hellasssal of the French king; therefore
the former had always paid homage to the latténisakord (Curry 1993: 33). Thus, “Even
Henry [l of England] himself, who was never avehsen twisting law and events to his
own advantage, seems to have felt some slightitidnl about correct behavior towards
the king of France” (Reynolds 1997: 281). The dohfhl nature of their interaction (as
the two monarchs fought numerous wars against ethen) was tempered or at least
structured by the feudal, hierarchical relationdbgpnveen thenilhis is but one example
of a general feature of the period: The way in Whitajor political units were organized
continued to be colored by the existence of fetidalamong them, even between such
“modern” entities as the kingdoms of France andl&dy

The relationship between the Holy Roman Emperorathdr rulers in medieval
Europe further illustrates the complex way in whintdrarchy and anarchy were mixed,
and hence another way in which this period diffdrech the modern. Typically, the
emperor is proposed as one of the hierarchicalexiésrof medieval society, since
according to some contemporary theorists he hdwbatyt over the other secular rulers
of the continent. In terms of actual political paweowever, by the late Middle Ages the
emperor was effectively little more than a Germamgkand a weak one at that. In the
preceding centuries, on the other hand, severatmrgphad made explicit claims to
authority over the other kings of Europe. In partée, Frederick Barbarossa (r.1155-

“* There has been extensive debate around the ext@itidn and applicability of the concept of
feudalism, and it remains contested. Cheyette (1®p8otes that the confusion about feudalism &s tdu
the fact that it “is really a ‘concept-theory,” @m defining it one also makes a causal statemeott how
such a society works. Reynolds (1997: 1) arguasfé¢lilalism as a concept was “foreign to the Middle
Ages,” making it very difficult to discuss in term§contemporaries’ understanding, rather than in
historical hindsight. Nonetheless, as | hope weéitdime clear in this section, political organizaiiomthe
Middle Ages reflected the principles of feudaliggerhaps not completely, but enough to make thenthwor
considering.

*1 See footnote 39 above.
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1190) and his grandson Frederick Il (r.1220-1258d.the twelfth-century revival of
Roman law to claim to béominus mundipr “lord of the world” (Muldoon 1999: ch.4).
Although these claims were probably meant to bertaderiously, most historians agree
that even during this earlier period other kingsrisidered the Emperor as being
essentially a German sovereign” (Ganshof 1970:.1h5) careful study of the
correspondence between English King Henry Il aretl€rick Barbarossa, concerning a
meeting of the English ambassador with the emperdt57, Leyser (1975) argues that
even though Henry uses language that suggests ssibmio the will of the emperor, in
the matter at hand (the return of a religious reliGermany), the English monarch did
not comply with Frederick’s demands.

The separation between imperial ascendancy innibetod independence in
practice had a long history preceding Barbarosdacantinued into the period of this
study. As early as the fifth-century collapse & Boman Empire and the birth of the
early barbarian kingdoms, “Imperial authority swed inasmuch as certain kings, though
de factoindependent, regarded their lands as constityangof the empire and secured
imperial sanction for their rule” (King 1988: 12%.similar separation betweele jure
imperial authority ande factolocal control continued even after Frederick Ifgeapts
to assert superiority were decisively rebuffedhia middle of the thirteenth century
(Canning 1988a: 345). Although it may be temptimgismiss the imperial claim as mere
propaganda by German kings, the belief that theeeonphouldrule all other kings was
reflected both in the “convictions of the majorafthe inhabitants of the West at the
beginning of the fourteenth century” (Guenée 198%and in literary and theoretical
works such as DanteMonarchia.This split betweene factoandde jurewas only truly
reconciled in the mid-fourteenth century, when Blaid of Saxoferrato executed a
“methodological shift”: He argued that “when thevland the facts collide, it is the law
which must be brought into conformity with the fsfctSkinner 1978: 9§ Thusde facto
control was finally posited to be legitimate. Altlgh Bartolus was writing particularly
about the city-states of northern Italy, one canasimilar dynamic at work in the
relation of the French king to the emperor in tams period (Ullmann 1949). Therefore,
after the middle of the fourteenth century, implesiathority was of little practical
concern to other rulers; this hierarchical elenwdrdrganization was more or less defunct
in Europe as a whole (as will be seen below).

There was, however, one area in which the empectais to superior authority
continued to have some weight: within the boundaoiethe Empire, specifically vis-a-
vis the German princes. It is the recognition & é¢ffective independence of these
princes, after all, that is usually cited as themaatous change embodied in the 1648
Treaties of Westphalia, which traditionally marke shift to the modern state syst&.
During the late Middle Ages, on the other hand,dimaller German principalities
continued to be subject to imperial control, altlowf uncertain strength, and that

“2 See Black (1992: 115-16) for a similar argument.

“3 See Osiander (2001b) for a convincing repudiatibiiis “Westphalian myth.” | argue, neverthelesst
whether or not the specific treaties of 1648 atyuakated or finalized the sovereignty of the Ganm
principalities vis-a-vis the emperor, this changkatcur, and it was one part of the consolidatibthe
modern state system. (See the section below ointirmational system of the nineteenth century for
more.) Regardless of the direct role of Westphaliayever, during the late Middle Ages, the empire
unquestionably continued to function as somethiongenthan a collection of independent actors.
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control was due in part at least to the emperaésaf the titledominus mundiLanguage
such as that in the aforementioned letter from Bhding Henry 1l was useful as
propagandavithin Germany, even though it was not very effectivesseating authority
over kings like the French or English (Leyser 19286). Thus, even in the absence of a
Europe-wide emperor, the rhetoric of empire cordthto support hierarchical notions of
organization and thereby constrain the interaatiosome late medieval political actors
in a way that clearly did not continue into the raodperiod.

The second possible source of hierarchical unithénlate Middle Ages was the
church. Although theoretically assigned universaharity, in practice the church had
little actual control over rulers, especially aftiee investiture conflict of the eleventh and
twelfth centuries (Ganshof 1970). The papacy diydwver, continue to play an active
role in international politics, especially as aldipatic mediator and arbitrator. (This is
discussed in detail in the section on diplomacywel

In terms of more general societal unity based onsGanity, the fifteenth century
saw an explosion of writing referring to Christendas one society, usually calling it the
respublica Christianaand only later as “Europe” (Black 1992: 87-88]¢H8993). This
feeling of solidarity among intellectuals and wrg®f the late Middle Ages was a natural
outcome of the international character of the ursivies of the time, to which students
and teachers would come from all over the contireemd in which classes would be
conduced almost exclusively in the internationaplaage of the day, Latin (Ganshof
1970: 200).

* % %

Overall, the organization of political units duritigs period was complex, and
can be characterized in some parts as hierarchinasttier parts as anarchy. The
lingering feudal nature of political control, thentinuingde jureauthority of the
Emperor (particularly in central Europe), and tinéying force of a common Christian
society combined to create a complex picture. Tlebaeacteristics once again illustrate
the massive shift represented by the transitidghéanodern state system.

|.C. Late medieval system: interaction norms andaptices.

The way in which political units interact is therthfeature differentiating
systems of diverse historical periods, a featuat ltlas received much less attention from
scholars. As in the case of the other two systemnacheristics, the interaction practices
of the late medieval system differ from those & thodern state system and, thus, also
changed drastically during the systemic transfoionat

A detailed picture of the interaction practicesho$ period is particularly
necessary because other authors have positedhésat practices differ little from modern
ones. For example, Fischer (1992) holds that idhalideas about medieval unity and
peace, the actual practices of political actorsnduthe period reflected no such thing. He
argues that although medieval political units wextremely small, often at the level of
individual knights and castles rather than largeest, they still behaved according to the
neorealist logic of self-help under anarchy. Yet there presence of competition does
not necessarily indicate anarchy of equal unitgeeislly when some actors are seen as
superior to others (Hall and Kratochwil 1993; Hafsy1989: 11-12). As | will
demonstrate below, even though the ideals of aaeh@hristian society were by no
means always followed, the actual behavior of malitactors during the late Middle
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Ages was constrained and driven by these idealkingn#he resulting practices very
different from what we see in the modern world. Témainder of this section discusses
the practice of war and diplomacy, as they ardwltzemost important ways in which
political units interact, and they amply demon&trdie differences between medieval and
modern practices.

In the late Middle Ages, the causes, justificaticonduct, and termination of war
generally followed well-accepted patterns. Oneueabf the period was the unclear
separation between war and peace—war was neveériiotaneither was peace. For
example, in what historians traditionally labellas beginning of the Hundred Years’
War, “there was no plunge into hostilities, meralgtepping up and broadening of effort”
in the continuing military conflict between Engliahd French forces (Richmond 1971:
96). This lack of distinction between war and pdadeto an absence of real questioning
of the motivations for war: “A world geared for waas unlikely to question why it
should break out. It formed part of the accustormsd natural order” (Allmand 1988: 6).
Although contemporaries often discussed justifaraifor conflict, they rarely made a
distinction between a state of war and a time aicpe

The medieval “laws of war” provide an excellent exde of the complex
relationships between war and peace, public anvaieri and unity and fragmentation.
The type of law applied to the conduct of was gentiura—literally “law of peoples” but
often interpreted anachronistically as “internagiblaw”—was the law seen as common
to all peoples, rather than specific to any ondipal unit. This form of law had its
origins in Roman times (Stein 1988), and was reizaghas legitimate throughout the
Middle Ages (Keen 1968). Furthermore, the lack ofear separation between internal
and external politics is evident: “The law of arge/erned alike the conduct of soldiers
toward enemies . . . the discipline of armiesrules concerning rights in spoil . . . and
armorial disputes” (p.210). Public and private mffavere not treated separately, as even
such “state-related” crimes as treason were coresides violations of the personal bond
between vassal and lord, rather than an offensestghe abstract entity of the state
(Dessau 1968). Indeed, private warfare was not coiymon but was also justified
normatively (Holzgrefe 1989). The fact that, ashwitternational law today, these were
rules without a central enforcement mechanism didonevent them from constraining
behavior: “The absence of any visible head tohbidy politic [Christian society] did not
matter, since its members were bound togetherdiy ¢tbmmon obedience to ‘mother
church,” whose lord was God himself” (Keen 196812 Although by the end of the late
medieval period, there was a common sentimentathigtcertain actors could wage a just
war, who was and who was not such a legitimateaaitftremained unclear (Black
1992: 90f).

The goals of war and the tactics used to achievgetigoals also reflected the
accepted ideas about political interaction. Theimed “purpose” of war was, following
classical authors such as Vegetius and Augustanmeéans of bringing about peace.”
Indeed, war was seen as “the chief means of attathie restoration of an order which
had been broken by other causes” (Allmand 1988: 3% works of Aquinas and others
in the thirteenth century built upon this view, gucing the idea of war being “just”
when used to settle disputes between rulers. T¥pth-settling view of war also grew
out of early feudalism’s justification of violenbiflict as a means to settle differences,
including those of jurisdictional rights (Poggi B383). Thus war was seldom justified
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as defense or aggression in territorial termsyélier in terms of justice and

jurisdictional dispute settlement. The Hundred $&®ar, often seen as a combination
of medieval and modern dynamics, reflects this mithe justifications used by the
French for fighting: their stated goal was alteehathe punishment of a rebellious vassal
or self-defense of the nation. Similarly, the conmigaccepted immediate cause of the
war was undeniably feudal—the problematic relatigm$etween the king of France and
his vassal, the king of England (Allmand 1988: 1butthe underlying causes have been
seen as a more complex mix of feudal and territdisputes.

These purposes for fighting had direct effectshentactics used during medieval
warfare, once again in contrast to modern practitlke most common tactic was the
chevauchéea raid on enemy land and populations intendex/¢ad direct confrontation
with enemy forces (Finer 1997: 880). Outright leattias rare, since the political
geography and military technology of the day madashsencounters nearly impossible
without the will ofbothsides. These raids had a dual purpose, one of vigitie
obvious effort to “bring military pressure on theeeny’s country” (Hewitt 1971: 86),
thereby destroying the enemy’s resources “by datiagtthe countryside, burning the
defenceless villages, small townships and the $isbofrwalled towns” (Fowler 1971a:
12). Yet there was more involved than simply undeing the other side’s economic
base. For example, during the first half of the #hel Years’ Wachevauchéewere
carried out by English forces in an effort to shibw French king’s other vassals and
subjects that their current lord was not militaelfyective (Allmand 1988: 55). This
follows directly from medieval ideas of the respibiigies of a good lord or king—one
of the most important of which is defense agairgtmal threats. The non-territorial
nature of the goals and tactics of most mediegdltiing is also demonstrated by the
revolutionary character of English king Henry Vgdys into France in the early
fifteenth century, which were a conspicuous eftorsecure and colonize territory. Both
contemporaries and historians have commented ofathéhat this marked a significant
departure from typical practices (Curry 1993ffp5

Medieval diplomacy, like the conduct of war, retlst the organization and
diversity of actors and political units involved‘international” politics:

With political authority in Latin Christendom shdrbetween such a large number

of groups and individuals, the sending and recgiahambassadors therefore

occurred at most levels of European society. Omgsfin the documentary
collections examples of envoys and procuratorsgosémt between the most

diverse kinds of diplomatic principals. (Holzgr&f@89: 13)

These included communications among kings, ciiesfops, and nobles. Similarly, the
range of actors represented at the Congress o$ Adrscussed above, illustrates the same
point.

Reflecting the theoretical unity of Christendonpldmacy in the late Middle
Ages, as Mattingly (1955: 15ff) makes clear, waened to serve the societal goal of
international peace. Thus almost every facet dbdiatic practice during this era
contrasts sharply with modern practices, sincegtiads of the latter have been, since
their beginnings in the Italian city-states in the fifteenth century, “the preservation
and aggrandizement of [a diplomat’s] state” (Majyn1955: 94). As discussed above,
Europeans saw themselves as members of a singétys@nd thus embassies were not
seen as representatives of sovereign states,thet s “a method of formal, privileged
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communication among the members of a hierarchicathgred society” (p.23). We see
this focus on overall peace in the “first textbamldiplomatic practice written in Western
Europe” authored in 1436 by Bernard du Rosier. @imo the laws of war, diplomatic
practices, including recognized immunities, werefoomally codified but nonetheless
were generally followed as customary practices. dinbassadorial immunities that
existed, and those that did not, reflected the dantiview of a unified Christian society.
For example, diplomats were not to be harmed byebeiving prince, but if they
committed crimes while on embassy they could beguoted by that prince, rather than
by the one that had sent them. Since these rulessight of themselves as living in a
common society, under the rule of a common laws #irangement made perfect sense
(p.41).

This society had, at least in theory, a hierarainy lsence a head: the pope. The
theoretical authority of the pope positioned himlweprovide mediation between
conflicting political actors during the Middle AgeBypically historians argue that popes
rarely if ever achieved such a lofty goal, but himnd that the bar has been set too high,
and thus the actual impact of papal mediation le@s lunderestimated simply because
the reality did not match the papacy’s aspiratidxszording to one historian, for
example, popes claimed the right to “regulate titernational political order,” but
usually only managed to be arbitrators whose paveeronly as much as allotted by the
disputing parties (Black 1992: 89). Curry (19934 )LBakes a similar point, that the pope
was never more than a weak third party and wasrniaken seriously.

Yet for all the disappointments for advocates gigdaupremacy (and there was
much to be disappointed about), the presence apalpepresentative as a third party
often structured the interaction of conflictingast even if the papacy could not dictate
the outcome. For example, in the early stageseoHiindred Years’ War, truces between
the French and English “were almost entirely medidty the papacy” (Fowler 1971b:
185). In addition, before major battles papal negots would attempt to mediate, and
although this was often unsuccessful (as in theotebattle of Poitiers, 1356), the
presence of a third party willing to act as antedggo-between made negotiation at least
a possibility (Allmand 1988).

The practical usefulness of the papacy as bothaansmef mediation and
arbitration and as a symbol of the unity of Chaistsociety is demonstrated by the
negative effects of the Great Western Schism (1B3¥87), in which two rival popes were
elected and claimed authority over the Church. mthis period, conflicts such as that
between France and England became more difficutgolve: “England and France
supported opposing sides on the issue, so th&dhism . . . accentuated the existing
political divisions between the two countries” (Akhnd 1988: 24).

After the schism, the papacy returned to its relenadiator, most clearly
demonstrated in the 1435 Congress of Arras. (Alghahe representative of the Council
of Basel was in some sense a competing church toeditsappears that he deferred to
the papal representative.) At this important megliatween the major parties in the
Hundred Years’ War, the negotiations between FramceEngland took place entirely
through papal mediators—they never met face-to-fBoekinson 1955: 118). The format
used, in which the papal representative met firt ane party and subsequently with the
other, may have been based on the practices esastical courts, where witnesses
were called separately to testify before the judgnelers a verdict (p.120). The fact that
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this process was used in the negotiations betwesefficting kings demonstrates the
impact that the idea of a unified Christian socigdg on diplomacy, even though the
papal representative, in this case as in many stlet not have the authority or power to
dictate a settlement.

In the late Middle Ages, treaties were still mageab) sorts of political actors at
many levels of society (Holzgrefe 1989: 13). Fumiere, reflecting the personal nature
of lordship in feudal society, treaties were ofteen as personal agreements between
individuals, rather than public arrangements betwstates, and “agreements so often
were, So to speak, cast in molds borrowed from lfalife” (Ganshof 1970: 45). Even
when feudal ties were no longer the only foundatibrule, in the first half of the
fifteenth century “the modern conception of thetaaunty of treaty obligations,
regardless of changes in rulers or governmentsywasecessarily held” (Dickinson
1955: 71). Treaties continued to be entered intbearforced as personal agreements
between individual rulers.

The interaction practices of the late medievalgeeonce more demonstrate that,
in the transition to the modern state system, forefgtal changes occurred in every
defining feature of the system.

ll. Late Medieval Types of Authority

The variety of actors, organizational principlesd anteraction norms and practices
during the late Middle Ages is constitutedthg variety in the types of legitimate
authority during the period. Many writings aboug trigins of modern territorial
sovereignty have pushed back into the late MiddjesA(hence suggesting that there was
no major change in the type of legitimate authdogyween the medieval and modern
periods). | maintain, on the contrary, that eveeifitorial sovereignty is sometimes
apparent the medieval period, it was not the sarteeamodern form, and it coexisted
with other forms of authority.

In an oft-cited work©On the Medieval Origins of the Modern Stakeseph Strayer
argues that “sovereignty existed [in practice] Idvedore it could be described in theory
(1300 AD as opposed to 1550)” (Strayer 197¢*Ihis de factocontrol in the absence
of thede jureauthority of political theory is another reflectiohthe continuing juridical
legitimacy of the emperor discussed above. Indéeegs only when authors such as
Bartolus used imperial language to describe noremapactors that thde jure
sovereignty of city-states and states became rézalgle. This reliance on imperial
language is clear in the two phrases used to yuséiffactasovereignty: the king is
emperor in his kingdonréx in regno suo est imperator regni sand the king
recognizes no superiorefk qui superiorem non recognosdi€anning 1988a: 363).
Those two phrases suggest a concept of externateigm equality, and both were
present by the early fourteenth century. Furtheepamecessary part of the modern
concept of the state, the idea that it is “an agstunitary entity perceptible only by the

*4 The impact of this book on international relatiovritings about the “origins” of sovereignty far
outweighs its actual content, as it is in fact sysshort volume based on a lecture seridsiost every
major IR work that looks back to the medieval périites this work as evidence for its position.,See
example, Gilpin (1981: 116ff), Krasner (1993: 232Ruggie (1993: 150), Spruyt (1994: 79), and
Thomson (1994: 21).

40



intellect,” came directly out of late medieval coration theory, and had been at least
loosely formulated by the middle of the fourteeogémtury (Canning 1988b: 473). Yet the
presence of these ideas among some thinkers arg (phrticularly in northern Italian
city-states and the French kingdom) does not indittaat such concepts were the
dominantorganizing principles of the international systehthe day. Unfortunately, this
is the conclusion that is often suggested by modeholars.

For example, the presence of the conceptual bygildiocks of modern
sovereignty in the late medieval period has ledesanthors to describe political units of
the time as “territorial states.” This is a fundanta mistake, as it mischaracterizes the
actual common form of boundary between politicataiby reading backwards from later
centuries’ territorial borders. Strayer’s aforem@méd, and much-cited, work is one of
the primary examples. He defines the state, ndi@berian terms of a monopoly of the
legitimate use of force, but rather simply as arggrform of political organization
(Strayer 1970: £).* This loose definition leads him not only to seses in historical
periods with widely divergent forms of politicalganization (such as the Gregdleis,
the Roman empire, or Han China) but also to rea#iveards anachronistically into the
Middle Ages from the eventual dominance of soveraigtes in the modern peridtHe
writes, “By 1300 it was evident that the dominaalical form in Western Europe was
going to be the sovereign state” (p.57). Yet difficult to justify that conclusion when,
as Strayer admits, “in 1300 it was not clear whe waependent and who was not, and it
was difficult to draw definite boundaries in a Epeowvhich had known only overlapping
spheres of influence and fluctuating frontier zdr{psH8). Indeed, Strayer takes the fact
that some institutional and emotive elements of enodtatehood were present in the
1200s to argue that those are the true “originghefstate. Yet the mere presence of
these elements does not mean that the system ndamientally organized around them.

Canning (1988a, 1988b) is another author who usepltrases “territorial
sovereignty” and “territorial states” to describe tate medieval period, and equally
without grounds. The only empirical case offere@ éérritorial state is England. Because
it is almost entirely surrounded by oceans, ieisrsby modern scholars as having been
“territorially bounded,” although they never examitie views of medieval
contemporaries on the nature of their pofity.

In opposition to this bias toward seeing moderritterality as dominant
wherever some aspect of it is even slightly apgatka following paragraphs present a
description of the types of legitimate authoritggent in the late medieval period, based
on the typology introduced in chapter 1. This pgsaw a wide variety of authority
types, including territorial authority (though bdseaore on verbal description than visual

> Black (1992, p.187) uses a similar definition, dinds that “the modern state” existed by 1450, but
without the monopoly on the legitimate use of fof€em a political science perspective, theretikeli
modern or statelike about such a unit.

“8 This tendency to read backward teleologically frehat we know with historical hindsight to be the
eventual result is also clear in Strayer’s impljcitinctionalist logic of institutional change. Tdughout
this work, Strayer is surprised to find that ruldid not immediately create perfect institutionalusions
when problems arose (e.g., p-80 on the absencénoihsstry of foreign affairs” in late medieval fties,
or p.92 on rulers’ inability to bridge the gap beem decision-makers and bureaucrats). This iufe,
the opposite of the insight of historical institutalists that institutional creation is difficuhdwe should
probably be surprised whendbesoccur.

4" Krasner (1993) draws a similar conclusion aboetEhglish case.
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representation) and jurisdictional authorities.tkermore, these authorities were often
non-exclusive and relatively decentralized.

Conceptual basis for authority: mix of territoriahd jurisdictional. Although
authors such as those noted above tend to oversmptibe territorial nature of control
in the late Middle Ages, there was a form of terdlly based authority present. After
all, even the feudal practice of granting fiefdaofd involved passing temporary or
hereditary authority over territory to vassals.sTinedieval territoriality, however, was
quite different from our modern form of territorialithority. First of all, territorial
authority was almost exclusively based on a vedeatription of territory, rather than a
visual representation. These were written recofdleopeople and the resources in the
area ruled. One famous example of such an inveigdhe eleventh-centuiyomesday
Book,an exhaustive survey ordered by William the Conguef his new English
domains in 1086. As a contemporary chronicler puso very narrowly did William
have it investigated, indeed it is shameful toteetaut it seemed no shame to him to do,
not one ox nor one pig was there left out and mbdpwn in his record” (quoted in
Harvey 1971: 766)in the case of France, starting in the early 12@@iten
“inventories” were taken by rulers, becoming indtd@nalized as a regular practice in the
mid-1200s. A century later, efforts toward “stardiaed information” yielded
“voluminous archives, which probably soon becampassible to manage” (Revel 1991:
135-137). As will be discussed in detail in cha@ethere was almost no use of maps to
represent territory visually, certainly not as aameof portraying or understanding
political authority.

Furthermore, territorial authority was conceptuadidistinctly as radiating
outward from a center, rather than as being boubgduhes and flowing inward. This
conceptualization reflected the actual degree nfrobexercised, as large political units
such as France were governed from the center it awthority much stronger at the
center than toward the periphery. The typical fafrdivision between territorially
conceived political actors demonstrates this cemiiconception, as units were not
separated by fixed borders but more typically bgritier zones” (Fischer 1992). As
mentioned above, marches were common during teeMatdle Ages, even though there
were some efforts by rulers to fix land borders endearly (Ganshof 1970: 309). In the
city-states of northern lItaly, control of hintertnby dominant cities such as Florence or
Milan was very much a center-out proposition, astteial authority was in effect
conceived as radiating outward from the urban cente the countryside. “[T]he
political organization of city-states remained afi@ dominant city and subject towns”
(Spruyt 1994: 148). Citizens of such cities “camtdy to see the world in terms of
cities, though these were spots in a boundlessneepaf hills and valleys” (Martines
1979: 72).

Another aspect of medieval territorial authoritgthliffers from the modern
concept is in the degree of differentiation amoivgise places in the territory. For
example, in the Italian city-states, the centrgt wias conceived of very differently from
the outlying subject towns, let alone the ruralcgpia between. Written surveys, when
not purposively standardized, inherently treat diegolaces as qualitatively different,
rather than as strictly comparable in terms of ¢jtetive measures.
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In addition to the medieval form of territorialitguthority in this system was also
based on the concept of jurisdictional divisionsisTincluded authority based both on
personal ties and on issue domains and officesligesissed above, there was a strong
personal element of authority across the threaifeatof the medieval system: actors
were often constituted by a set of personal boorgnization was a set of personal
relationships among rulers; and interaction wasroftn a personal ruler-to-ruler basis,
such as the way in which treaties were concepwe@iés personal (not state) agreements.
Most political writers throughout the Middle Agesohcentrated on political organization
within its time-honored unit, the people,” rathiean the territory (Dunbabin 1988: 480).

The personal nature of authority was found pringanlthe persistence of feudal
ties. Although the granting of land fiefs gives sofaudal bonds a territorial appearance,
the nature of the authority of the superior wasHam a personal bond, not on territory.
Feudalism strengthened the personalization of atgttbrough its main institutions:
vassalage and homage. “The medieval state wastiedigesm association between
persons, as for instance between a leader andbsals who were pledged to obedience.
In this case fidelity to the leader formed the ¢bnent element of the state” (Mitteis
1975: 5).

In addition to the obviously personal nature ofd@iuauthority, the authority of
kings in late medieval Europe was also based arsopal bond, although not
necessarily a face-to-face lord-vassal relationdhgiead, this form of authority was
founded on personal loyalty from subject to kingyrhibolically affirmed in the oaths of
loyalty and allegiance by individuals and corpomgt@eups” to monarchs (Sahlins 1989:
28). The entire medieval theory of kingship wasdolasn personal bonds and contained
elements drawn from the early barbarian kingdontsearen from as far back as the
Hellenistic period (Procopé 1988). The early postrian barbarian kingdoms had a non-
territorial conception of law: “they [thgens,or people] carried their law with them, so to
speak. The prevailing principle was therefore tifahe personality rather than
territoriality of the law” (King 1988: 138).

Jurisdictional authority of a less personal natmas derived from particular
offices or issue domains over which rulers had euthwithout any reference to
particular territorial authority or personal bor{@sahlins 1989: 28). A famous example of
this type of jurisdictional authority, albeit froam earlier period, is the Treaty of Verdun,
which in 843 AD divided up Charlemagne’s empire amthree of his grandsons.
Although modern historical atlases can look atlifead picture and draw territorial lines
between the three kingdoms, the actual treaty \wesspd in terms of jurisdictions:
“numerous commissioners . . . established a lish@fcounties, bishoprics, abbeys,
chapters, and royal domains situated within thetéeies to be divided, and attempted to
prepare equivalent shares: equivalent in regardwenues and equivalent in regard to the
amount of lucrative officethonores)and benefices that could be distributed among the
aristocracy” (Ganshof 1970: 48). Thus both the eardbthe means of this division were
conceived of in jurisdictional, rather than tem&b, terms.

The overall picture of the conceptual basis fohatity in the late Middle Ages is
of a variety of jurisdictional and territorial awattities. Moreover, these diverse types of
authority relations coexisted not only within thestem, but also often between the same
political actors. For example, there was a cengtioag effort to create a single division
between France and Spain in the Pyrenees, asdusé territorial boundaries (the
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“natural frontier” formed by the mountains) and q@ex jurisdictional authorities were
equally legitimate in the eyes of rulers and suigj¢Sahlins 1989).

Non-exclusive authorityhe late Middle Ages’ unclear jurisdictional froers
and feudal heritage of authority over persons npa$sible complex situations of
overlapping and shared control. One example meadi@ove is the vassalage of the
king of England to the king of France that conttézlito the outbreak of the Hundred
Years’ War. Similarly, the Holy Roman Empire in tlage medieval period was a
complex system involving the emperor, local prin@ew the imperial electors; some of
the latter, such as the King of Bohemia, even leathrs outside the territorial limits of
the empire (Kratochwil 1986: 34).

More generally, overlapping authority was often tluéhe institution of
vassalage and the complicated way in which it weesationalized. For example, in an
idealized version, every vassal would have one land each lord, though having many
vassals, would have one lord to whom he owes honsegeso on up a pyramid to the
lord who owed no homage to anyone—often the kihtiis were the case, even though
boundaries could be personal or jurisdictionaligheould be no overlap or confusion
about the separation of political units (since ooeld simply add up the control
exercised by the vassals at the very bottom o$thesture). Hence the largest units could
be conceived of as distinct actors in the inteomati system.

In a number of ways, however, the actual arrangésmarely fit this image. First
of all, there was the problem of multiple homadet is, when one vassal would be
bound to more than one lord. This was resolvedliioy the introduction of “liege
homage,” which represented a higher commitmenh#lord, but eventually almost all
homage was of the liege variety (Bloch 1961:f91Duby, in his study of one region of
France, finds that “in eleventh-century Maconnbher¢ was no feudal pyramid, no
‘feudal system’,” thanks to multiple homage (19684). Thus if a vassal’s two lords
came into conflict, it was unclear who had autlyooier the vassal. Furthermore, it was
commonly held in France (though not in Englandj tite lord of my lord isnot my
lord,” thus making boundaries between areas ofrobhy higher lords very unclear.

These complex arrangements created great difieatihen actors at the higher
levels tried to resolve conflicts. For example,idgithe Hundred Years’ War the
ostensible main actors (the French and English nebies) found it very difficult to
stabilize control during truces over previously tasted territory. The obscure and
complicated origins of the rights of lords to thigafs often left the French and English
negotiators unable to settle claims—even whenwioeparties agreed on who should get
which castle—because the local lord refused togeize the right oéitherside to assign
control (Fowler 1971b: 192). This difficulty consta sharply with the modern system, in
which boundaries can be moved readily to settlpudes, so long as both sides agree to it
(Kratochwil 1986).

One of the effects of this complex system of noohestve authorities is that, as
Ruggie (1983: 143) points out, the modern distorcthetween internal hierarchy and
external anarchy is inapplicable to the medievailoge since internal and external affairs
were often indistinguishable. Indeed, such a se¢jparavould have made little sense to
contemporaries. For example, in the fourteenthwrgrihe French king sent almost
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identically phrased letters to lords within theddlom of France and to others without
(Strayer 1970: 83).

There are other ways in which the absence of thdenmoseparation between
internal and external affairs becomes apparentekample, in many realms during the
Middle Ages “no clear distinction was made betw#enduties collected on the passage
of goods at the frontier and those collected initiberior on the same traffic or at the
market” (Ganshof 1970: 53). Furthermore, in thgios of the Hundred Years’ War, the
two sides had contrasting conceptions of how tiné&raction should proceed, as the
negotiations between the French and English kirgye ween as an internal affair by the
French and as external diplomacy by the Englisles€&hdivergent perceptions made
compromise nearly impossible (Le Patourel 1971: Bbaddition, as discussed earlier,
the 1435 Congress of Arras saw a vast array oesgpitatives from inside France who
did not necessarily recognize the authority offhench monarchy to speak for them.

A further example of the overlapping nature of awitly in the late Middle Ages
was the distinction between two forms of authonitytestasandauctoritas*® The former
refers to “the right and ability to command andozoé,” while the latter is a “rather
vaguely defined right of control and supervisioteafessentially based on social
prestige” (Osiander 2001a: 123). The medieval plemniat only saw actors whose
authority was based @otestasand others whose position was foundedoctoritas
but often thesameactor could exhibit both types in different arerastestasexisted
when actors had a strong authority to command stgognd was evident in the personal
domains of late medieval monarchs and in city-st#actoritas on the other hand, was
exercised by monarchs outside of their personalagasn As Osiander points out, since
the larger domains of monarchs were seen as reahtiemporaries, in spite of the severe
limits on actual ability to command, “there wasreason why even bigger units, such as,
specifically, Christendom, should not be considexgdally politically meaningful”
(Osiander 2001a: 122). The Holy Roman Emperor hadPbpe, in spite of their clear
inability to command, had some formanictoritasover other actors within Europe. Thus
potestasvould overlap withauctoritas,both Europe-wide and in the case of particular
monarchs, who had stronger authority locally buakes authority in their wider realms.

Althoughauctoritas being vague and more or less unenforceable, pRgaa in
retrospect to have been irrelevahthis form of authority still mattered for
contemporaries. Lower-level actors could not conguailar actors outright (in spite of
their constant private warfare and feuding) or taker a superior’s political position. For
all the actors of the time, their rule dependecdna@intaining the overall system of
authority (Osiander 2001a: 124). For monarchstibld true as well: “even if they were
not prepared to take orders from the emperothey nevertheless readily shared in a
political discourse that emphasized their commorigiianity, and their obligation to the
Christian cause, above all else” (Osiander 20044).1

Thus authority was non-exclusive in the late mealigsystem, due to both the
complex nature of feudal ties and the multiple fetimat authority could take.

“8 This example is from Osiander (2001a).
9 This is the argument made, most notably, by Fis¢t@92) and rebutted by Hall and Kratochwil (1993)
as well as by Osiander (2001a).
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Decentralization of authorityThough some late medieval examples of centralized
authority existed (especially on a small scaleged¢ralized authority dominated during
this period. This tendency may have had a lot tavilo the technological and logistical
limits of effective control (such as communicatenmd force projection), but nonetheless
thelegitimacyof decentralization was very strong as well, anatredization of authority
was not seen as a positive goal per se.

First of all, authority relations based on feudes twere inherently decentralized.
The obligations of vassals to lords, though vaneeke rarely extensive, and often even
the obligations that did exist (such as militargvgee) had explicit limits placed on them.
Furthermore, rebellion by vassals against lordseeasmon, in spite of the influence that
these ties did have. Lords were also bound byelaionship, though it did involve
“reciprocity in unequal obligations” (Bloch 19612&ff). Finer (1997: 875) sees the
decentralization of authority as one of feudalisprisnary structuring principles.

The diverse medieval political actor types discdssgove, though varying
somewhat, were predominantly decentralized. Ciagilees such as the Hansa, of course,
involved very little central authority, and in partlar had almost no central
governmental institutions or officials (Spruyt 1998urthermore, there was no normative
political theory that would allow actors to conaeinf a distributed political organization
as being simultaneously centralized in authoritigefe was no theory of federation in the
Middle Ages” (Black 1992: 86).

Some cities, of course, formed independent citiesteather than banding
together to form leagues. As discussed above, ttigsstates, because of the incomplete
territoriality of their authority, were not simptginiature versions of modern territorial
states. Furthermore, in spite of the impressiohdha be given by the domination
apparently exercised by the central city over tireaginding towns, the situation was
more decentralized than that. Guarini (2003) ardgiias contra the conventional wisdom,
the main city-states of the early Renaissance (aadflorence, Milan, and others) were
not very centralized and contained unclear jurisais in outlying towns. Many of the
functions of government, even such fundamentaltaskmilitary defense, remained
under the local control in these ostensibly dongdatreas. This was often the result of
the “contractual” nature of inter-city conquest.

Larger kingdoms of the late middle ages such asderar England (often
mislabeled retroactively as “states”) were paraacyl decentralized as well. Even
England, often held to be an example of centratinatis-a-vis France, can be seen as a
fragmented decentralized polity in the late Middges (Guenée 1985: 18). In part, this
was due to the aforementioned feudal nature ofinulleese larger polities, but it went
beyond that as well. Late medieval France has faiydieen labeled a “mosaic state” by
Strayer, “made up of many pieces” held togethey tdsely by central authority (1970:
53). Furthermore, from late fourteenth centuryiarf€ée and England there was “a group
of landed magnates of an entirely new type, wittirely new political ambitions” known
as princes (Perroy 1968: 217-220). Although theyewat least in theory, unquestionably
vassals of the king, in practice they did suchdhkias take all of the king’s taxes for
themselves. Thisewform of decentralized authority in the late Midéiges contradicts
the conventional picture of progressively more dizted authority.

* % %
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Thus, the late medieval system had a wide varieauthority types, based on
both territorial and jurisdictional notions. Themghorities were non-exclusive and
difficult to distinguish at higher levels in prami Decentralization was also the norm, as
many different forms of political organization aally shared this feature. As will be seen
in the following section, the early modern transfation of sovereignty and its basis in
ideas of legitimate authority could hardly haverbe®re fundamental, as this variety
and complexity gave way to territorial uniformigxclusivity, and centralization.
Contrary to the prominence conventionally giveth® 1648 Treaties of Westphalia, |
argue below that the transition to the modern stgééem founded on exclusively
territorial sovereignty was not consolidated uthté early nineteenth century, following
the Congress of Vienna.

lll. The Modern International System of the Ninete¢h Century

The nineteenth-century international system coostruat the Congress of Vienna
represents the culmination of early-modern systai#nge, as this period witnessed the
final consolidation of territorially sovereign statand anarchical organization. No longer
did these characteristics of the modern state systexist with remnants of the

medieval system’s complexity. This section firstamstrates that the century and a half
following the 1648 Treaties of Westphalia represdran incomplete transition to the
modern state system. Next, it discusses the dineggbetween the intra-European state
system and the worldwide system of colonial domdmatarguing that the former
represents the key set of arrangements for thegheFhen the nineteenth-century system
will be detailed in terms of actors, organizatiangd interaction, followed by a

description of the type of authority on which thisstem was based. The nineteenth-
century homogenization of authority to territorialand exclusivity underpins
international politics to this day, and thus is kie¢ outcome explained by this
dissertation.

Westphalia and the eighteenth century: an incoreflansition.The beginning
of the modern state system is conventionally platdtie 1648 Treaties of Westphalia,
which ended the Thirty Years’ War in central EurdpEven those who do not directly
attribute the modern state system to the treaty tersee the eighteenth century as of one
piece with the nineteenth and twentieth in termmtarnational structure. Others have
pushed the modern state system even further backxample, Martin Wight (1977)
argued that the major characteristics of the modgennational system appeared in the
sixteenth century. Yet this approach tends to teadnuch continuity with later
developments into early modern periods that, widleing some features similar to later
eras, were essentially different.

The first century and a half after Westphalia, tifoexhibiting an international
system drastically transformed from that of the Idiiddle Ages, was by no means
identical to the system of exclusively territorgadd anarchically organized states of the

0 This view is usually traced to a 1948 article ®plGross, and is effectively debunked by Osiander
(2001b). For two extensive lists of IR works thttiaute great importance to 1648, see Krasner3199
239) and Osiander (2001b: 260-261).
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nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The “Westphatigth” has been criticized by many
authors, including Krasner (1993), who argues shaereign practices were not created
by the treaty, and even more directly by Osian@601b). The latter convincingly argues
that the creation of a system of states in 1648falacy, “a product of the nineteenth-
and twentieth-century fixation on the concept ofeseignty” (251) and based on
seventeenth-century anti-Hapsburg propaganda. dlleeving paragraphs show in some
detail how the medieval-to-modern shift—from thediegal variety of actors and
organizational principles, based on a complex aonéauthority types, to modern
uniformly territorial states in anarchy, based &olasively territorial authority—was not
complete until over a century after 1648.

The early eighteenth century had an internatioystesn composed of actors far
more uniform than that of preceding centuries. &he of the Holy Roman Empire as a
powerful actor, the effective end of city-leaguasd the increasing territorialization of
large states all contributed to a increasingly hgemmus system. Nonetheless, the actors
of this period differed from the modern nation-stabf the nineteenth and twentieth
centuries, in terms of both internal organizatiod axternal relations. A variety of actor
types persisted: For example, after the Treatié¥@dtphalia, the units within the Holy
Roman Empire included “8 electorates, 69 ecclaselgtrincipalities, 96 secular
principalities, and 61 free or imperial cities” (&ly 2002: 73). Even among purportedly
uniform sovereign states, the basis for that sagetg varied widely, including
monarchies, republics, and parliamentary regimbg Variation involved more than
differences in regime type, but rather includedataon in terms of administrative
structure and the effective centralization of autlgpranging from bureaucratic to
patrimonial administrations (Ertman 1997).

Among these larger states, too much emphasis ocetitealization and strength
of regimes belies the significant weaknesses afdaliism” in this period. Recent
historical scholarship has revealed “the real ltngins of absolute monarchy even in
those countries where it was not subject to majatlenges” (Bergin 2001: 2). In spite of
much contemporary official rhetoric to the contranost central regimes remained
relatively weak in terms of effective control otbe entirety of their domains. Many of
the political theorists of the time who supporteosg central authority (such as Bodin or
Hobbes) were actually arguing against the exidingation of weak central control, and
their ideas did not reflect reality (Te Brake 19288). The limits on centralizing rulers
included “first, resistance to the demands of theegnment; second, the often tenuous
control of the ruler over the emerging ‘bureauctaaygd third, the constraints of
prevailing attitudes towards the proper scope afianchical authority” (Black 1999:
220). To these three could be added the contirteictonical difficulties of maintaining
control over, or even gathering reliable informatabout, outlying areas nominally
under central authority (Munck 1990: 81). The reésglpolities are better understood,
therefore, as “composite states” agglomerated bypbex and decentralized contracts,
not strongly unified entities (Nexon 2009).

In addition, one of the commonly cited confirmasarf increased central
government power has always been an increase itamistrength, but the massive
increases in army size during the seventeenth pentere actually often beyond the
administrative capacity of states, and should eatdnsidered evidence of “absolutist”
power (Parrott 2001). As the eighteenth centurgpssed, however, states did manage
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more and more to assert a monopoly on the legiémsg of force, particularly with the
effective elimination of previously “uncontrolledilitary entrepreneurs” of the Thirty
Years’ War such as Wallenstein (Munck 1990). Ertrdorial violence by non-state
actors, however, continued through at least 180@1fison 1994).

In terms of the conceptual basis for the autharitgctors, though there had been
some shift toward more territorial and less juigsidinal authority, this transition was by
no means complete. Political boundaries betweersaetere not the modern linear
frontiers of our state system. For example, the9Ib®aty of the Pyrenees, which placed
the boundary between Spain and France on the Rageneuntains, was merely the first
phase in creating this modern territorial bordsritaecognized the legitimacy of tidea
of a geographic feature being the border betweetvib states. Moreover, other clauses
of the same treaty delineated jurisdictional dois that actually contradicted the
geographic boundary. This treaty did not draw paldr territorial boundaries, which
were only made clear on the grouindhe 1860s (Sahlins 198%).

In terms of the organization of actors in the edgimth century, there was a trend
toward increasingly anarchical organization, pattdy when compared to the complex
heteronomy of the late Middle Ages. Yet this cortigral picture of the period as the
first era of compete anarchy and sovereignty hamaortant exception: the organization
of actors within the Holy Roman Empire. Althoughloager a unified actor within the
interpolity system of Europe, the norms and instins of the Empire continued to have
important organizational and interaction effectsg@fter 1648.

The conventional view of Westphalia as an importaegtk is based on the fact
that it gave the principalities of the Empire tight to make treaties independently of the
emperor. Yet as many have argued, the nature aareteren effects of the Treaties of
Westphalia are far more complex than the compétainhation of imperial organization.
The ability of princes to sign agreements with oftates was neither complete after
1648 nor non-existent before; it “had been lega#itablished since the Middle Ages”
(Osiander 1994: 47). This right to have a foreighqy independent of the emperor,
however, was not without restrictions: even af@8 the increased autonomy of the
princes “was not to be used against the emperodh@d 1990: 23). The principle
enshrined in the 1648 treaty was not the modera adsovereigntybut rather the
principle of theautonomyof the smaller units within the Empire (Osiand@94: 77-78).
This yielded a situation of continuiryerlapin authority within the empire, as local
autonomous actors shared some authority with irapgrdicial institutions.

For at least a century after 1648, being a pridityp@ithin the Empire was still
very different from being an actor not in it, inrtes of common practices and even
functions needing to be fulfilled by a sovereigivgamment. This is a key feature: even
the neorealist perspective holds that it imheencef functional differentiation in the
modern state system that results fribv@ anarchical organizing principle (Waltz 1979).
The imperial diet served particular needs of achdtkin the empire that were not
available to actors outside it, and particular giaifunctions also continued post-
Westphalia. The diet was made a permanent sittily lthereby partially providing “a
counter-balance to the increasing autonomy ofdhgel states of the empire” (Sturdy
2002: 73). Although a more skeptical view is thaEe“imperial assembly came to

*L Chapter 5, below, discusses the timing of thissfarmation in treaty language in more detail.
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resemble a permanent ambassadorial conference tiaimea parliament” (Munck 1990:
23), even such an organization would have imposr#éetts on the incentives and
constraints presented to actors by the system—gdkat “permanent ambassadorial
conference” available for dispute settlement witiie Empire is a very different
situation from having no such forum (Black 1987hislcontinuing “loose but in many
respects beneficial confederative framework” wasalty “capable of protecting the
independence and security of the smaller statesin@d 1990: 1). Furthermore, in the
realm of norms, Westphalia was actually a “vindmwabf the ideal of empire,” since
preserving that ideal was seen as more importantttie religious conflicts of the Thirty
Years’ War (Sturdy 2002).

The norms and practices of interaction in eighteeenhtury Europe have been
much debated, particularly as to whether or ndes&aders were driven bgalpolitik
concerns or by dynastic interests. Many historstatlies have ascribedalpolitik
motivations to actors during this period, oftenfimgling behaviors consonant with
“reason of state” motivations and then ascribingnests based on that, ignoring
contemporary rhetoric and discourses about dyned&oests. This view has, however,
been challenged: “It is more reasonable to asshatesthen monarchs said they were
pursuing dynastic claims they were not all beirgjrdjenuous, accepting of course that
prudential considerations could affect the exterwlich these claims were pushed”
(Black 1987: 8). Many of the international politicaitcomes of the period, such as the
treaties of Westphalia or Utrecht, can be seemgsistell in dynastic terms as in terms of
sovereignty ostaatspolitik(Parrott 2001; Nexon 2009). The conventional viéstactly
realpolitik motivations is another example of reading backviiamh the nineteenth
century into an earlier period in which those ideaisted, but only in parity with other
motivations.

The nineteenth century: the culmination of theyearbdern systemic
transformation.The early nineteenth century is the period in whiahtransition from
medieval variety and heteronomy to modern homodgaeid anarchy can be considered
complete. Unlike the 150-year period following Wasdlia, after the Congress of Vienna
all actors were defined in terms of exclusive terral authority, and both system-wide
and subsystem hierarchies and heteronomies (suble &oly Roman Empire) were
replaced by a great-power managed anarchical sy€dsrander 2007).

This is the period upon which most traditional intgional Relations theory is
built, even if only implicitly. Realist analysissts on the assumptions that actors are
homogeneous and organization is anarchical, ther lassumption usually being made
without any evidentiary support. The historicabiteon that most directly inspires realist
theory is that of nineteenth-century continentatdrians, who read backward from their
own era’s system of sovereign states into prevpmusods that, as discussed above, are
not constituted by the same organizing principféEhus, ironically perhaps, the

2 Moreover, the traditional IR approach to historysiag it as evidence or as inspiration for theory—
comes from some of these same authors, such asa@Géristorian Leopold von Ranke. In addition to his
emphasis on the primacy of foreign policy for higtal investigation, Ranke proposed that historyldo
(and should) be told accurately, that one couldenthistory as it really was” (Smith 1999: 14). Adtugh
more recent historiographical approaches emphésizmle of the historian iconstructinghistory, most
of International Relations theory has continuedssume not only that the nineteenth-century intemnal
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nineteenth century international system does camfarmany, but not all, ways to the
assumptions of even the most exaggerated readistythSince this period represents the
culmination of the sporadic, uneven, and contestatition to territorial exclusivity and
anarchical organization, it serves well as anftitaton of the clear transformation that
European international politics underwent. Exangronr contemporary international
system of the early twenty-first century would illoiminate the modern state system
well, as recent decades have seen extensive dab@iethe possibility of a “post-
modern” state or international system. In otherdsoefurther transformation of
international politics may be occurring, which wablle a change distinct from the one
explained by my work. (In this dissertation’s cargbn, | will suggest possibilities for
how to approach this contemporary transition.)

Once again, what makes the first half of the nieetie century continue to be
important is that, even though there were someachernistics of the this period’'s system
that were historically unique, the key constitutigatures of sovereignty have remained
constant, from 1815 at least into the second Hdli@twentieth century. Thus, we
should examine this period as the outcome of thg sadern systemic transformation,
since it was the time when the modern form of esigkiterritorial authority became
dominant.

This emphasis on the early nineteenth centuryeapeécially the Concert of
Europe, as the culmination of centuries of systamaiecsformation runs contrary to what
has been a conventional view of the Concert: thaas an era of restoration of absolutist
rule, a brief setback on the inevitable progressoovard modern nation-states. Yet, as
more recent historical work has amply demonstréegl, Schroeder 1994, 2000; Lyons
2006), the Congress of Vienna and the internatisystem that was constructed there did
notrestore pre-Revolutionary political principles gndctices. “[T]he spirit and essence,
the fundamental principles and operation, of therirational system they [the diplomats
at Vienna] devised were anything but backward-logkiwere instead progressive,
oriented in practical, non-Utopian ways toward filtere” (Schroeder 1994: 579). The
Vienna system did naestore the pre-Revolutionary status-quo, but rdipreserved
most of the territorial, social, and constitutiopalitical changes brought about in the
revolutionary and Napoleonic periods, and encouwtaggermitted some new ones”
(Schroeder 2000: 161). Adopting many Napoleonimgea practically while
condemning them rhetorically was the solution thlamma faced by post-1815 rulers:
balancing the need to reject the Revolutionarydgdeecause it might undermine their
dynastic legitimacy with the desire to hold onhe tunprecedented sources of power”
created by Napoleon in fields including taxatioténistration, and military
conscription. “The fall of the French Empire theref produced governments whose
rhetoric condemned the Revolution and all its wplkg who in practice maintained a
pragmatic view of what should be preserved fromctienges of the recent past. . . .
[W]hat emerged was not a replica of the past, botething different, which
incorporated many features of the French reforragbiis 2006: 7). Thus this system is
the culmination of the centuries of sporadic, l@gechange of the early modern period.

system of sovereign states had always been angsklauld be present, but also that history could be
easily mined for “replicable” data. For a critigokthis approach, see Smith (1999: ch.6).
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The nineteenth century: a European or a globaleay&ty et the anarchical
organization of nineteenth-century Europe is atsodih the worldwide relations of
hierarchical domination between European metropaelstheir colonial possessions.
The idea of this period exhibiting a dual systeme &uropean and one worldwide, has
been suggested by authors such as Wight, who ped@o$stereoscopic” view of modern
international relations (1977: ch.4). These prastiof colonial domination often reflected
medieval ideas about how actors are organized, wdfarchy clearly present in a way
that had mostly vanished from the European conti(&nang 1996).

In spite of this clear expansion of European powetdwide, a focus on the
European core and relatiowsthin it is most useful for the purposes of analyzing th
transformation of the European international systéinst, this core system is the direct
outcome of the transformation of the medieval systiescribed above. Second, although
hierarchy was dominant worldwide during the colbperiod, the nineteenth-century
intra-European set of actor types, organizationakyples, and interaction norms and
practices was the set of arrangements that wasdgpanded to embrace the post-
colonial world, from the independence of the Uni&tdtes and the Latin American
countries to the twentieth-century end of coloeialpires (Bull and Watson 1984).
Finally, Schroeder points out that for the firsifted the nineteenth century, European
powers consciously decided to refrain from colon@hpetition, which thereby
“shielded Europe, fenced it off from extraneousrgela” (1994: 575). Part of my
explanation for the cause and course of the Europgstemic transformation, however,
involves the effects of colonial expansion, inté@t, and reflection, but this means that
interactions in the colonial world will figure inare as a cause than as a part of the
outcome.

lII.A. The nineteenth-century system: types of ac$o

In the realm of international actors, the earlyet@enth century witnessed the
firm consolidation of the territorial state throwgh the European system. Although
actors differed greatly in terms of size and powleeir constitutive characteristics were,
for the first time, almost completely homogenous.

The main defining characteristic of internationetioas in this period is their
homogenously territorial nature. This was the fic@hsolidation of two trends
progressing since the fifteenth century: the elation of non-state actors such as the
Empire or city-leagues, and the shift toward exgkiserritorial sovereignty as the basis
for state actors.

The end of the Holy Roman Empire as a unitary dotog pre-dates its official
disbandment in 1806. First of all, the possibibfythe emperor acting in the capacity of a
supreme or hierarchical authority continent-wides\eang over. After the mid-sixteenth
century abdication of Charles V, “the ideal of avensal Christian empire had lost its
meaning” (Rabb 1975: 75). Charles V representedbtstanajor attempt to lead Europe
as an emperor, and was the last German empererdmivned by the pope. Yet it was
not for another century that it became clear thatempire was defunct not only as an
authority over all of Christendom, but also asragk& unified actor within the
international systenThis can be seen clearly in one of the commonbdo#tiements of
the Peace of Westphalia: smaller units within timpiee were now legitimately allowed
to make independent foreign policy decisions aedties. Although, as discussed above,
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the Empire continued to serve judicial functionsite member polities post-1648, it no
longer functioned as a cohesive unit under theaiiyhof a single decision-maker.

Similarly, the city-leagues of the high Middle Ag&gich for a significant period
were a distinct type of actor in international telas, were by even the eighteenth
century no longer cohesive enough to be considectds. The Hanseatic league had its
last official meeting in 1669, but even by thatrdhe links among the member cities
were more symbolic than institutional (Dollinger709

The actors who did survive into the nineteenth wsnton the other hand,
completed a transition from being based on a misoofiplex overlapping authorities to
being based on homogenously territorial sovereightg French Revolution and the
Napoleonic conquest of much of Europe removeditta femnants of medieval
complexity, particularly in terms of overlappingtharity structures within and on the
boundaries of states. “The French Revolution hadewaclean sweep of these corporate
rights [of churches, estates, guilds, etc.], whicdondemned as ‘privileges’, and claimed
for the state alone the right to direct societthia name of the common good” (Tombs
2000: 16).

Externally as well, the ideals of the French Retioluwere oriented in direct
opposition to the overlapping authorities that sttlisted along intra-European
boundaries, and within the Empire:

The French concept of an exclusive sovereign aityhexercised by a single

government over a clearly defined territory clastedctly with their [small

German polities’] life-principle, that dfandeshoheiterritorial supremacy rather

than sovereignty). According to this principle,ranpe of the Empire enjoyed

supremacy within his territories according to ebshled right and custom, but
had to share the exercise of governmental authioriarying degrees with other
holders of authorityHerrschaften within his domains and beyond them—the

Emperor and his Imperial Court Chamber, the Impé&net, the Church and its

bishops, the immediate princes of the Empire, éwgrerial knights. (Schroeder

1994: 72)

Thus, we can see that the Revolution subjectedl#ational basis for the surviving
medieval complexity to sustained attack, an attaleich was radically furthered by
Napoleon’s conquest of much of the continent. lddéee 1815 with the old arrangements
wiped out but the new ones based on a conquestipedcto be illegitimate, throughout
Europe “Vast territories in the system were withigognized rulers . . . pending
redistribution, or confirmation of the arrangemeatisen from the war” (Osiander 1994:
168).

The void created by the ideological and militargaadt on the pre-Revolutionary
medieval complexity allowed for new actors to bastduted, or old actors to be
expanded. “Many local oligarchies and miniatureeseignties, especially in the old
Holy Roman Empire, had been overthrown, and weskaced by new or greatly
extended post-revolutionary states such as Prassi®@avaria” (Tombs 2000: 17). The
smaller or non-territorial actors that were abaigincluded “independent cities,
bishoprics, and micro-states”—in other words, tteis eliminated represented the
remaining complexity and diversity of the mediewairld (Lyons 2006: 16).

Although the ideology of the French Revolution ofi@ new rhetorical support
for the removal of medieval arrangements, “Revohdry France joined an attack
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already being waged by other great powers agaihat remained of the legal
international order in Europe and the smaller mitiary bodies dependent upon it”
(Schroeder 1994: 73). This helps to explain whyjiasussed above, so many changes
from the Revolutionary period were allowed to stafidey aligned with the long-term
efforts ofall centralizing governments. For example, Frenchtteral gains from the
Revolutionary period were preserved, particuldnly territorial enclaves within the
boundaries of France, such as Papal Avignon, lgafFtench had seized in the 1790s
(Osiander 1994: 203).

Although a statement of war aims written by thetiBlni prime minister in 1805
included as a goal the restoration of the ancights of pre-Revolutionary rulers, it also
acknowledged that this would not include many sendé#rritories vulnerable to French
aggression (Dakin 1979: 16). Thus, at the Congre¥éenna, “Germany as a whole
emerged as a confederation of thirty-four princeg@amd four free towns, all enjoying
independence and equal rights” (Dakin 1979: 28nQared to the immense variety of
actors within Germany before the Napoleonic confjukis system of princedoms and
free towns actually shows a high degree of homagersemilar to the European system
as a whole: the only difference among the actasrgmained was in terms of their size
and relative power.

This wide divergence in relative power among actiorspite of their shared
territorial basis, relates to the important diffeiration made at the time between “great
powers” and other states. Although this could lberpreted as a system with two distinct
types of actors, the consequential differences éetvgreat powers and other actors
existed more in the realms of the organizatiorhefactors and their interaction practices
than in actor type, per se. (This is discussecetaitlin the sections below.)

A further question regarding the constitutive bdsrsactors in the nineteenth
century system concerns what could be called tegitimating principle: in particular,
the role of popular nationalism (often seen inagpect to be on the rise) or of dynastic
principles (conventionally seen as a pre-Revolatigriholdover). The principles of
nationalism have implications for internationalipodl structures, some of which
became clear in the French Revolution:

the Revolution presented a challenge to the wheglalland conceptual basis of

international politics. Instead of internationaiohs and transactions being

argued and fought out on the basis of treatiedegal rights, the popular will

was now to be the decisive factor. This vastlyeéased the potential for

international conflict, magnified uncertaintiesdaglevated quarrels over concrete
interests into struggles over fundamental prinag@led world-views. (Schroeder

1994: 71)

Similarly, Hall (1999) sees the constitution oftetactors by national identity, rather than
by dynastic territories, as representing a majdt shinternational politics.

Yet in reality nationalism was still weak and maiaiin 1815, at the construction
of the Concert system. “Early nineteenth-centurtyomalism was a fragile ideology
without a mass following. National identities wémehe process of being manufactured
by a small number of committed intellectuals” (Lgd2006: 3). For example, “The idea
that there had been a German ‘War of Liberatiomitagt the French oppression in 1813
was largely a myth elaborated retrospectively franalist purposes” (Lyons 2006: 21).
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Thus the actors in the system were defined on ia béser than the national identity of
the population, and would continue to be so untikast the middle of the century.

Constituting units based on dynastic legitimacyttenother hand, was
commonly discussed by diplomats at Vienna, thoanghe end it proved insufficient as
an organizing principle for the system (Osiande€94t€h.4). The most important change
that nineteenth-century dynasticism representedtinatact that it was

the first attempt in the history of the states systf Europe to provide an

abstract criterion for membership of that systethe earlier criterion of

Christianity had only been a necessary, not aaafft, condition for

membership. It was in this capacity that, at Viertha concept did have a certain

impact: the prominence given to it contributed hags decisively, to the non-re-

establishment of earlier non-dynastic actors (GeWeaice, Poland). (Osiander

1994: 223; emphasis added)

Having an abstract legitimating principle, rathear basing membership on custom or
tradition, pushed the system in the direction ahbgeneity, as actors could no longer
claim membership solely on their practical exiseermut had to apply for it based on a
single principle. Homogeneity of the actors in slystem was, therefore, further
increased by this emphasis on at least rhetorggtinacy based on dynasticism—thanks
to Napoleon’s conquests and subsequent regimeaéstts and creations, all continental
polities other than Switzerland and the five Gerrifrar cities were monarchical, and
only one with an elective monarchy—the Vatican @@der 1994: 213).

Nonetheless, though dynastic legitimacy played irolbe Vienna settlement, it
was less thdynasticcontent of the principle than igbstractandsystemicharacter that
structured the nineteenth-century internationalesys “After 1815, the legitimacy of
states, especially new ones, rested not on patrahdivine right, but on the treaty
system and its guarantees, backed by the consé&ntrope” (Schroeder 1994: 578). That
is, the legitimacy of the actors as such was basdtie consent and functioning of the
system as a whole. Similarly, “the old rule thaaties became defunct on the death of a
sovereign and had to be renewed ceased to apgdiets now bound the state, not
merely the sovereign” (Schroeder 1994: 579).

Thus, after 1815, the actors of the internatiogatesm were homogenously
territorial, though of varying size and power, hiltwere constituted by abstract and
systemic principles, rather than being justifiedgy by their traditional existence.

[11.B. The nineteenth-century system: organizatiaof actors.

The organization of actors in the nineteenth-cegnitniernational system can be
seen as anarchic, yet with an element of hierairchiye form of the differentiation
between great powers and other actors.

Within Europe, the possibility of political ordeeing hierarchically organized
under a single actor, such as the pope or the empeas over long before the French
Revolution. Since the mid-sixteenth century, théyHRoman Emperor had ceased to
even aspire for continental hegemony, and had &triull authority within the nominal
Empire. With the 1806 formal dissolution of the Erapthe judicial functions and
remaining heteronomous authority structures amoagn@n polities were also
terminated.
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The papacy, likewise, could no longer claim supeaver all of Europe, thanks
largely to the Reformation. Luther’s theologicatas$ had explicit political implications,
including the conclusion that the church had nesgiction over temporal affairs
(Skinner 1978 vol.2: ch.1). Even those statesdbatinued to be officially Catholic, such
as Spain or France, had changed their relationgitiippthe church in such a way as to not
recognize any temporal superiority of the papaégnobefore Luther’s reformation even
started (Skinner 1978 vol.2: 60). The temporalustatf the papacy was reduced enough
that even the pope could not pretend to universlcgity: one seventeenth-century pope
wrote to his nuncios: “Never forget that the Papaot a mediator: he may not
command” (Parker 2001: 202). Thus even the mediatte that the papacy had played
quite clearly in the late Middle Ages had ended.

While the possibility for a legitimate hegemony end single actor was clearly
extinguished (and was only further delegitimated\iaypoleon’s adoption of imperial
rhetoric in support of his military conquests), #ystem as a whole was nonetheless
subject to a form of “collective hegemony” undee gelf-described great powers
(Watson 1992: ch.21). Osiander (1994) argues kieaptinciple of system-management
by great powers was the primary “consensus priatipi the Concert system. This
“great-power principle respected the principle wfomomy of the actors while modifying
the concomitant principle of equality—by introdugitwo classes of actors” (234).
Autonomy for all actors, large and small, coexisteth inequalities not only in material
power but also in international leadership andtigesThough the terminology has
changed, management of the international systethéognost powerful actors has
remained a near constant since 1815. The hieralatiganization of the system under
the great powers will be further elaborated belovthe discussion of great-power
management as one of the key interaction normiseo§ystem.

Thus the European system of the nineteenth cemtasyorganized along
anarchical lines, but with the addition of the alichic hegemony of the great powers.

lII.C. The nineteenth-century international systenmnteraction norms and practices.

The nineteenth-century international system haténdt set of interaction norms
and practices, built primarily around the framewofkhe Concert of Europe. Although
some have argued that the Concert was short-Isiad€ some official aspects of it, such
as the formal periodic congresses, were over by 828s), Schroeder (1994) makes a
strong case for considering the whole first halfr@f nineteenth century as governed by
the norms and practices of the Concert. He ardusgtie Napoleonic wars, contrary to
the conventional view, radically altered the stawetof international politics, leading to a
distinctly new post-war system. Many of the normd practices were consciously
adopted at the Congress of Vienna in 1815, andl#teio changes in both the “devices
of international diplomacy” and “the spirit and ¢@af international politics” (vii).
Another author agrees, noting that explanationsrteenth-century international
politics focusing exclusively on individual leadedemestic politics, or the international
distribution of power miss the importance of thenCert as a set of norms and practices
(Elrod 1976: 160).

Schroeder (1986) goes even further, arguing tleagémeral systemic effects of
the Concert system persisted throughout the celgparyicularly in terms of lowering the
scale of great-power conflict), even though thesepwmative “Holy Alliance” was
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effectively defunct in 1848. After the 1848 revaduts, “when everything was over, not
one war between Great Powers had broken out, moindernational boundary had been
altered, and not one treaty had been torn up” (&xher 1986: 5). Even the Crimean War
of the 1850s, commonly cited to demonstrate thiapsé of the Concert, involved the
great powers, but it did not result in the contirerde conflict that it could have, and
probably would have in the eighteenth century. lrenmhore, the war did not change the
map of Europe or its treaty system in any major {&a@). Even the later unifications of
Germany and lItaly, although altering European pslitirastically in terms of the actors
and their relative power, were quick and endedivaly easily. “Even more surprising
than the limited extent and duration of these viathe rapid integration of their results
into the European system” (8); that is, the teridicchanges were accepted rapidly and
made the new status quo.

Therefore the Concert system can be considerdeedsndamental structuring
set of interaction norms and practices for moshefcentury. This system’s features will
be seen in the following: the end of competitiviahae-of-power politics, the great-
power management of the system, the diplomatic remsgsystem, the role of
intervention and partition, and the continuing depeent of European laws of war.

The Concert of Europe: A balance of power systéntdntrast to the
conventional view of the Concert as a classic lmaf power system, | argue that
although the preceding century’s international jiediwere structured by balance of
power considerations, the Concert system was irstanething different.

The eighteenth century is commonly cited as thédgoage” of the balance of
power: “Never before or since has a single idea Iseeclearly the organising principle in
terms of which international relations in generare&vseen” (Anderson 1993, 163). Yet
the question has often been raised as to whetheatdhis “dominance” of the balance of
power was anything new to the international systéthe 1700s, since the phrase
balance of poweis so ambiguous. One typical view is that balarfqgoaver behavior,
and balancing as a practice, long preceded itsufation into a norm aimed at
preserving that balance. Yet describing the ancseek city-states, for example, as a
balance of power system is very misleading: “wbite can detect behaviour in the
ancient Greek system which is analogous to balahpewer behaviour, it was not self-
consciously done for that purpose, nor did it i@fletheory of international relations in
which balance policies could play a logical rol&8hgehan 1996: 27). The first clear
statements of the balance of power as a normatiud gre in Italian Renaissance
writings, particularly those coming out of the pick of the late city-state period (circa
1500). The praise for the balance of power infifiieenth-century Italian city-states
from author such as Guicciardini and Botero, altffothe image they present may be
inaccurate in fact (Gilbert 1965: 106ff), servedad'powerful myth which did much to
legitimise the idea of a balance of power amongegbent generations of thinkers
outside Italy” (Sheehan 1996: 32). It was onlyha eighteenth century that this idea
became powerful enough to become part of the noventamework governing
interaction.

One of the clearest signs of the dominance of #henge of power as a norm
during this period was the language used in th& Titgaty of Utrecht, which ended the
War of the Spanish Succession. This agreement eracmusly aimed at preserving a
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balance in Europe, since Louis XIV’s efforts towecthe Spanish crown for the

Bourbon dynasty set off the war. Subsequentlypbtidance of power as a normative good
became enshrined in such documents as the BritiginivActs (preserving a standing
army), which beginning in 1726 included the phrgseservation of the balance of
power in Europe.” Praise for the balance of powas wommon in political writings of

the period as well, including influential authotgk as Christian Wolff and Emmerich de
Vattel, who “saw Europe as a political system inachirequilibrium is crucial to order and
liberty” (Vagts and Vagts 1979: 560-562).

All of this rhetoric in support of maintaining aldace or equilibrium in Europe
has been contested, however, by authors who angiighie balance that existed among
powers during the eighteenth century was due naidely accepted norms about the
balance, but rather to the inability of any actoathieve hegemony. Sofka (2001) argues
that the “internal restraint” required for the égisce of a truly norm-driven balance of
power did not exist during the pre-Revolutionaryipa any more than during the
Napoleonic wars, but that Napoleon merely succeedadhieving the common goal of
hegemony, where others had failed. Restraint osiddis requires a “viable and
commonly acceptestatus qud,which was never present at any time during the
eighteenth century. Instead, the constraint wagmnadt“the gulf between hegemonic
objectives and military and financial means wasriggeable throughout most of the
century” (Sofka 2001: 152). Similarly, Schroedemp® out that, in the eighteenth
century, balance of power behavior was never cordedf as restraining states from
seeking dominance, but rather praised simply becthese was no alternative framework
for interaction (1994: 10; 49n.49). “[B]alance-adyer rules and practices were not a
solution to war in the eighteenth century (if theser have been) but a major part of the
problem” (6), as balance of power practices “temgroduce imbalance, hegemony, and
systemic conflict” (48). Thus, balance of powergbies may very well have been
common, as were norms favoring maintaining a b&abat this does not contradict the
century’s clear history of conflict and competititom continental dominance.

In the nineteenth-century Concert system, the lsalah power is conventionally
held to be a dominant norm of interaction. Shegi886: ch.6) argues that the Concert
is a clear example of a balance of power systamest appears to have been
consciously set up as such by the statesmen ah¥ifihe balance was subject to the
collective hegemony of the great powers, of coursdhey were responsible for
maintaining the equilibrium and even redistributiegitories to make the balance more
even. Yet the principle of balance of power is edeed primary: “The re-establishment
of a European balance of power was the declared amai both of the wartime coalition
and of the congress” (Osiander 1994 224).

Schroeder (1992), on the other hand, argues thaCtimcert rested on a very
different set of norms and practices from the eghth-century balance of power system.
The concert system’s “essential power relationewegemonic, not balanced, and a
hegemonic distribution of power, along with othactbrs, made the system work” (684).
In terms of military and political power, at the I@wess of Vienna the system was in no
way “balanced” among five actors equally: Russid Britain were “superpowers”,
France was an “authentic but vulnerable great powerstria a “highly marginal and
even more vulnerable great power”, and Prussiaowép called great by courtesy only”
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(688). This contradicts the common historical pptica of the period as one in which
power was distributed evenly.

The contention that the Concert was a balance wepeystem relies heavily on
the frequent use of balance of power language toysat Vienna and after. Yet no
consensus existed among diplomats at time of wdratituted a balance of power
(Dakin 1979: 15). For example, while British foneigecretary Castlereagh justified his
support for the Vienna settlement using balangaoefer rhetoric, prominent domestic
critics employed the same language in order to eomdthe same set of arrangements
(Dakin 1979: 32). For diplomats at the time, thenteised more commonly than balance
of power wagolitical equilibrium,which had more to do with peace and order than
balance (Schroeder 1992: 695). Furthermore, balahgeweroften actually meant what
we would termhegemonyparticularly when used by the effective superpswBritain
and Russia. Even though leaders of both statesogegbl'balance of power”
terminology, they defined the term to mehair hegemony, which in 1815 was the direct
outcome of their respective war policies (Schrodd®®?2: 689ff). Moreover, “Britain and
Russia were not alone in saying ‘balance’ while mreg ‘hegemony.” Aimost everyone
did”; this meaning was “normal and traditional” thg the eighteenth century as well
(Schroeder 1992: 690-691).

In sum, interaction in the Concert system was ¢ty not based on the
principles of the balance of power from the prengdientury: “A competitive balance-
of-power struggle gave way to an internationaleysof political equilibrium based on
benign shared hegemony and the mutual recognifioglids underpinned by law”
(Schroeder 1994: 580). “This sense of inherenttéin@cceptance of mutual rules and
restraints, common responsibility to certain stadg®f conduct, and loyalty to
something beyond the aims of one’s own state djsighed early nineteenth-century
politics from what had preceded it and would foll®i(Schroeder 1994: 802). The
system-based outlook and loyalty was reflectedhénprincipal normative framework of
interaction that governed the Concert system: ggeater management.

Great-power managemenithe concept of great powers having special
responsibility for the management of the Concesteay was the key element in the
period’s set of interaction norms and practicess Phinciple could be seen right away,
in the organization of the Congress of Vienna: aitgh the Congress included
“representatives of some 200 states, cities, asoes, and individuals,” the main
discussions were unofficial and only included therfallied great powers (Osiander
1994: 168). Even the non-great-power members ofaitger group of signatories to the
Treaty of Paris (eight states, including Francefjenexcluded, and the official Congress
involving all the participants never actually met.

Among the actions taken by the great powers atndeand after, a key one for
the redrawing of the map of Europe was the creaifdimtermediary bodies” throughout
the continent, such as the United Netherlandsefa@rman Confederation. Yet these
were more than mere buffer states: “While thesarsdpd the great powers, making it
more difficult for them to fight, they also linkedem by giving them something in
common to manage” (Schroeder 1986: 17). In genimal,great-power tutelage over the
rest of Europe” emphasized great-power unity, paldrly against unilateral action
(Elrod 1976: 163). “[T]erritorial changes were setijto the sanction of the great powers.

59



... [T]his procedure was the only means of legizing new arrangements” (165). This
reflected the aforementioned systemic basis fotabimacy of actors, as great-power
recognition was the only acceptable means of jistifa state’s existence.

Diplomacy and the congress syst8ine management of the Concert system by
the great powers rested on an established seploinditic practices, in particular the
congress systemiplomacy had developed rapidly during the eantydern period, from
its roots in the Italian city-states of the latitelenth century to a continent-wide network
of resident ambassadors. By the beginning of thleteenth century, the norms of
extraterritoriality and diplomatic immunities famait to us today were nearly universally
recognized (Mattingly 1955: 241).

The 1815 settlement went further, however, as & weended both to guarantee
the continued existence of the great powers adei@te “a system of diplomacy by
conference” in order to achieve that goal (Schro@886: 13). This was more than just
the regular congresses (which, after all, onlyddsitntil 1823): “the European Concert
was also a conceptual norm among the great poviéng proper and permissible aims
and methods of international politics” (Elrod 19763). A multilateral system was used
in place of bilateral negotiations in situationscatis. Moreover, “when governments did
need to be restrained in this era, the normal naetbass not balancing, confronting their
power with countervailing power, but ‘grouping’'—ngi Concert means and group
pressure to enforce norms and treaties” (Schra2@f@d: 161). In other words, the
primary means of restraining an offending state wasral suasion”, appealing to its
responsibility as a great power and as a membiredfamily of states (Elrod 1976: 168).

Intervention and partition in the Concert systékn.important change from the
eighteenth-century international system to the @dneas the role of intervention and
partition. While the conceptual differentiation Wween intervention and war resulted
from the separation between great powers and ethtss, partition was largely
eliminated as a practice in the Concert system.

Intervention into the domestic affairs of othertssais commonly cited as the
foundation of the nineteenth-century conservatierts to preserve monarchical
governments against revolutionary uprisings. Fangxe, Tsar Alexander I's proposed
Holy Alliance was intended to allow interventionsapport of threatened regimes.
Although, as is well known, this “Metternich systeessentially failed, intervention did
nonetheless form an important element in the nowa&tamework of interaction in the
Concert system. (Schroeder [2000] explicitly diffietiates between the failed Metternich
system and the longer-lasting Concert system, aggiat these are too often seen as
identical.)

The allied response to Napoleon’s return and thedred Days was intervention,
arguing that “the requirements of international lsanscended a nation’s right to choose
its sovereign; France was not entitled to choosges incapable of living at peace with
Europe” (Schroeder 1994: 552). Similarly, in sotythe question of the constitution and
boundaries of Switzerland, diplomats showed “trevailing belief at Vienna that
everyone’s sovereignty had to be restricted to sdegeee in the interest of peace and
international law” (Schroeder 1994: 572). Sovergigmas thus recognized as a principle,
but one subject to violation if the situation regudi it.
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Having one’s sovereignty violated, however, soan&#o separate the lesser
states from great powers. Contemporaries consgialiféérentiatednterventionfrom
war, defining the former as an intrusion by a great @ointo the affairs of a lesser one.
On the other hand, any violation of the sovereigity great power wouldot be
intervention; it would be war. Furthermore, thehtignd duty to intervene, as well as the
exemption from intervention in one’s own territofgrmed part of the basis for great-
power status. For example, in 1818 France was &ehirtiv the great-power club, “and
she based her claim for admission on the prin¢h@é she might be called upon to
maintain order in her neighbouring states” (Bull&79: 55). Thus, “The Duke of
Wellington, the British prime minister, made thierfectly clear after the revolution of
July 1830 in France. He warned the three easteseyscthat they could not intervene in
France, they could only go to war against her” ([Bull979: 54).

Much has been made of the dispute between theatespeositions on the issue
of intervention between the conservative eastewep® and the more liberal western
ones, yet fundamental agreement existed. All fowgrs agreed that intervention was
acceptable in the event that an existing governmoaed for help to support it against
revolution or insurrection (being too weak to holtto power on its own). The
divergence between the liberal West and the coatieevEast concerned the legitimacy
of intervention “in the name of the alliance of fhee powers” against the will of the
existing government. Only Russia, Prussia, and riustipported such intervention
(Bullen 1979: 55).

The partition of a defeated state’s territory tonp@nsate the victors was a
common practice of international politics in thghgeenth century. For example,
although often decried as exceptional, the repezgitgtteenth-century partitions of
Poland were one more example of a common practitee@re-Revolutionary period:
“proposals and efforts to divide up states, inatgdinajor international actors”
(Schroeder 1994: 17). “Attempts to partition theitery of other major powers and to
reduce them to second- or third-rank status werermal part of 18-century politics—
constitutive and necessary features of the sysa¢iner than its accidental products. Thus,
the total destruction of the European balance duthe revolutionary and Napoleonic
wars represents merely the climax of a processrbeuich earlier” (Schroeder 1986:
13).

These partitions often involved exchanging teryitamong major actors, a
practice that continued up through the Congredéexina but declined rapidly thereafter
as the systemic norms in favor of preserving exgstitates became dominant. For an
example of territorial trading, consider an 18Xty between Prussia and Russia for a
possible post-war settlement, in which “Russia edi®e restore Prussia territorially,
financially and demographically to her strengthdoefher defeat at the battle of Jemat,
not necessarily in the same territorig®akin 1979:18; emphasis added). The fact that
restoration to different territories was an accbletaffer reveals, first, that territory was
considered a key resource and, second, that partteuritories were not linked by a
strong form of national identity. In 1815 at Vienmiae trend continued, as territories
were shifted around to “compensate” one party otlear, such as when Russia’s
imposition of a “nominally independent Polish stateeant that Prussia and Austria had
to be compensated with other territories (Lyons&2a@).
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The ease with which territories were exchangedaatitpned, until the
establishment of the Concert system, reflectecbisence of a systemic norm strongly
favoring the preservation of existing actors. Pédistana, partition schemes disappeared
rapidly, “to be replaced by norms, rules, and éffalevoted precisely to preserving the
existence and guaranteeing the independence atthes most threatened within the
system” (Schroeder 1994: vii). Thus, the norm @fsprving the members of the state
system took the form of a shift away from partitigat at the same time toward allowing
intervention, which was intended to preserve axgstctors.

Laws of war.The laws of war of the Concert system are muchretaghan those
of the late Middle Ages, as there had by this pbea#n several centuries of development
and codification of norms and practices concercmmbat. As Parker (1994) points out,
in the sixteenth, seventeenth, an eighteenth desfwgimilar protections and rights were
extended to more and more types of combatants. Sareseen the Revolutionary and
Napoleonic wars as a major exception to this trangiiing that the revolutionary fervor
led to an explosion of unregulated brutality follogythe restraint of the absolutist
period. Rothenberg (1994) argues, instead, thatitifeeenth century was not quite as
regulated as it has been purported to be, and efaep brief period of revolutionary
extremism in the 1790s, the wars of this periodenaatually as limited as those of the
preceding century. In particular, from the summ&3.through the end of 1794, Jacobin
rule in France removed all restrictions on warfalthough the most severe atrocities
were committed internally, against the Vendée umgi$88). However, military officers
were actually often unwilling to carry out theiritian superiors’ extreme orders, fearing
reprisals against themselves. After 1794, re-peid@slization occurred, as the
remaining officers and the battle-tested citizelaigos tended toward restraint. This
trend continued into the Concert system, as rudegiging conflict among European
states continued for the most part to be observed.

* % %

Overall, these interaction practices reflect thenoh@nt normative framework of
interaction based on the Concert of Europe, carstitat the Congress of Vienna but
remaining important for structuring internationalipcs through most of the nineteenth
century. Great powers were to manage the systethdqureservation of most actors and
for the prevention of another bid for continentagamony.

IV. Modern Sovereignty and Authority

The early nineteenth century saw the consolidatfadhe centuries-long trend toward
homogenization in the type of authority on whickesignty is based. In this period, the
modern nature of sovereignty is clear: authorityakely territorial, exclusive, and
centralized.

Conceptual basis for authority: entirely territotial his period represents the
culmination of the long-term shift in the conceptibasis for sovereignty away from the
medieval mix of territorial and jurisdictional awttities to a homogenously territorial
authority. This trend was seen increasingly intpral theory during the eighteenth
century, as influential authors advocated for terial boundaries over customary
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jurisdictional ones: “Vattel, following Christian 9¥f, was among the first theorists of
international law to identify territorial boundasias the point at which sovereignty found
expression” (Sahlins 1989: 93). (Vattel's major Wwaras published in 1758.)

This theoretical backing for exclusively territdraathority found expression in
the Revolutionary doctrine of the state: as notsala, there was a new “French concept
of an exclusive sovereign authority exercised Bingle government over a clearly
defined territory” (Schroeder 1994: 72). Althougnritoriality was part of the
revolutionary agenda, and hence could have beeatuored in the ostensibly reactionary
Concert system, the aforementioned willingnessost{1815 governments to hold on to
new revolutionary and Napoleonic sources of poveemaed any possible restoration of
the complex mix of jurisdictional authorities irafms such as the Holy Roman Empire.
Similarly, the jurisdictional complexities represet by foreign or independent enclaves
within the boundaries of states were predominagitivinated by the Revolutionary and
Napoleonic conquests, and they were not restor¥teana.

Part of the push toward eliminating jurisdictiosalereignty, or not restoring it
in the Vienna settlement, was due to the traditiand customary foundations of those
authorities. Unlike at Utrecht in 1713, where “Bet-up of the system was still to a
substantial degree determined by custom,” the \Aesaitlement came following the
revolution, which had questioned all customs, legdo the need for a justifiable abstract
principle of legitimation (Osiander 1994: 232).iddictional authorities relied on
tradition and were not justifiable in terms of thew systemic basis for legitimacy.
Territorial authority, however, was perfectly amielesto system-based, great-power-
sanctioned justification.

Not only did this period see the consolidationesfitorial over jurisdictional
authority, but territorial authority took on itsnfidiar modern form, one based on visual
(cartographic) representation, defined from thenlawies inward, and perceived as a
homogenous geometric space.

By the beginning of the nineteenth century, mappwag firmly established as the
primary means of depicting political authority owpace, as the narrative form of
territorial knowledge was superseded by improvesesting methods, which enabled
more and more information to be presented in ceafgdgc form (Thrower 1999: ch.7). In
the early nineteenth century, “Commercial and gorent map publishing increased
greatly, leading to the expansion of existing fies and the creation of new ones”
(Thrower 1999: 125). Furthermore, “The uses of giylmaps, and atlases also became
important school subjects” (Thrower 1999: 125). M&arge-scale state-sponsored
mapping projects, although attempted or begunersdventeenth century, were only
successfully completed shortly before the Revolutithe multi-generational Cassini
survey of France, for example, was initially begumler the direction of Louis XIV’s
finance minister Colbert in 1670, but it took uriti39 for the triangulation of the
country to be complete, 1744 for the first “outlimap,” and 1789 for the complete
publication of the survey (Turnbull 1996: 18). Thitsvas not possible for a monarch to
“survey the details of his empire in his own beand@Turnbull 1996: 16) until the very
end of theancien régimeEarly nineteenth-century rulers inherited this agraphic
depiction of their realms.

In maps of the European continent as a whole, ¢épéection of political
boundaries had progressed rapidly during theftiivetcenturies of atlas production
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(beginning in the late 1500s) from the drawingeafooundaries to the depiction of a
hierarchy of internal and external borders (Akerrh@85). Yet throughout the eighteenth
century, maps remained inaccurate with regardsttebpolitical control in regions of
complex and overlapping authorities, in particuthe Italian peninsula and the Holy
Roman Empire, which were labeled respectively aautiified entities oftalia and
Germania One author declares that the first map to refyetitical control accurately
was printed in 1821: “Italy was finally distribut&ato territorial states; the tiniest
German statelets were distinguished, . . . PrussidnAustrian possessions were each
unified by color” (Biggs 1999: 398). This marks tiireal consolidation of the visual
representation of political authority, as politigatolor-coded maps for the first time
represented authority existing on the ground.

In addition to its visual nature, territorial authy in the nineteenth century was
also consolidated as a space defined from the lawigsdnward, rather than from a
center (or centers) of control outward. Bordersvieen modern states are an implicit or
often explicit agreement between two actors. lmagibns of center-out control, on the
other hand, the boundary is merely the furthesthred the authority without any
recognition of another’s authority across the borBg the nineteenth century, “the
border between two territorial states of modernopaan international law did not
constitute an exclusion, but rather mutual recagmitabove all of the fact that
neighboring soil beyond the border was sovereigitdey” (Schmitt 2003: 52). Since the
other side of boundary was recognized as soverbmjh,states’ authorities were defined
by the particular location of that boundary—notabgenter of control such as a capital
city.

This boundaries-in form of territorial authority svprogressively realized in
terms of material power and control during the pd#eg centuries. For example,
monarchs such as Louis XIV increased fortificatiateng the frontiers of his kingdom
while tearing down fortresses in the interior (Fil992: 99). Although this was in part
due to his efforts to consolidate internal poweraivis the nobles, it also reflects the
beginnings of a conceptualization of territoriattaarity as extending from boundaries
inward. Similarly, the elimination of territoriahelaves discussed above was part of a
larger process of the “rationalization of frontieastempted by many governments in the
eighteenth century but consolidated only with thernvia settlement. Enclaves had
represented clear contradictions to a sovereigmisputed authority within
geographical boundaries, and thus their eliminatianked a further solidification of
boundaries-in territoriality.

Finally, the modern form of territorial authoritgresolidated in the Concert
system reflects a conception of territory that pares it as a homogenous, geometrically
divisible space rather than as a collection of distinct and dagsiniqueplaces(Harley
2001: 98-99). This is seen in the trading of terrés quite common leading up to and
during the Vienna negotiations, such as the abosetioned offer of Russia to
compensate Prussia for losses in the east with tahé@ory elsewhere—territorial space
is homogenized and thus one territory can be replay another.

Exclusive authorityThis period also saw the final termination of tdoenplex
overlapping and shared authorities that had, indteeMiddle Ages, existed in many
parts of the continent and, even through the eggtitecentury, in the Holy Roman
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Empire. The Revolution’s concept of sovereigntyhaging a single locus of authority
was among the new tools of power that the ostens#alctionary post-1815 regimes
were happy to keep. As noted above, this reflettecculmination of a long-term effort
by all governments, conservative or revolutionémyend the sharing of authority over
particular domains with other actors. The proceas accelerated and completed in
particular by the Napoleonic conquests and theltaaguacuum in authority in many
realms after his defeat. This was supported by nofithe preceding centuries’ political
theory, such as that of Bodin and Hobbes, whiclreff useful theoretical backing to the
practical imposition of the conception of exclussmereignty.

Centralized authorityWith the exception of the German Confederationpa#it-
1815 actors in the European context, great poweosherwise, were unitary, centralized
states or city-states. The German confederatiomeb® last past 1870 of course, but
even before that, the federal aspect of it was wagk, favoring the small but state-like
nature of the constituent units. This marked aiBggnt change since, as discussed
above, “absolutism” was more of an aspiration thaeality, and thus pre-Revolution
centralization was fairly low even in the most osiely strong states. In the decades
following 1789, however, states such as Francerbecadically centralized, and these
changes were among those kept by post-1815 regimes.

* % %

Overall, the early nineteenth century marks theiglation of jurisdictional
authorities and the parallel consolidation of #itorial conceptual basis for authority,
based on the visual representation, external bagndnd homogenization of territory.
Furthermore, the complex overlapping, shared, atentralized authorities of the late
Middle Ages were entirely eliminated, replaced kglesivity and centralization in all
European states.

V. Summary

This chapter has detailed the transformation oBhepean international system
between the late Middle Ages and the nineteenttucgnMedieval politics were
structured by a variety of actors, who were orgaghim a complex mix of heteronomous
relationships, and whose interactions were basatbans founded in medieval beliefs
about the unity of Christendom. The modern inteamat system is composed of
territorial states, organized as an anarchicaectbtn of equals and interacting through
the practices of coordination by the most poweaftibrs. All three characteristics of the
European international system, as well as theindation in the concept of legitimate
authority, changed drastically between the mediamdlthe modern periods.

Medieval authority had a wide variety of conceptuases, ranging from
territorial to jurisdictional and personal. Compkemting this diversity was the prevalence
of overlapping, shared, and decentralized authdntyhe shift to the modern
international system, two major changes to authadtcurred: First, the jurisdictional,
overlapping, and decentralized forms of authorigyeveliminated as practical or
legitimate forms of political organization. Secotetyritorial authority, though remaining
as the sole basis for sovereignty in the modertesysunderwent a significant change:
medieval territorial authority, based on verbalalgdion and a center-out concept of
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control, was transformed into the modern form ofitarial authority, which is founded
on visual cartographic depiction and in which cohig conceived of as flowing in from
firm boundaries that delineate a homogenous teyrito

The next chapter details an important determinadtdaiver of this epochal
systemic change by presenting a historical nagaifivthe technological development
and use of cartography in the fifteenth throughhtgnth centuries.
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Chapter 4
The “Cartographic Revolution”

How did it come to be that whereas in 1400 few [gempEurope used maps,
except for the Mediterranean navigators with thgartolan charts, by 1600 maps
were essential to a wide variety of professiGhs?

At the beginning of the fifteenth century, Europeantography was extremely limited,
comprising a very small number of manuscripts withstal maps for navigation,
schematic land itineraries, and symbolic represems of religious time and space. Not
only did few maps exist, but few if any contemp@siamented this absence, instead
using non-visual means to describe, navigate, aamipulate their world. By the end of
the sixteenth century, however, the situation wasedy different. Maps had been
radically transformed, both qualitatively in termfsmaps’ character and uses and
guantitatively in an exponential increase in mapdprction due to greater demands and
printed supply.

This chapter details the “cartographic revolutitimét these changes represent,
focusing on both the technology and its increasisg by European societal and political
actors—in other words, both the development anéesion ofnew technologies of
mappingand the increasingly widespreadoption ofmapsas tools of commerce,
navigation, and governmetitBoth of these processes are important to the dprent
of the modern system of territorial states, aselsbnology created the conditions of
possibility of a new conception of political spaaed the extensive adoption of mapping
meant that the new spatial imagination could spteealighout the continent and lead to
major effects in political ideas and behavior atelels of European society. (The next
chapters detail these ideational changes.)

The first section gives a brief overview of the-predern state of cartographic
technology and use, in order to illustrate just mmm-cartographic the ancient and
medieval worlds were in comparison to ours. Thi®ikwed by a discussion of the
innovations in cartography, beginning with the ydifteenth-century rediscovery of
Ptolemy’sGeographyand its impact on mapping techniques, and progrgsbrough the
Renaissance explosion of map printing and distiginuto the consolidation of a
“scientific” survey-based cartography in the Euap&nlightenment. The next section
details the ways in which maps were increasinggdusy both private actors and
governments during the Renaissance, demonstraitngtibe rapid spread of this new
technology and the uneven and often layered charatits adoption. The fourth section
discusses the use of maps in European coloniahsigra arguing that map use played a
prominent role in this field from the start. Finglthe chapter concludes with a discussion
of the question of why mapping spread so rapidiyg laow it managed to become nearly
hegemonic as a means of depicting space by thefdhd early modern period. The

>3 Buisseret 1992a: 1.

>4 | am definingtechnologybroadly here, as standard dictionaries do, asgthetical application of
knowledge especially in a particular arellefriam-Webster’'s Collegiate Dictionary, Tenth i,
Springfield, Mass., 1993). This means that newoggiephic technology includes all the new appligagio
of knowledge to visually depicting the world.
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subsequent chapters detail the links between teekaological developments, their
ideational consequences, and the political streadfithe international system.

Before delving into the revolution in cartograptechnology of the early modern
period, it is important to note that this does meofuire any assumptions of “progress” per
se. As Edney (1993) and others have recently argaading the changes in cartography
as a narrative of increasing progress, accura@yseientific precision is anachronistic
and reflects our post-Enlightenment fixation onrstedeological narratives. Early
modern cartography, in fact, was not constitutea lsyngle body of knowledge or
practices, but instead included a variety of “cgwéphic modes” which often did not
overlap with each other (Edney 1993: 57). “Mediemad early modern geographical
thinking was incredibly diverse and contradictagd in no way cohered as a single
body of knowledge” (Brotton 1997: 28). Therefores should avoid the anachronistic
focus on “increasing accuracy” of maps. Nonetheldsangesn mapping inarguably
occurred, which led to and shaped important s@aidlpolitical outcomes. Removing the
framing narrative of “progress” does not mean taatography did not have a role in
effecting social and political change; in fact,dpproaching early modern cartography
from the point of view of contemporaries, we arkedb understand those social and
political effects in a non-teleological manner aslw

I. Ancient and Medieval European Cartography

As we inhabit a world permeated by maps and othgographic technologies
built upon the Ptolemaic techniques developed@Bbropean Renaissance, it is
important to recall that not all cultures or higtat periods even knew about, let alone
used extensively, this type of mapping. Within Eagan culture, the Middle Ages was a
period of relatively limited mapping, as was theiant Mediterranean world. This
section first will briefly discuss both the geneallsence of maps from the ancient world
and the limited uses that mapping did see, andsiewd| outline in more detail the state
of cartographic technology in Europe at the enthefMiddle Ages.

In addition to the assumption that maps like oudera ones have always existed,
a similar danger exists of assuming that mapsréiffefrom ours are not maps at all. As
Harley and Woodward (1987a) note, definitionsnafpandcartographyhave far too
often been based implicitly on the practices of panticular historical period. They
suggest a more open definition: “Maps are graphigalesentations that facilitate a
spatial understanding of things, concepts, conutiprocesses, or events in the human
world” (xvi). Thus, the following discussion of preodern European cartography will
not be restricted to maps intended to be accuedengtrical representations of territorial
space, but rather will include a broader rangeraplical representations of the world.
This will capture the important shift involved iargy modern cartography: the creation
of a particular kind of mapping and the expansiothe creation, distribution, and use of
maps.

Many ancient civilizations show evidence of mappamgl map use, although
typically not anywhere near the level of map usearly modern Europe. Ancient
cultures such as those of Mesopotamia and Egypt s@®e maps, including maps for
the purposes of demarcating property ownershigk€Di987; Kain and Biagent 1992).
Some of the key ideas of early modern cartograpasticularly the use of celestial
coordinates for terrestrial positioning, were intagrces from ancient Greece. Roman
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civilization made extensive use of maps, albeitsfpecific purposes. Much of Roman
mapping was involved in the surveying and distidrubf land in newly conquered
areas, in which the empire used a grid systemvideliand among colonists (Edgerton
1987). Yet, outside of Roman property mapping, msgin the ancient Mediterranean
was extremely limited: Greek and Roman “traveltsrists, pilots and military
commanders probably never used maps” (Jacob 19%6Thlbert and Unger 2008).
Even the maps occasionally used, furthermore, wer@ominantly structured as linear
itineraries of routes, not as spatial geometric sreyrh as we are familiar with today
(Whittaker 2004: ch.4).

In the European Middle Ages, maps were used ewatihan in the ancient
Mediterranean, and the mapping that did exist vigisaglate in character and use. In fact,
“there was no word which exclusively meant ‘mapthe Middle Ages” (Edson 1997: 2).
Many maps from this period served purposes veifgrdit from ours, often depicting
historical time as well as geographic space, anthgano intention of being useful to
claim property, delimit political authority, or nigate by land or sea (Woodward 1985;
Edson 1987). Harvey (1987b) argues convincingly medieval cartography should
actually be studied as several distinct traditiohsiapping, between which there was
little if any connection. The key traditions inckichappaemundportolan charts, and
regional, local, and itinerary maps (each discussédrn in the following paragraphs).
These categories were so distinct that “it is dofgithat scholars in the Middle Ages
would not have recognized the products of thesgivgutraditions, these groups and
subgroups, as constituting a single class of obj#itat they would not have seen them,
as we do, as maps distinct from diagrams on thehand and from pictures on the other”
(Harvey 1987b: 283).

Medievalmappaemundiere a genre distinct to the European Middle Ages.
These large world maps, often hung on the wallsattiedrals, depicted the three
continents of the Old World schematically and tgtlicfocused on illustrating biblical
and classical history: “The primary purpose of drsppaemundi. . was to instruct the
faithful about the significant events in Christiaistory rather than to record their precise
locations. They rarely had a graticule [grid conede system] or an expressed scale, and
they were often schematic in character” (Woodw&@71 286). Although they may
simply appear as primitive or “inaccurate” world psan retrospect, they served the
graphical purpose for which they were intended. Whey did not do—and were never
intended to do—was illustrate political authorig, there are no delineations of political
territories, and the places drawn and labeled esegmaps were not chosen based on any
considerations of political power and importancestéad, these images mapped spiritual
knowledge onto a schematic representation of tiegvknworld.

Portolan charts were navigational maps used ifvibditerranean by the late
thirteenth century, if not slightly earlier. Histoally, these maps were preceded by
“written lists of locations and compass bearingghich were later supplemented with
visual depictions of coastlines with an overlaytmimb lines for finding the closest
compass direction between two coastal points (@vsg2001: 85). Although these maps
may appear geometrically sophisticated due tohbenb lines, they actually have “no
indication whatever of the use of coordinates tfuee or longitude” and contain
distances in travel time, not linear measuremdfésles 1988: 1-2). These features,
however, fit the practical requirements of ship+o@avigation in the Mediterranean:
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they gave the most direct routes between coastalgpdabeled and exaggerated
pertinent coastal features, and were based onr#ftdind knowledge of the sailors that
used them (Campbell 1987). As will be discussedkitail below, although these maps
appear to us as surprisingly “accurate” visual cigis of space during a period whose
other mapping traditions seem archaic and primitiveir “shipboard perspective” and
the absence of either a latitude-longitude gridesysreferencing terrestrial position or a
consistent scale indicates that these maps latieeiifiuential characteristics of modern
Ptolemaic cartography (Cosgrove 2001).

Portolan charts depicted land only inasmuch as deéyeated coastlines and
labeled coastal points with a dense series of nawm#en perpendicular to the coast.
Medieval regional and local maps that were pringantended to portray land
geographically were much less common and were reelsevaried in character and
technical features, demonstrating that there wasingle tradition even among this
subset of medieval maps (Harvey 1987a). Some aftienal maps that appear similar
to modern mapping are in fact land-based itinenaaps, schematically depicting routes
such as pilgrimages without any intention of actiggeographic representation in terms
of scale or orientation (Harvey 1987a: 466, 496ede maps were not grid-based two-
dimensional projections of the surface of the edntit rather graphical representations of
a single dimension of linear travel (Padron 20Q%. ®nce again, the apparent
“inaccuracy” merely reflects our expectation thatdieval maps were intended to
represent the world according to our standardofaphic accuracy, rather than as a
means of providing the information required forwities such as land traval.

The medieval dearth of maps was in large part dilee ascendancy of textual
description over visual depiction, a dominance \Wwlsarvived at least into the early
Renaissance (Grafton 1992). This applied partibutargeographical information: “In
the Middle Ages, the normal way of setting out aacbrding topographical relationships
was in writing, so in place of maps we have writti@scriptions: itineraries, urban
surveys, field terriers, and so on” (Harvey 198%&4). Even for delineating land
ownership, the medieval period had little of thegarty mapping of the earlier Roman
era or the modern period: “To the medieval mindhbiodividual and corporate, the
proper way to describe properties was in writtescdptions of the extent of land parcels
and their topological relationships” (Kain and Beag)1992: 3). Similarly, the itinerary
maps of the period are far outnumbered by writeetual itineraries. Rulers as well used
textual description for their realms, even whersthoealms were conceived of in terms
of territorial rather than personal authority. Nasual description of territory was well-
established, as “rhetoric ways included geograpleigalanations that were an extremely
codified literary form inspired by ancient mode{&evel 1991: 147). These descriptions
were based on official observation, oftentimesmyithe monarch’s personal travels
around his realm.

%5 |n fact, well into the twentieth century, personakigation while traveling on land continued to be
easiest by following written itineraries or scheimaiagrams rather than by using accurately scalaps.
In the early automobile age in the United States, b the absence of reliable sign-posting on haytsy
massive written itineraries were still more rel@btan small-scale highway maps. Only once routsg w
effectively marked in the field was map-based natigqn made possible, quickly followed by an exposi
in the production of the familiar road maps wel sidle today (Akerman 2002).
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Thus, though some maps existed in the European|®figes, they were limited
in number, extraordinarily diverse, and not usediany of the purposes for which
modern maps are created. The next section congltedyastic change that cartography
underwent, beginning in the early fifteenth century

Before moving forward, however, it is importantrtote that a number of
historically distinct traditions of cartography skoutside of the Mediterranean and
European world. This study focuses on Western nmgpigichnologies because it was in
this region that modern territorial statehood appeaFurthermore, as will be discussed
below in detail, there are characteristics spetifiearly modern European mapping that
shaped the territoriality of political authoritypexifically, the coordinate system and
consistent scale of Ptolemaic cartography.

Traditional Chinese cartography, for instance pibesof a mathematical basis and
the occasional presence of a grid on maps for miegsdistance, had no graticule, or
coordinate system linked to celestial positionifigus, “map space was not treated
analytically in China; points were located not lmpinates, but solely by distance and
direction” (Yee 1994c: 124; Yee 1994d). This yieldsy different results in terms of the
effects that mapping has on conceptions of poliacghority, as it is that very
mathematical abstraction that drove the homogepizaif authority in the European
state system (discussed in the following chapfagditional Islamic cartography,
likewise, saw very little in the way of mathemaligalerived geographic mapping. This
is particularly surprising from our modern pointwéw, however, since Ptolemy’s
Geographywas well known in the Islamic world long beforefifseenth-century
“rediscovery” in the West (discussed in the nextisa). Yet the focus among Islamic
scholars on the mathematical aspects of Ptolentdyeaen on his list of places located by
celestial coordinates, seems to have never beleedito mapmaking itself (Karamustafa
1992a). “In spite of the various translations ofl guotations from Ptolemy, there is no
indication in Arab geographical texts of the ficblapter of th&eographyjn which
Ptolemy describes map projections” (Tibbets 1992n151).

Clearly, the comparison of different mapping tremtis and the possible effects
that each has had on political authority and stimest is a fruitful line of investigation. At
this point | wish merely to point out that in spdan extensive tradition of mapmaking
and map use, non-European regions did not seathe territorializing dynamic because
their cartographic technologies lacked the particaharacteristics that drove the
homogenization of space and thus the shift towactusively territorial political
authority.

ll. The “Cartographic Revolution” of the European Bnaissance

Labeling any social, political, or technologicabcige a “revolution” is inherently
risky, as it can suggest both too much contindggwhere and too much change during
the period in questiotf. Yet the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries did @eleastic
transformation in how maps were created, distrithud@d used. The following
paragraphs discuss the radical transformationwdgeaphy triggered by the rediscovery
of Ptolemy’sGeographythe relation of the new mapping techniques toriag¢elieval

%% See Woodward (2007a) for a discussion of the épresf whether the changes in cartography during
this period represent a “revolution.”
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cartography, and the resulting combination of ragdnge and continuity in the
techniques for the depiction of space during thedisance.

Renaissance cartography is seen to begin withrth@aland Latin translation of
Ptolemy’sGeographyin Florence at the beginning of the fifteenth centélthough the
editions that arrived from Byzantium had no oridiclassical maps, they did contain
Ptolemy’s textual instructions for the creatiomudps based on latitude and longitude, as
well as a list of cities located by those coord&salike many other rediscovered
classical texts of the time, ti&&eographyspread quickly among Europe’s literate elite:
“Copies are known to have circulated in Italy amerfee in the first quarter of the"15
century. In Southern Germany, the principles ofG@®graphywere known and applied
to map-making from 1425 onwards” (Randles 1986Mgps began to be drawn
according to Ptolemaic principles, using the faanigrid of latitude and longitude.

Ptolemy’s instructions for making terrestrial mdgased on projection methods
(for depicting the spherical earth on a flat sugjagelded new maps in the fifteenth
century and became central to the continuing deweémt of cartography in the sixteenth
century. Yet, contrary to the conventional narmdf the reception of Ptolemy, for most
of the first century after the Latin translationsaaade in 1406, much of the interest in
the work was of a humanist, text-focused naturéadt, what in retrospect seems like the
most important contribution of the book—Ptolemyistructions for map projections—
was not emphasized by many fifteenth-century schpkven those who saw the work as
an unimpeachable source. Thus, for example, madyfifteenth-century German
mappaemundiad references to Ptolemy, but only in textual terfthere are no traces of
Ptolemaic techniques and only hints of Ptolemata’dan such maps (Meurer 2007:
1180).

Instead, it was in the early sixteenth century wiméerest expanded in the
mathematical aspects of teographyparticularly the map projections. At this point
new translations were made to replace those afdhlg fifteenth century, which had
made many errors in the mathematical sections ([8e2007). Rapidly during the
sixteenth century Ptolemaic projection techniquesewefined and new ones were
invented, all built upon the key contribution oétBeographythat the world can and
should be depicted visually with reference to ardoate-based grid system, thereby
establishing geometric accuracy of scale, distaaoe orientation as key cartographic
virtues.

Yet this Ptolemaic approach to mapping remainededun navigational
cartography though much of the sixteenth centuoytdPan charts continued to be used
for ship-board navigation, without reference tatlate or longitude and hence without
taking into account the curvature of the earth éAgb 2007). This was not a problem for
local navigation within the Mediterranean, where tlistances were short and involved
very little north-south travel. For more lengthyjoeys, however, the “convergence of
the meridians” at the north pole (due to the earsipherical shape) meant that rhumb-line
based navigation would yield incorrect headingsftingner one traveled (Randles 1986).
It took a new projection technique invented by Mgoc (and still known by his name) in
the late 1560s to resolve this conflict. This cgitical projection, while famously
distorting landmass size, included both the Ptoiemad andaccurate rhumb lines for
compass direction. Thus, although a Mercator-ptmeavorld map was navigationally
useless because of its scale, the same principléd be used to make smaller maps that
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both correctly referenced latitude and longitude aere useable for rhumb-line
navigation (Brotton 1997: 168).

New projection methods for a variety of purposesawaerely one way in which
the techniques of map drawing changed during thg sedern period. Although they
quickly—and consciously—surpassed Ptolemy’s mdpesd further developments built
upon the fundamental principle of relying on coaedes and fixed scale for mapmaking.
As will be discussed below in relation to the comssioning of maps by European
governments, land surveying for large- and smallesmapping developed into a highly
technical profession, and by the eighteenth cermaps could be produced that were
accurate geometric depictions of land surfaceadtition, improvements in position-
finding technologies, particularly the mid-eightdenentury development of the marine
chronometer, meant that places around the globle t@uocated accurately in terms of
latitude and longitude (Thrower 1999: 91ff). ThelPmaic ideal of being able to
describe the location of any place on the globé véference to the coordinate system—
and concomitantly to be able to depict the spadbefjlobe on maps with reference to
that grid—was achievable by European cartograpipyaatice in the late eighteenth
century.

In spite of the impact of Ptolemaic cartography asadontinuing development in
the early modern period, cartography in the Renaiss era should not be seen as a
complete break with that of the Middle Ages. Foamyple, although the use of maps and
other graphical representations of space expandetichlly, there was a striking
“persistence of textual description of the worldhieh were by no means replaced by
their graphic equivalents” (Woodward 2007a: 7).sTincluded textual descriptions of
locations in and outside of Europe and writtereitaries for travel by land and sea.
Furthermore, as one author argues in the casera&igsance France, “the use of
geographical names did not necessarily imply caasah of cartographic materials”
(Pelletier 2007a: 1500). Even in cases where magps used, often “there was a
deliberate complimentarity between text and imagth the text making up for the lack
of detail achieved on a map” (Pelletier 2007a: )500addition, many of the most
popular new graphical means of depiction were naatwe would consider modern
Ptolemaic maps, per se: For example, views ofscigenained predominantly oblique,
rather than in the form of a map or plan; charedusr travel were mostly schematic
itinerary maps; and many new maps, though Ptolemdarm, remained focused in
content on religious subjects such as the Holy L@dodward 2007a; Pelletier 2007a).

Perhaps the most dramatic element of change ingragthy during the early
modern period, then, is the combination of the itaiale shift toward the use of
Ptolemaic mapping as a visual depiction of spataddition to the continuing use of
textual description) with the quantitative explasia map production, particularly in
printed form. This represents a single facet of‘tte@nmunications revolution” that the
printing press initiated (Eisenstein 2005). Thedéase in map production was most
dramatic in the sixteenth century: “Between 1400 a472, in the manuscript era, it has
been estimated that there were a few thousand mapsulation; between 1472 and
1500, about 56,000; and between 1500 and 1600onstl (Woodward 2007a: 11). The
scale of this growth is further illustrated by mampita estimates of maps in Europe: “In
1500, there was one map for every 1400 person$609 there was one map for every
7.3 persons” (Karrow 2007: 621). Once again, theortance of this quantitative
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increase in map production is key, as the impoithdtional and subsequent political
shifts to the modern state system were driven bymidespread exposure to and use of
maps, not just their presence in a narrow secti@oaety. Although, as will be shown
below, some early-modern mapping was driven by stdérests, the printing of maps
was for the literate public as a whole, and wagedriby commercial motives from the
very beginning (Mukerji 2006).

This consumer-based aspect of map printing istrtsd by the production of
atlases, which essentially began with the 1570ipafbn of Abraham Ortelius’
Theatrum Orbis Terrarumr his atlas was a collection of disparate pretexgsmaps, but
was unified by the ideal that cartography was $iotply as a tool for trade, but a means
for approaching and appreciating the orderlinesh®®arth and patterns of human
domination over it” (Mukerji 2006: 661). The immatk popularity of atlases is evinced
by the rapid profusion of a variety of types ofa#s: “The first modern world atlas was
published in Antwerp in 1570. It was followed, hong after, by the first town atlas
(1572), pocket atlas (1577), regional atlas (15@8tical atlas (1584), and historical
atlas (1595)” (Koeman et al 2007: 1318). Thus, inittecades atlases ranged from
extraordinarily expensive works for rulers and ticbest elite to smaller, cheaper
volumes for the general public, often translated wrernacular languages (Mukeriji
2006). Within decades nearly all atlases portrakiedvorld as filled with linearly
defined spaces, thus appearing similar to atlasrtaay (Akerman 1995). These works
would not be useful for rulers wishing to gathetagled information about their or
others’ realms, but instead served to put cartdgcamages, accurate or not, in the
hands of the general public, and thus to begimptbeess of altering how Europeans as a
whole viewed political space (the subject of thetrohapter).

lll. Map Use in European Society and Government

During the sixteenth and seventeenth centuriegstid shift in map use occurred
in both government and private circles, from almuastise of maps to the penetration of
cartography into most aspects of European lifehdgh map use is difficult to study
with a great deal of accuracy, as there is vetig litirect information on the subject”
(Kokkonen 1998: 64), the trend toward using mapsoimunction with (if not often
entirely replacing) textual descriptions is cléeginning in Italy in the late fifteenth
century, and then spreading to Germany, Francdakdgand Spain in the sixteenth
century, map use by many societal and governmantats was common throughout
Europe by the seventeenth century (Buisseret 28®)3:

The general intellectual consumption of maps tdakgas a result of both the
production of atlases discussed above, and thérgiaof maps in Italy and later the
Netherlands. In fact, “The Italian map publishe«arfs][6th century] transformed the map
from the arcane tools of the navigator, scholagdministrator into a common article of
trade, the geographical print, that became pagvefyday life” (Woodward 1996: 2).
Large wall maps—often printed by the same produasratlases—were very popular,
with the elite in particular (Koeman et all 200841ff). The fact that maps became
common household goods (though still less prevdlent religious images) was
important particularly in the effect on societadwis of space and territorial political
authority, which is explored in the next chaptes.\Woodward points out, “The
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burgeoning interest in purchasing topographicalgeagraphical prints must at least
indicate that by the second half of the sixteemihtary theiddeaof the map had been
widely disseminated” (2007b: 609, emphasis in aadi Interestingly, some of the most
consumption-oriented geographic publications wése tihe most visualsolarii, books
containing a series of maps of islands, often éoathno textual matter, only maps. The
popularity of these works, which were essentialiglass for navigation or commercial
and military strategy, illustrates the popularifycartography for no motivation other
than collecting and looking at maps (Tolias 2007).

The creation of maps by European rulers and goventsnwas slower and more
uneven in its spread around the continent than cential cartography, but nonetheless
an increasing trend toward governments using aed é@mmissioning maps is clear.
This development is particularly important, asitheactionsof rulers, though often
shaped by societal norms and conceptions, thatitdeshe international system.
Hence, the increasing use of maps by these astarkey piece of support for the link
between cartographic developments and internatjpolélcal structure.

As will be seen in more detail below on particidauntries, map consciousness
increased during the late fifteenth century amdmegruling elite, and governments began
to make use of maps extensively in the sixteentitucg. The suddenness of this shift is
suggested by the fact that “it would be very difftdo show many examples of
[government map] use in 1450” (Buisseret 1992ab2ying the sixteenth century,
however, rudimentary official cartographic instituts were established, illustrating “a
growing need by the state to reduce its dependemdess reliable sources for
cartographic knowledge,” i.e., commercial map ph¥rs (Kagan and Schmidt 2007:
666). The use of maps for governing was commongygssted by political writers of the
early sixteenth century, including Machiavelli, Ggisone, Guicciardini, and Elyot.
Across the continent, maps were used increasingbolernments as inventories of
property, although these remained supplementedxiydl land registers as well (Kain
and Biagent 1992).

Although those same authors that advocated mafougeverning similarly
discussed the benefits of using maps in militagnping and execution, military
cartography as a distinct genre remained limited tire eighteenth century. The maps
that existed, although vast improvements in terfrecouracy over those of preceding
centuries, were still not large-scale or reliablewgh to meet the requirements of
military strategy or tactics. Early modern Europaamies, just like their medieval
predecessors, made their way through enemy teritprelying on verbal reports from
spies or guides, and often by simply asking foections as they traveled. Thus, although
fortification drawings were often used in the plengnof defensive constructions, maps
were rarely used for strictly military purposesiltiite creation of military-commissioned
maps in the eighteenth century (Buisseret 2003, ¢hale 2007).

Instead, as is illustrated by the following diséas<f individual regions and
countries, maps were used by rulers to gathernmdtion about their realms, as well as to
gain a greater awareness of the overall polititadgon in their world. As with the
technological developments described above, how#weadoption of cartographic
techniques was uneven and often involved the coatibim of some new tools with long-
standing practices in a layered fashilonspite of some variation in timing, however, a
similar series of cartographic efforts were undestaby most major European
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governments, reflecting a growing concern withagraphy and willingness to devote
resources to it: first, collecting existing privigteublished maps; second, commissioning
the creation of collections of maps based on exgssources; and, third, funding and
administering trigonometric surveys to create nfam® scratch. The relative
homogeneity and interpenetration of elite culttm®tghout Europe in this period means
that the adoption of cartographic tools followediféerent trajectory from processes of
technical or normative diffusion between statesiodern international relations (where
one can observe a sequence of imitation and aayptistead, as the brief cases below
illustrate, a general pattern was followed by ne@sty modern rulers of collecting and
later commissioning maps.

Italian peninsulaMuch has been made of the leading role that Resraiss
Italian states and societies played in developis@)g, and distributing new cartographic
techniques across Europe, just as ltalian artislslainkers have been put at the forefront
of other Renaissance developments. In some wagsjdirative holds true: Just as with
the translation of Ptolemy and the creation of ggdnmaps as commercial objects, map
use by governments for administering a realm may fiast appeared on the Italian
peninsula. For example, the state-sponsored mappivignice’s local land holdings in
1460 may be the first example of a Renaissancergmant commissioning a modern
topographical map of its territory.

Yet Venice may in fact be an exception within ltadg government mapping was
not common in other Italian city-states until atcewn later: “Mapping as a normal
administrative way of looking at the world datesydnom the third quarter of the
sixteenth century” (Marino 1992: 5). Recent workdtlger historians confirms this
chronology, as studies of map use by governmenteniral Italy, Genoa, Lombardy,
and the Kingdom of Naples confirm that althought#ehnology was available in Italy
during the sixteenth century, the use of maps asrastrative tools only appeared
sporadically and unevenly through the sixteenthseenteenth centuries (Quaini 2007,
Casti 2007; Rombai 2007; Valerio 2007).

German landsThe longstanding role of Germany as a center ohleg in the
late Middle Ages and Renaissance meant that thedeas and techniques about
mapping were quickly spread north of the Alps. &3itin the Holy Roman Empire
became centers of cartographic study, map creamhmap printing. Yet, perhaps
surprising in retrospect, the adoption of mappis@ &ool of government within the
Empire was highly uneven. First of all, as with mather aspects of governance in the
sixteenth-century Empire, little or no initiativeagsitaken at the central level, as “the
making of printed maps was for the most part itetianot by the imperial authorities, but
by the regional estates” (Meurer 2007: 1240). Hfusence of central imperial mapping is
reflected by the fact that there was no “officialap of the entire Empire: “all general
maps of Germania were products of the privateattes of their authors” (Meurer 2007:
1245). Locally and regionally, the adoption of neavtographic methods as tools of
government began to appear after 1550, yet adnessumerous polities of the Empire
the situation was quite diverse: while some rulexsd maps extensively, others
continued to rely exclusively on non-cartographeams. An example of the former was
the commissioning by the duke of Bavaria of caraptper Philipp Appian to map his
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realm in the 1550s, probably the first major o#iatartographic project in the Empire.
This uneven cartographic coverage continued threidgast the middle of the
seventeenth century. Yet, as elsewhere in Europeng those rulers who lacked the
motivation or funds to commission their own suryeyany nonetheless made efforts to
collect and sometimes use maps created by prictdesaMeurer 2007).

England.The use of maps by the English governing clasamdgd rapidly
during the reign of Henry VIII (1509-1547). Specdéilly, after 1530, “maps begin to
appear regularly with other, more traditional typéslocuments, as tools in the processes
of government and administration” and “by 1550 ¢bart as a whole . . . seems to have
been cartographically sophisticated” (Barber 1922:42).

The timing of this adoption of cartographic goveroatools is explained by
several related factors. The first was the pulbcaand popularity of the aforementioned
political treatises by Machiavelli and others adatitg the use of maps. Among these
popular works, Elyot's 153Boke named the Governowas particularly influential. It
argued that governments would benefit from usingsizoth as practical tools of
administration and as propaganda devices to suplaams of legitimacy (Barber 2007:
1598). Additionally, in the early sixteenth centumany cartographically sophisticated
humanist scholars visited the English court in peydringing with them extensive
knowledge about examples of government map udalyndnd elsewhere. The most
important factor, however, may have been generaltimnover, as the advisors and
ministers who came to the fore in this period hadrbborn and educated when
Ptolemy’sGeographyhad already achieved its widespread translationrghence
(Barber 2007: 1594-95).

This general awareness of the usefulness of mapa@inglish ruling circles
meant that, under Henry VIII, the stage was seEfuglish official cartography. Yet it
was a combination of new funds and external thrisatistriggered an increase in
government mapping—map-consciousness by itselineasufficient, due to the high
costs of producing useful cartography. In the 1538ghe English crown felt
increasingly threatened by a possible invasiondogi§in forces, authorities called for
maps of the country’s defenses. Yet it was not dB9—atfter the Catholic monasteries
were dissolved and their resources seized by thercrthat the government had enough
resources to carry out such an ambitious cartogegpbject. Thereby “For the first time
a sizeable body of mapping was created in line ®wiyfot's recommendations” (Barber
2007: 1601).

In addition to mapping for defensive military puses, by the 1540s “maps began
to play a more prominent role in domestic admiatsbn” (Barber 2007: 1603). This
tendency toward using maps as a tool of governgpiead from the center to the local
level, as ministers increasingly requested carf@gcacommunication of spatial
information (Barber 2007: 1614). In terms of oféiity sponsored mapping of the realm
as a whole, the first major effort was undertakgiChristopher Saxton in the 1570s.
This attempt to create a unified series of magb®entire country—based, as all such
projects were until the late seventeenth centurythe collation of existing source
material rather than first-hand surveys—was intdrtddulfill all three of the common
purposes of mapping in this era: improving natiatefense, aiding domestic
administration, and supporting propagandisticdily authority of the crown (Barber
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2007: 1629-30). Only in the 1780s would the creatiba unified, survey-based
collection of maps covering all of Great Britaingioge with what later became known as
the Ordinance Survey (Thrower 1999: 114).

Spain.Cartographic activity by the Spanish governmenrbfeed the rapidly
rising and subsequently declining fortunes of tlenarchy itself, with an explosion of
activity in the sixteenth century that appearsawéehfallen off drastically one hundred
years later. Holy Roman Emperor Charles V (King i@sal of Spain) “grew up with a
full awareness of cartographic possibilities, amduighout his life he was in close
contact with maps and mapmakers” (Buisseret 2000&1-82). Although for much of
his reign few accurate maps existed of peninsypairt Charles used maps when
planning his foreign policy adventures (Hale 20@\ditionally, under Charles the
institutions for managing colonial cartography wdexeloped (discussed in the next
section of this chapter). Charles’ successor, PHilidemonstrated an even greater grasp
of the usefulness of maps for administration. “iPHifs personal near-obsession with
maps can be read not so much from the mappindthabmmissioned as from his own
practice of accumulating maps and the frequentpansbicacious remarks on them in his
correspondence and annotations on government pdparber 1997: 102). Again, the
emphasis for sixteenth-century rulers was on gathexisting, commercially produced
maps. Philip also found maps useful as symbolsydlrpower and control, and
commissioned public cartographic display projedts whis purpose in mind (Kagan and
Schmidt 2007).

Philip’s mapping projects illustrate both the iresegng awareness of the
usefulness of maps by a ruler and the diversetinadithat early modern mapping
embraced. Of the two major peninsular mapping ptsjmitiated during Philip II's
reign, the one displayed publicly was a seriesrages of cities throughout Spain—a
form of visual depiction of a series of places thatked back to the medieval conception
of territory. A separate mapping project, involving the surveyhthe entire country and
the construction of a unified-scale collection efional maps, reflected the newer
Ptolemaic approach to depicting space, but wasdexget and never published (Mundy
1996). Once again this demonstrates the continsungval of older techniques for the
depiction of space—or, more accurately, a serigdamfes—even as the new technologies
are being simultaneously used. After Philip II'egreended, cartographic activity by the
Spanish government appears to have declined (PA91&), although this may have
more to do with the fact that map use “had now bexso commonplace that it was no
longer worth mentioning” (Buisseret 2007a: 1082).

France.French government cartography took off early indix¢eenth century, as
in many other countries, but declined later ind¢batury due to the internal upheavals of
the Wars of Religion. The seventeenth century, veweavitnessed the continued
development of official cartographic activity indfice, culminating in the initiation of a
decades-long official survey of the entire realnthiea 1660s.

In 1495 Charles VIII commissioned maps of the Adppasses to aid in his
invasion of the Italian peninsula. Although thisswa one sense revolutionary as a use of
maps for strategic purposes, the maps containeshgxe textual annotations discussing
which passes were most usable, demonstrating dlse cklationship between text and
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image—one in which the text often continued to lweeuseful. Under his successor
Francis | “royal map use became more systematiaisderet 1992b: 102). The Wars of
Religion, however, upset much of central governnaetivity, including cartographic
efforts. For example, Catherine de’ Medici askeddNis de Nicolay, a royal geographer,
for a “detailed description of the kingdom,” but map of the whole kingdom was
produced—the project was terminated with only maigsvo provinces finished
(Pelletier 2007a: 1485, 1503). Furthermore, rediarepmaking during the sixteenth
century was in general not centralized or standardi“Most of the sixteenth-century
regional maps of France were made for differerdara by men of different education
and background and were not intended to cover timerkingdom” (Pelletier 2007a:
1489). The one exception to this trend, albeitratéd one, were thmgénieurs du roi.
Although initially their mapping activities werenited to drawing plans for the new
fortifications required by the contemporary revauatin artillery defense, by the end of
the century they had taken on a wider variety oél@nd regional cartographic projects
for the central government (Buisseret 2007c¢).

In the 1620s and 1630s, Richelieu built upon thggaty and revived government
cartographic efforts, commissioning maps direatlpider to better understand the
territorial extent of France. Much of this officisdapmaking was carried out by Nicolas
Sanson, who constructed maps based on the cotlegftioformation from existing
sources, rather than from first-hand surveying Wmnl1987: 2). The goals of this
project, however, were ambitious: “Sanson endealvtwrdulfill the desire of the
monarchy to have a map of all of France at itsaigpthat would be developed into
detailed maps of the provinces” (Pelletier 20027).

The unsatisfactory character of this “armchairtography—as projects such as
Sanson'’s suffered from the varying quality of tberses as well as a lack of precision in
scale and detail—led to a desire by governmentratbohave maps based on direct
surveying, the techniques for which had been knsiwoe early in the seventeenth
century but whose cost had typically been prohibitin the late 1660s, however, Colbert
commissioned a survey-based series of maps of BHamce from Jean-Dominique
Cassini, giving rise to the multi-generational Gaissmiapping project (Konvitz 1987,
Turnbull 1996). This project was from the beginnintgnded to correct for the
inaccuracies and inconsistencies of previous mgg®bducting triangulation-based
observational surveys of the entire realm as tisesdar a series of maps 1744 the
first complete set of maps was published, with Eeacovered by 18 equivalently scaled
sheet-maps. A second, larger-scale and more draileey was begun soon thereafter,
which “originated in the army’s need for better reafiKonvitz 1987: 21) and was not
published until 1789. These related projects weth mbitious and influential, as they
represented the first successful attempt by a govent to map its territory using the
latest surveying techniques of triangulation—mathtcal techniques that had existed
since the 1620s but had until Cassini proved tqeeersive and exacting to be
successfully used on such a scale. This massiyegbnwas emulated by other European
governments with the means to do so, particulanhyngy the nineteenth century when
administrative motivations combined with the instseof military general staffs in
demanding survey-based maps (Thrower 1999; Hal&)200
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The NetherlandsThe Dutch Republic, effectively independent fr8pain by the
late sixteenth century, saw an explosion of cadgphic activity mixing private
commercial and public governmental motivieeflecting the decentralized nature of rule
in the Low Countries during this period, howevensatofficial mapping was
commissioned by local authorities. In the 1530s H5dDs, prior to the unification of the
provinces, many maps were commissioned by localguwouncils “for general
objectives such as administration” (Koeman andEgmond 2007: 1257). This localist
tendency in mapping continued through the 1700 almost every province eventually
being mapped. The only Renaissance-era mappinggbraf the Low Countries as a
whole was ordered in 1568 by the Duke of Alba—tlierappointed by the Spanish
crown—who wished to have maps of all the Spanigsessions throughout Europe.
Maps were used extensively as part of assigningeostip to reclaimed lands, as such
land was scarce and valuable enough to warrarexpense of being surveyed (Kain and
Biagent 1992). Nonetheless, in spite of an earty@mtinuing leading role in the
commercial production of maps and atlases, theabfg@vernments in the Low
Countries in cartography was limited relative tbestEuropean state actors. It was not
until after the French invasion had set up the BataRepublic in 1795 that an officially
commissioned survey of the entire territory waseoed (Koeman and van Egmond 2007:
1277).

Other European statefn other states during the Renaissance periodhgraphy
followed a variety of trajectories in penetratimgvgrnment decision-making, particularly
in terms of official commissioning of maps. The #Aen Hapsburg lands, for instance,
saw little official mapping of territory until welhto the eighteenth century (Vann 1992).
Furthermore, map use in this region—particularly itapsburg lands in East-Central
Europe—was socially very restricted: “The use opmeas limited to the elite political
and military leaders who constituted not a publittulers and patrons” (T6rok 2007:
1851).

Similarly, the Prussian government was not williagpend the funds required
for a Cassini-like survey until the military commigned one early in the nineteenth
century. In fact, Prussia was not mapped by asidgmestic cartographic project until
1724, when a map of the realm was completed, natdigte-sponsored survey project,
but instead by a member of the court as a persdfaat both to show the extent of
Prussian land and economic development, and asbayf royal power (Scharfe
1998).

In Scandinavia, on the other hand, government rsegdallowed a trajectory
similar to that of the other major states of thaque Although the breakup of the Kalmar
Union of Denmark, Sweden, and Norway in the 152@sipitated some use of maps for
making territorial claims vis-a-vis each other,adive government map use did not
begin until the reign of Swedish king Gustavus dlofphus (1611-1632). He brought
German engineers to Sweden to draw large-scale moayps for the planning of
defensive fortifications. Furthermore, he commissi court mathematician Andreas
Bureus to provide maps of Sweden for administratiaxation improvement, and
defense. This survey-based mapping project, ciedantmaterikontoretwas “one of
the foremost cartographic institutions in Europgdead 2007: 1805; Kain and Biagent
1992).
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Overall, the picture that emerges of cartograpbiivity by European
governments in their realms is of the eventual &dopf cartographic techniques, but
often in an uneven fashion. Furthermore, the ugbeofatest mapping techniques for
gaining knowledge of territory was often layeredtop of the continued use of earlier,
mostly text-based, methods such as written desmnipt

Another way in which government mapping represetéssl than a constant
progression of increased coverage and accuracynwhe way in which mapping by
central authorities was often resisted locallya wariety of ways. First of all, maps were
often used not just for “hegemonic” purposes ofestarmation, but also as a tool of
direct resistance to central or distant rule, agkample in the Netherlands revolt
(Kagan and Schmidt 2007: 674). Within countrieshsag France, moreover, the desire
by central authorities for national survey-basegsr@quired the often grudging
cooperation of local authorities, who saw centrapping as a potential means of
bypassing their power (Barber 1997: 87). Finally;inlg massive cartographic projects
such as the Cassini survey discussed above, susveyoe often treated hostilely by
local peasants, both out of superstition and oat\well founded fear that more
information in the government’s hands could leatidavier taxation (Konvitz 1987: 14).

Government cartographic activity—and resistandé-tavas not limited to the
continent of Europe, of course, as the period efddrtographic revolution coincided
with the first age of European colonial exploratierpansion, and conquest. The next
section discusses the use of new mapping techrslagithis new setting.

IV. Map Use in Colonial Expansion

Almost any seventeenth- or eighteenth-century rm&pnerica reveals the
absolute faith Europeans of all religious persuasitiad in the authority of the
cartographic grid. Monarchs laid claim to lands elyl on the basis of abstract
latitudes and longitudes. Troops were sent to fegit die for boundaries that
had no visible landmarks, only abstract mathemagsistence’

The European expansion of commercial activity apidipal power that began with the
late-fifteenth-century Iberian voyages both eastarst was tied closely to cartographic
developments. These links, however, went well bdygmply using maps in
navigation—new mapping techniques were also usdeliogpean political actors to
support their claims to new territories, trade esyor commercial privileges. The next
two chapters will examine the important ideatiogiécts on European political
structures of this extensive use of maps to clainbetineate political authority in the
New World; this section will instead focus on tletual use and usefulness of maps to
expanding European colonial powers, first in teahsavigation and organizing
navigational knowledge, and second in terms of naknap-based political claims.

As discussed above, portolan charts—maps depibtidges of water surrounded
by detailed coastlines and overlaid with rhumbdirdrad been used in ship-board
navigation for several centuries by the time oflthexian voyages of the late fifteenth

" Edgerton 1987: 46.
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century. In the era of European expansion, theggaahway-finding maps continued to
be an important part of navigational technologgnglwith simple astronomical
observation and written directions. Yet this fiftde and sixteenth-century navigational
cartography was not based on Ptolemy’s systentiadde and longitude, and thus lacked
the hallmarks of the modern cartographic depictibspace: consistent scale and
coordinate location. Indeed, “more than a centuag vo elapse before Ptolemy’s map-
making principles were to become familiar and ragylapplied for use by navigators”
(Randles 1986: 7).

Nonetheless, the mapping of oceanic voyages acdwises quickly drew the
attention of the governments of Spain and Portum#h of which created institutions for
consolidating, managing, and securing cartograkmowledge: The Casa de Mina in
Lisbon and the Casa de la Contratacion in Seviliés represented a significant step
toward government control of information: “Portugald Spain were the first nations to
attempt to construct spaces within which to accateudnd regulate all geographical
knowledge” (Turnbull 1996: 7). In particular, batfstitutions attempted to create and
keep up to date “master maps” of their respectiupiees. These charts were then to be
used to produce accurate charts for pilots, whiehevio be kept secret due to political
considerations, particularly competition betweemtilio countries (Sandman 2007:
1104). Although these master charts had some ssigtesntralizing and standardizing
cartographic knowledge (Sandman 2007: 1108), tbejdmot produce a truly useful
system of cartographic tools for Iberian navigatep®rtolan chart technology, upon
which the master maps were based, was too mucliéouon the combination of local
knowledges without a Ptolemaic coordinate systenumifying them into a whole
(Turnbull 1996: 9). As discussed above, Mercatoylendrical projection of the 1560s
was the first method devised to reconcile navigetimeeds with coordinate-grid-based
mapping, but this was not built upon the officialdster charts” or portolan mapping.

Beyond using maps for the practical needs of naigaand then subsequently
trying to secure that information from politicabails, European governments also used
maps both to lay claim to and to gain informatitwowat their colonial possessions,
particularly in the New World of the Americas. Asittey argued, maps were used as
“the weapons of imperialism,” by claiming land atied actual conquest, and
legitimizing conquest during and after the factiMRtolemaic cartography and the
geometric view of space implied by it, “The worloutd be carved up on paper” like
never before (Harley 2001: 59). More specificaliyy can see the use of maps and
cartographic tools to claim political authority agather information about colonial
possessions in several key examples and areadivibi®n of the non-European world
between Spain and Portugal in the 1490s, the Spattsmpts to gain geographic
knowledge about their American territories in theéeenth century, Dutch colonial
cartography, the cartographic practices by the iBhgjovernment vis-a-vis their North
American colonies, and finally the eighteenth- aikteenth-century cartographic tools
of later European imperialism. These illustrativéretigh not exhaustive—cases are
discussed in turn below. In most of these casesanesee the layering of new
cartographic practices on top of previous meargebmiting, claiming, and
understanding political authority.
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The Treaty of Tordesillagit the beginning of the European expansion,
cartographic ideas were used by Spain and Porinigal attempt to divide up control of
the rest of the world. In a series of Papal Bull4493 and the Treaty of Tordesillas in
1494, Spain was allotted all newly discovered teries west of a line drawn in the
Atlantic Ocean, and Portugal apportioned thos@&écHast. In essence, this reflected the
respective directions that explorers from each tgurad already been going, and thus
was meant to legitimate their claims vis-a-vis eattter, as well as versus other
European powers.

Yet in spite of the appearance of accuracy in drgwie line of division (as it
was explicitly moved from the 1493 agreement furiliest for the 1494 treaty), without
the ability to determine longitude at sea, thisotitade was meaningless: “The
negotiators set as a boundary a line no one coate in a location that could be
determined only by experts, if indeed by anyonalla{Sandman 2007: 1108). Thus,
neither side was particularly concerned about tails of the division until the voyage
of Magellan twenty-five years later made the lomatof the line politically salient—in
particular where it landed on the other side ofglude, where the rich resources of the
spice islands fell near the division. Yet the gisestvas still not resolvable
cartographically, and the negotiations ended whis essentially selling its rights to the
Moluccas to Portugal in the 1529 Treaty of Sarag@¢Ssindman 2007: 1115).

The importance of these treaties thus was not sthnmuthe details of the line
dividing the two empires (the exact measurememttoth was unobtainable and
ignored), but instead in the very idea of usingeargetric division to assign political
authority: “For the first time in history an abstrgeometric system had been used to
define a vast—global—area of control” (Sack 198&2)1 Divisions among rulers within
Europe had not previously taken on this geometnimf and in fact would continue to be
made on more complex bases for centuries followyiag.this linear division, though
revolutionary in hindsight, was also viewed by @mnporaries in terms of their existing
political vocabularies and institutions: “As a skigrant it was interpreted as an
extension of feudal authority over whatever exgstolitical entities these territories
might contain” (Sack 1986: 132). These early cabgrants were made with the
assumption that the New World would be filled wpiblitical units like those of Europe.
Thus the new linear, geometric division of politiaathority was layered on top of
feudal, non-territorial conceptions of authority.

Spanish colonial cartographfpuring the sixteenth century, the Spanish crown
made several attempts to gain geographical infoomatbout its colonial possessions in
the New World, using diverse methods and achievarging degrees of success. These
included written questionnaires, requests for wagitypes of maps, instructions for
celestial observations, and government-commissignegey-based mapping. The
surveying project, commissioned in 1571, was newempleted or perhaps even begun
(Mundy 1996: 27). The celestial-observation inginres, though intended to be used by
untrained local officials to determine latitude awgn longitude (by observing an
eclipse), mostly failed to yield even a responsé, those that did respond tended to
misunderstand the project and gave useless rea(dgsrds 1969).

The effort that did yield some results, in termgefting information to
authorities in Spain, was a standard questionmisteébuted to the New World colonies
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in the 1570s, the responses to which are knowhexglaciones geograficag.his
represented the first successful systematic eifogather geographical information about
the colonies (Cline 1964; Edwards 1969; Mundy 1996 survey contained fifty
guestions about localities, their native and Euaopgopulations, available resources, and
geographic information. Eleven questions were $jgatly geographic, three of which
contained explicit requests for maps, drawingsharts.

Although the response from colonial officials wasly extensive (with almost
two hundred replies sent back to Madrid), the gagphic content was less than might be
expected, for several reasons. First, although soaps were included in the responses
sent back to Madrid, many replies failed to inclage maps or drawings at all. In
addition, many of the maps that were returned \ske¢ched town plans, and the few
regional maps were so unclear and vague that “sugds provided somewhat less
accurate location patterns than textual data aectians and distances” (Edwards 1969:
27). The types of maps submitted were predominaaitiher of the itinerary-based
tradition of the European Middle Ages, which treditection and distance schematically
(Padrén 2004: 77), or were drawn by indigenoustpesrusing a mixture of European
and native visual traditions (Mundy 1996: ch.4)ushthese textual and pictorial replies
failed to yield the data required for mapping lomas in New Spain in the Ptolemaic
fashion (Mundy 1996: 23). The tendency of colooificials to spurn the visual element
of mapping, or at best to turn it over to theirigehous subjects, reflects the continuing
power of the medieval idea of text being supemovisual depiction, as well as a feeling
of cultural superiority built upon having a writtealture in contrast to image-based
Mesoamerican societies.

These efforts to gather textual information abowt maps of Spanish New World
possessions were more than an isolated attemptaatial governance—they influenced
how the Spanish crown attempted to gain knowledgis ¢tberian territory as well. The
colonial questionnaires were imitated for domegsie in the 1580s: “Peninsular RG’s
[relaciones geograficdsappear actually to derive from procedures devedogarlier for
the American dominions” (Cline 1964: 343-344). Thy;mamic of new practices being
used later within Europe will be discussed in mibe&ail in subsequent chapters.

Dutch colonial cartographyThe Dutch colonial expansion in the early
seventeenth century also made extensive use of asa@psneans of claiming and
administering territories. Unlike the Spanish cdsmyever, the cartographic activity—
like the colonial venture as a whole—was condubtedhartered private companies. The
Dutch East India Company, chartered in 1602, béganeate official mapmaking
institutions by 1616 and in 1619 received a pry@drom the Dutch States General. “The
privilege stipulated that to publish any geographinformation about the chartered area
of the Company, the express permission of the boaditectors of the company . . . was
required” (Zandvliet 2007: 1433). A similar cartaghic monopoly was granted to the
West India Company in 1621. In 1670 official ingtions from the East India Company
board required map-based descriptions of colonstticts, demonstrating that “the map
was viewed as an aid to clarify political, militagconomic, cultural, and administrative
particularities in order to make sound decisio&rn(dvliet 2007: 1445). In addition,
colonial officials used maps as rhetorical devitescrease their prestige and
legitimacy, as they “considered maps and topograpaintings effective vehicles to
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promote their activities and to establish theitdris role” (Zandvliet 2007: 1458). Once
again, we see maps used to claim territorial attshor the colonial world and to
promote political and economic goals therein.

English colonial cartographyDuring the period of major colonial expansion by
the Iberian powers, England remained relativelyeabs terms of claiming and
colonizing New World territories. Furthermore, tBetish idea of “empire” of later
centuries did not yet exist. When the first majapgwsals for colonial ventures appeared
during the Elizabethan age, however, maps were as@auch rhetorically as practically
by promoters, both to “visualize their goals” andconvince the rich and powerful of
their cause (Baldwin 2007: 1757). An example of tgpe of rhetorical mapmaking is
given by the cartographic output of John Dee (15809), who studied with major
mapmakers such as Ortelius and Mercator beforeupnog maps in England. Dee
created a map of the western part of the northemisphere in which he claimed a
massive list of lands for the English crown andidiepl potential resources for extraction
(Sherman 1998). Although these claims were notdareany real power or authority
held by the English crown over New World territarighey did represent the tendency of
colonial maps to claim territory ahead of actuadg®ssion. In general, “regional, colonial
maps remained a tool of promotion rather than eegoance before 1640” (Baldwin
2007: 1765)

In the seventeenth century, as the English crowigasd North American lands
with colonial charters, cartographic conceptionawhority were common. Even when
English claims to New World territory involved “tHegal cartographies’ of charters and
grants” rather than maps per se (Baldwin 2007: )}, #68se documents typically based
their authority claims on thideasof geometric, Ptolemaic cartography: lines oftlate
or longitude. For example, the 1606 charter of Miydelineated the colony as being all
land on the Atlantic coast “between four and thDiggrees of Northerly Latitude from
the Equinoctial Line, and five and forty Degreestsf same Latitude’® Charters for
other colonies followed similar patterns (Sack 198%4). The cartographic basis for
large territorial claims in colonial charters wagetually followed by the imposition of
survey-based property mapping as a key elemerdlinghting and assigning colonial
lands to settlers (Kain and Biagent 1992: ch.8).

During the eighteenth century, maps in North Ameene@re increasingly used for
the direct planning of western settlements—and &éne displacement or confinement
of indigenous populations—and for the impositiorsotial control on “unruly” frontier
settlers (Nobles 1993). In the 1780s, when Thora#isrdon was appointed to chair a
committee planning the organization of the westerntories, “he proposed that the land
be divided according to a Ptolemaic grid basedreslof latitude and longitude” (King
1996: 68). Although his particular plan was evelyuajected, the idea of a grid-based
division of the territory was fully adopted as thads were divided up—without an
actual survey, which was deemed too costly—basdtie@abstract grid. Thus tracts were
drawn without regard to terrain, soil quality, wafilew, or any other factors that might
have informed a practical, on-the-spot survey (Kifg§6: 68-69).

%8 <http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/states/va01l Htaccessed on 2/16/08.
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These uses of cartographic tools for imposing naficontrol on supposedly
irrational lands and peoples would also be refetatethe links between Enlightenment
“scientific” cartography and later imperialism imeteighteenth and nineteenth centuries.

Later imperialism and scientific cartographythe “first imperial age” of the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries (Scammell 1888)ed new cartographic tools on
top of medieval ideas and practices for purposexploration, legitimacy, and rule, the
later European imperialism of the eighteenth ameéteienth centuries saw an even more
dominant role for cartography as a tool of coloeigbansion and authority. This dynamic
can be illustrated by two major examples: the Bhisurvey of India and the European
use of cartography in nineteenth-century Africa.

The British use of cartography on the Indian suticent, in particular the Great
Trigonometrical Survey undertaken during the niaetk century, lent both practical and
rhetorical support to colonial rule: Mapping helgethke Britain understand its
conquests, while in addition helping to legitim#te British presence” (Black 2002: 29).
This legitimation was based on the ideal of an aded European civilization being
inherently superior to indigenous cultures. “Fa British in India, the measurement and
observation inherent to each act of surveying preedscience By measuring the land,
by imposing European science and rationality onnldean landscape, the British
distinguished themselves from the Indians” (Edn@97t 32). In short, the British
conquerors were rational, scientific, and libeaal opposed to the irrational, mystical,
and despotic Indians. This rhetoric existed inespitthe fact that the “scientific” ideal on
which British cartography rested—exact measurertigotigh direct observation by
trigonometric survey—was in fact out of reach, tluéechnical and logistical obstacles
that were never overcome (Edney 1997: 17). Nonetisethe effects of British mapping
were long-lasting and deep: “The geographical metaf British India was so effective
that India had become a real entity for both Brifieperialists and Indian nationalists
alike” (Edney 1997: 15). The political structuretbé subcontinent still reflects this
construction of a unified Indian geopolitical space

During the course of the nineteenth century alrafisif Africa was divided up
among European colonial powers, a process in whighs were used both practically
and as tools of symbolic legitimation. The pradticge of maps was well established in
this post-Enlightenment period, and hence in Afrieaploration “topographers
accompanied or preceded military expeditions” (B#sE994: 319). Beyond this,
however, maps were used to promote expansion ba€lrope, particularly through the
contemporary practice of depicting unknown areasl@sk space on maps (as opposed to
earlier practices of extrapolating or outright intiag geographical information for
unknown areas). “Evidence from the late nineteestitury indicates that map readers
interpreted blank spaces as areas open for exjolorand ultimately colonization. Rather
than interpreting them as the limits of knowled@§@frsican geography . . . imperialists
presumed that the empty spaces were empty andirgvadtionists” (Bassett 1994: 334).

Filling in those “blanks” on a map came to représemeans of claiming
authority over colonial space. The legitimatinggmge of map-based claims to territory
was so strong, in fact, that even unofficial maggicting rival political claims could be
controversial, as when in 1890 a French newspaperwith extensive French colonial
claims led to diplomatic tensions with Germany &#d51994: 325). The famous Berlin
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Conference of 1884-85 hence represented not tteefiample of carving up Africa on
paper, but rather the culmination of a trend appategoughout the nineteenth century.

By the end of the century, map-based claims titdeyrhad become official
means of settling imperial rivalries: “maps prodiity surveyors formed part of the
documentary evidence needed to claim protectolstéise procedures agreed to at the
Berlin Conference” (Bassett 1994: 321). As is wielcumented, of course, these often
arbitrary divisions continue to structure Africaoligics, both within countries and
internationally between them (Jackson 1990; He2B60).

* * %

The extensive use of maps and cartographic delomeadf political authority in
European colonial expansion and competition eveoree of the clearest examples of
political action and interaction being structurgddartographic tools. As interactions in
the colonial world rapidly took on cartographic chceristics—in both the practices
rulers and the imaginations of rule—this helpedelthe eventual transformation of
interaction, authority, and the interstate systéthin Europe as well. This process of
“colonial reflection” is a key element of the dission of the next two chapters.

V. Conclusion: The “Ratchet Effect” of Cartographi@echnology.

The impact of the technological changes discussés chapter continues
beyond the early modern period, as modern mapmaiidgnaps remain the
predominant means of describing space, even d@sthaologies of measuring,
producing, and distributing maps continue to dewehs Harley (2001: 165) noted,
today “a mapless society” would be “unimaginable’arsociety simply could not return
to the non-cartographic world of the Middle AgebkeTcumulatively increasing
dominance of modern mapmaking—in effect, a “raticigetip” of the level of
cartographic use in European, and eventually g/cmaliety—is rarely addressed with
any explanation other than an implicit assumptiat tore “accurate” mapmaking will
naturally be increasingly popular. This assumesdhaconception of cartographic
accuracy—based on the combination of early modexpmaking with the principles of
the European Enlightenment—is universal. Yet i§ tidieal of accuracy is questioned, the
dominance of modern cartography does not appeaesdable and requires explanation
(Crampton 2001).

Part of the explanation may be found in the usefsrof maps for those in power,
and their resonance as a new way to pursue, amdtew®nceive of, political interests.
As the second half of this chapter has illustratiee extensive qualitative and
guantitative changes in mapmaking and map use ganbigust technological change,
and instead reflect the increasing use of cartdgcapols by socially and politically
powerful actors. Often those already in powerhose trying to increase their power,
found maps and mapping to be useful tools—toolxkwhibt only aided in the pursuit of
existing interests but also altered the naturectiira’ goals. Throughout this period, as
maps were increasingly widespread, they were useldth practical and rhetorical
purposes, both within Europe and throughout thepgean-dominated parts of the globe
in the early modern period. Often, the usefulndsaaps and mapping for actors in one
context—such as for making political claims in tew World—supported the trend
toward using maps in other contexts—as, for exaympégps were eventually used for
making claims within Europe.
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The increasing dominance of Ptolemaic cartographfie seventeenth and
particularly eighteenth centuries reflects the allarultural shift toward standardized
measurement and accuracy tied to the scientificloéion and the Enlightenment. Unlike
other ways of depicting space—patrticularly non-&twdic visual means such as itinerary
maps, portolan charts, or schematic diagrams—mazhetographic maps were built
around the ideas of constant scale and carefuluneragnt of position (celestially) and
distance (through surveying). This eighteenth-cgritotnathematical cartography,” seen
in projects such as the Cassini surveys, offenedans of unifying the previously
disparate cartographic traditions and practicea,nmanner consistent with the overall
cultural trends of the period (Edney 1993: 61). §,humapping was a fundamental part of
this overall shift in mentalities, which in turnmérced the dominance of “modern”
mapping over other ways to depict human space.

Furthermore, once a cartographic conception otipaliauthority or territorial
possession becomasceptablgeven if not yet the sole form of authority in@ipcal
structure) it very quickly appears as a much naffieientform of determining the
bounds of control or claims to authority. Insteddisting the innumerable queries that
must be included in a textual survey, a ruler syntas to ask for a map to be brought or
(in the major state surveys of the eighteenth agritrward) for a map to be created.
Although creating cartographic tools is very demagaf resources, once such tools are
created they are easily used to imagine both rehpatential control (Harley 2001
ch.2).

Thus, an important part of the explanation foriegemonic status of the modern
map is tied to the ideational effect of mappingiegmms of the way in which an
individual’'s view of social, political, and geogtap space is shaped by this technology.
This ideational transformation is the subject @& tiext chapter.
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Chapter 5
Ideational Effects of Cartography I:

Mapping and the View of Space

Modern systematic maps rely on a standardized fdfrkmowledge which
establishes a prescribed set of possibilities fanwking, seeing and acting. They
create a knowledge space within which certain kimidgnderstandings and of
knowing subjects, material objects and their relas in space and time are
authorised and legitimated.

The history of cartography concerns more thanthestechnological developments
discussed in the previous chapter; these mataaatipes and objects are closely linked
to societal norms and ideas. In particular, howppem a society view the world they
inhabit can be closely related to how mapmakersctépe world, as maps and ideas can
mutually influence one another. Moreover, thesdiapanderstandings, when held by
political actors, directly relate to the charaaitthe territorial and non-territorial
authorities that constitute the international syst€hus, this chapter examines the
complex relationship between maps, mapmaking, la@diew of space, while chapter 5
tackles the link between this relationship and sdsaout political authority.

In order to establish the theoretical foundationnfy approach to this
relationship, the first section of this chapterliogtss recent developments in cartographic
history that have brought social and ideationaa# to the forefront in the study of
maps. Second, | summarize the constitutive andse@urelationship between maps,
technology, and a society’s view of the world. Thied section discusses empirically the
transformation of the medieval European view ofcgpato the modern view, and the
fourth highlights the importance of colonial exp@ansin this dynamic. Finally, this
chapter concludes with a brief discussion of thgelh®onic status of the modern view of
space and some implications of the early modenstoamation of space.

|. The History of Cartography and the “Power” of Mas

Inspiring my approach to the political effects bbhages in maps and mapmaking
is a growing body of historical and theoreticadidéture on the complex interrelations
between maps, their producers, their consumersthemdsocial context. This developing
theoretical tradition in the history of cartograpdffers a useful springboard for
understanding the particular social and politiedtionships around maps that are the
subject of this dissertation: the cartographic tmesion of modern state sovereignty.

This review of the current state of the theoretaggbroach to the history of
mapping sets the stage for the examination of dyer&lationship of this chapter: the
connections between maps produced and consumesbitiety and the view of space
held by actors within that society. Thus, this gecwill discuss the recent historiography
of cartography, detailing the strong theoreticalfdation that exists for a constructivist
approach to maps and mapmaking. Important elenoénitgés approach include the
recognition that the concept of scientific accuracynapmaking is a modern invention

*® Turnbull 1996: 7.
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and the various ways in which maps, map productiod, map use can be said to exert
“power” on actors.

The past several decades have seen a move awayhiednaditional approach to
the history of cartography, which emphasized siierirogress and increasing accuracy
in modern mapmaking. This linear view dominatedftélel from its inception among
map collectors in the nineteenth century well ithi® second half of the twentieth
century. Since the 1970s, however, historians kaifeed their focus to the authorship,
power relations, and world-views in maps and maprelogies.

As pointed out in chapter 3, one of the first imptions of this move away from
the narrative of progress was the inclusion of mamyacts as maps that previously were
dismissed as non-cartographic. Another implicatidey-to this chapter—is that maps
have come to be seen as more than just represerstati reality, or “mirrors to nature,”
and instead are being studied in terms of theiraghmbent of, and influence on, how map
users view their world. This transition in appro&inepresented in essays and books by
authors explicitly studying the societal embeddedrend impact of maps (e.g., Harley
2001, Wood 1992, Klinghoffer 2006, King 1996, PekR004, Brotton 1997, Cosgrove
2001), in recent work on maps from particular adsuand historical periods (such as, for
example, medieval Europe: Woodward 1985; Edson Y12@id in the ongoing multi-
volumeHistory of Cartographyproject (Harley and Woodward 1987a, 1992, 1994,
Woodward and Lewis 1998; Woodward 2007d), whichdwgdicitly “moved away from
the positivist model toward the constructivist oféd’oodward 2000a: 33).

Thus, maps are no longer seen simply as “commuaitdevices,” to be judged
only in terms of their accuracy or efficiency imeeying geographic information to
readers. Instead, maps are studied as “socialrootisns” that potentially exhibit or
structure “power relations” and thus should be exanhas discourses or texts (Crampton
2001). Maps thus need to be decoded in the cootdkeir time, their intended purpose,
and their users, since map objects “are never aleutvalue-free or ever completely
scientific” (Harley 2001: 37).

Of course, this new approach to the history ofagagiphy has not been without
critics. In particular, some of the early versiafishis approach have been criticized for
going overboard in the effort to move away from d¢inepiricist approach: Sometimes
“maps are privileged as agents in their own rightfen maps are merely objects, not
actors (Edney 1996: 188). For example, CramptofXP@otes that J.B. Harley, one of
the pioneers of the constructivist approach to hiafory, was not able to finish his
work, formulate a viable research agenda arourad gngage more than superficially
with the social theorists that inspired him, sustFaucault and Derrida.

These critiques offer a useful check on the exgessinti-empiricism” possibly
suggested by Harley and others, and instead atbow more nuanced approach to maps
and their social effects. As maps are not themsedgents, we should instead consider
the “authorship” of maps as both cultural produtsi@and as the creations of particular
individuals or institutions (Crampton 2001), andrtask what the effects of those maps
and their use are. | outline a version of this apph later in this chapter, proposing a
particular relationship between map technology,niag@s created, and the nature of how
actors view space.

One of the key points made by the constructivigiragch to maps is that the very
concept of accuracy—the basis for the traditiorsatative of progress in mapmaking—is
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a modern Western invention, of questionable apipllitato other periods or cultures.
The traditional view “assumes a linear historicalgression and, moreover (somewhat
anachronistically), assumes that accuracy of measemt and comprehensiveness were
as important throughout the past as they have ioettie modern period” (Harley 1987:
3). As Wood puts it, “Accuracy . . . is not a maasthat standsutside our culturdy
which other cultures may be evaluated but, raibex,concept fromvithin our own
culture that may be irrelevant in another” (1992}.4n fact, modern notions of scientific
accuracy were only consolidated in the Europeargkt@nment period, and using such
standards in the study of other periods makes teake of applying “the modern way of
thinking to a portion of the past to which it doex apply” (Delano-Smith 2000c: 286).

The misleading nature of our typical fixation orc@@cy is illustrated in the
notion of a clear distinction between accuraterddie maps (seen as good) and
propaganda maps (seen as bad). Although some esswipgbropagandistic maps are
obvious,all maps elide certain aspects of the world and coctsérparticular
representation of space (Wood 1992). “It is theyekstinction between objective
cartography on the one hand and biased or propagaa@s on the other that may be the
problem,” as such a dichotomy hides the inhereascontext of every map (Pickles
2004: 45). The idea of inaccurate maps distorteadity “is misleading, suggesting as it
does the possibility of some kind of pure, undigdrepresentation” (King 1996: 18).

Thus, propaganda maps should not be treated ascapt®mn or as a different
class of object from “normal” maps. Instead, wechelook at all maps in terms of what
is included and excluded, whose interests are daweejected, and what social context
shapes and is shaped by the map. “To ask what asnaayl what it means to map,
therefore, is to ask: in what world are you mappimgh what belief systems, by which
rules, and for what purposes?” (Pickles 2004: 77).

Examining the actors, interests, and belief systendved in mapping allows us
to understand better the power that maps both septend operationalize. In particular,
two distinct forms of cartographic power can beidgiished. On the one hand, maps
clearly represent power relations in who producesuses them and what the conscious
goals and interests are in that production and@sehe other hand, implicit norms and
unguestioned practices of mapmaking can createeamniirce ideas about how human
space is structured, including its social and malitaspects. As Harley (2001) pointed
out, distortions of maps have been both consciogsapagandistic and also
unconscious—since “the content of maps is infludrmethe values of the map-
producing society” (63-65). Elsewhere Harley lalibbsse two forms of power as
externalandinternal to the map: the former referring to the abilitypattrons or powerful
individuals to make maps or promote mapping foirtben purposes, and the latter
denoting the way in which maps—often without thesmous intent of their creators—
influence how actors view their world.

Harley illustrated this difference with his disciagsof the “silences” on maps,
arguing that what isotdepicted on a map may be more important than vehdthius, he
considered both “those silences which arise frolibbeiate policies of secrecy and
censorship and . . . the more indeterminate sikernmeted in often hidden procedures or
rules” (Harley 2001: 84). When silences are duactepted cartographic practices and
norms, rather than conscious exclusion, neithectéators of the map nor its users are
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necessarily aware of the ways in which the mapeslgbme aspects of the world and
emphasizes others (more on this below).

The conscious form of power in maps has often veckmore attention, as it is
easily illustrated by maps that are clearly propalggtic and, furthermore, fits with the
common view of scientific maps as unproblematicespntations of the world. Although
this manner of power operating directly through piag is important, particularly in the
use of maps in the pursuit of interests by politezdors, sometimes those very interests
have been constituted by the indirect, or interpadyer of maps. In addition, studies of
the conscious use of mapping for political gainehasmetimes tended to overreach,
ascribing perhaps too much agency to early moddensrand states in cartographically
creating their world. For example, Harley can haaized for overplaying the role of
maps in state centralization, such as when he driina¢ maps were created directly “in
order to maintain the political status quo andgbeer of the state” (Harley 2001: 84).
There is no question that maps have been—and centinbe—used in such a political
fashion, but focusing too much on this consciowsafsmaps as a power resource shifts
our attention away from the internal power of cgréphy to structure how actors view
their world and their interests in it.

Thus, although “the most common understanding afguan cartography is that
it is external to its own practice”—that is, theeof maps as a source of social power—
the power internal to mapping constructs this vegfulness of maps as a political or
social tool (Harley 1989: 85). In general termsapm provide the very conditions of
possibility for the worlds we inhabit and the sultgewe become” (Pickles 2004: 5). The
internal power of maps to construct, reflect, agtlyrparticular worldviews thus
structures social and political interaction to grée unrecognized by—and
unrecognizable to—the traditional narrative of tiistory of cartography. Yet this
dynamic operates both historically and today.

Consider, for example, what a map depicts or leauesThe possibility of
constructing an “accurate” map at a one-to-onesdtas long been ridiculed by
imaginative author illustrating the fact that useable maps @eaysschematic
representations of the world and include only ¢erfizatures. Yet while we tend to see
modern maps as accurate—though not complete—repiediems of the objective world,
we may forget that there are always implicit dexisimade about what is “mappable.”
For example, in most of today’s maps, the feattod®e included are those defined as
permanent: topography, settlements, roads, and.séat the distinction between
permanent and temporary is at the margins an arpitme, and reflects an implicit norm
that values settled and built human space over ébhms of human activity (Pickles
2004: 63). The relationship between what is seempertant and what is mapped goes

9 Borges' ironic discussion of the construction #atdr abandonment of the “Map of the Empire which
had the size of the Empire itself and coincidedipoint by point” is probably the most famoust the
possibility—and absurdity—of creating a map so aamuthat it is at a scale of 1:1 is also discussed
Lewis Carroll and Umberto Eco, among others (Bor#30; Eco 1994)n fact, of course, even a 1:1
scale map would have difficulty including the thwdienensional, overlapping, or social features @fcsp
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both ways: As maps created in a particular waynadely used, the norm favoring the
importance of those spaces or features depictiisfurther reinforcef:

Another illustration of the ability of unconscioudes and norms of mapping to
express and enforce a particular worldview is thphalossyndrome,” whereby most
cartographic traditions have tended to construstdvmaps centered on their own realm
or a location of religious or social importance (ldg 2001: 71). This can be seen in
cartography from the many medieval Europgappaemundtentered on Jerusalem to
classical Chinese world maps centered on the Middigdom. Again, the implicit
importance accorded to one’s own location is opanatized in the construction of the
map, which can then be read back as an objectpetdm of the world, reinforcing the
centrality of one’s culture.

Thus, although a map is created by us, “througmitsnal power or logic the
map also controls us. We are prisoners in its apaiatrix” (Harley 1989: 85). The key
aspect of this internal power of maps, therefad¢he structuring of the spatial
imagination of map users. This is found in parécuh the reciprocal relationship
between a society’s mapping and its view of spagelationship which forms the subject
to the next section.

Il. Maps, Cartographic Technology, and the View 8pace

Space is understood in diverse ways in differettuoes, and mapping provides
one of the most important foundations for a paléicuiew of space. This section
elaborates on this central aspect of the interaadgp of maps, arguing first that space is
socially constructed and, second, that mappingoeaa primary factor behind this
construction of a view of space. Once again, teimahstrates the effect that cartography
has on ideas about space, which leads to furthiacylar effects on political ideas and
practices.

The idea of space as a construction is provideldebgbvre (1991), who was
among the first to point out that “(Social) spas@ i(social) product” (26). In other
words, space as we understand it is not an obgsatatural, or preexisting entity, but
rather is constructed by cultural and material ficas. Furthermore, spaces ard
“empty ‘mediums’, in the sense of containers didtinom their contents’—space itself,
not just what fills or takes place in space, isstorcted (87). In addition to being
subjective, our conception of space is not univdefssaery society . . . produces a space,
its own space” (31). Thus different cultures waiMe diverse understandings of space,
and hence different ways of seeing the world inclvhihey live.

The way in which space is viewed in a particulaniety is structured in part by
the character of that society’s cartography; in,fane of the primary aspects of the
internal power of maps is the simultaneous emboniraed enforcement of a particular
view of space. In short, maps both depict the warld also create a particular view of
space, or “scopic regime” (Pickles 2004). Thusartipular interest to this study of
change in international political ideas and pradits the fact that the change in
European mapping in the early modern period lezhtmges in how actors viewed space.

®1 Akerman (2002) examines this mutual reinforcenagmamic in the relationship between early-
twentieth-century road maps in America and the gqgtions people have of the importance of highways
versus other features of the landscape.

93



In other words, the development of modern mapporstituted not just a technological
change but also a “cognitive transformation,” singgs both fecord andstructure
human experience about space” (Harley and Woodd@8d@b, emphasis added). In
short, the relationship between maps and ideast @pace is reciprocal.

Parallel tathis relationship between maps and the view of spaige can theorize
a process involving causality, if we conceptuailtidguish mapmaking technology from
the maps created using that technology. Thus,ueatigat there are three relevant
cartographic/spatial features of a given society #nould be examined, in terms of their
causal and constitutive connectiongpping technologyhe maps createdand theview
of spaceAs these three factors are closely connected—wihigll discuss shortly—an
exogenously driven change in one will have effectshe other two. In the case of early
modern Europe, the changes in mapping technolabiola radical transformation, both
gualitative and quantitative, in the maps createtthat setting, which in turn had
important effects on the view of space held by

In its general form, this relationship is summadize Figure 4.1. As discussed
above, the relationship between the maps creatdthanview of space held by actors in
a society is reciprocal: Decisions about the fdnat tnaps take and the content depicted
(and not depicted) in maps are driven in part niew the mapmaker holds of what
constitutes human space (arrow 3 in Figure 4.13dufition, however, the maps that are
created shape actors’ views of space by emphagiarigular features of space, and
maps may also define the very basis for what s{ga@row 2). For example, is the
world seen as a geometric surface or as a serlessély connected places? The way in
which space is depicted in maps shapes this pevcept

62 My treatment of this general relationship builtsc@ncepts and ideas from many of the authorseof th
new approach to cartography, particularly Harle§0@®), Wood (1992), King (1996), and Pickles (2004).
Chapter 5 will build on this literature by applyittgese insights to territoriality and political hatity
claims.
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Figure 4.1: Technology, Maps, and the View of Space
Mapping
technology

Technology enables certain
mapping, disables others (1)

View of space may create
demand for new technology,
or a particular direction

to technological
development (4)

Maps shape, suggest, and
constrain view of space (2)

Maps . View of

created What form of map? space

What to include/exclude? (3)

4

Yet this relationship also includes the third faaibmapping technologywhich
has its own connections with the maps created &wl of space. Mapping technology,
defined broadly, refers to all the ways in whiclowtedge is applied to the drawing,
production, and even distribution of maps. The finsludes both ideas about how to
draw a map (survey or projection techniques imtleglern case, but other cartographic
traditions have particular methods for measuring) @epicting the world) and the
information that is available to be used in thendng of a map—that is, geographic
knowledge, whether accurate by our standards orTinat production technology of
mapping includes techniques ranging from manualfyy;ng manuscript maps to
printing technologies to modern digital map storgenats. Technologies related to map
distribution include the general technologies ahowunication of visual material. Thus,
the category of mapping technology incorporates laotvide range of technologies of
printing and communication as well as techniquetiqaar to cartography. Although
this may seem broad, in the case of early moderafean mapping, as discussed in the
previous chapter, the “revolution” in cartographyalved not just a change in the form
and content of maps but also an immense increabe inumber of maps in circulation—
both of which are consequential in explaining fla@sformation of European
conceptions of space.

Returning to the three-way relationship betweehnetogy, maps, and the view
of space, it is clear that mapping technology hdsext effect on the maps that are
created (arrow 1 in Figure 4.1). The techniqueda@va for mapping constrain the maps
that can be produced, in terms of both subjectenattcontent and the form that a map
can or cannot take. For example, as discussedapteh3, until the reintroduction of
Ptolemy’s instructions on the application of caldstoordinate systems (latitude and
longitude) to terrestrial mapping, maps produceBunope used a variety of approaches

95



to the depiction of space, all of them differeminfrour modern map projections. Yet
particular techniques not only make certain typgemap possible, they may also make
certain kinds of map impossible, in terms of acabjbity to a map maker or user familiar
with different technologies. The rapid disappeaeanicmany medieval map formats—
such asnappaemunéi-in the face of Ptolemaic mapmaking reveals thde¢any of

some mapping technologies to destabilize and underothers.

Although the link may be less obvious, there i® @sonnection running from
the view of space to mapping technology: A paréicwiew of space may lead to new
demands for mapping technology of a kind thatitth that view of space, or at least for
a further development of mapping technology aloergain lines (arrow 4 in Figure 4.1).
With the addition of this final link, we can seatlhe three factors are mutually
connected, if not directly reciprocal in every diren.

The relationship between these three factors iregoboth static mutual
reinforcement and a dynamic causal dimension. @ridimer, in the absence of
exogenous forces driving change in one or moré®three factors, this is a picture of a
static, mutually reinforcing process. For instarafgsent any exogenous drivers of social
or technological change, the maps that are creatddhe related view of space will
continue to reinforce each other, at the expensghefr forms of mapping or other ways
of conceiving of space. Once an exogenous charigeaged, however, it can directly or
indirectly drive the transformation of all threefars. In fact, there are numerous
potential exogenous drivers of change for all tlokthe features (originating in other
technological or social realms). For example, exogs forces with a direct effect on the
maps created include the resources available {tthpuechnology to use) and the
interests of actors powerful enough to make mapse-sfich interests served by
producing maps? What kind of maps? Exogenous drivechange in mapping
technology include a whole range of related tecbgiobl developments, the favorability
of the setting for technological innovation, andhimegent events of discovery or
innovation. Finally, while a society’s view of sgais strongly influenced by the mapping
tradition and its depiction of space, other factxsgenous to this process are also at
work, including religious doctrines about space atier visual depiction traditions (such
as perspective in the visual arts). Nonethelesgewogenous factors set in motion
change in mapping technology, maps, and the viespate, the relationships among the
three features will shape the direction and natfitee subsequent transformation in
each.

Although this relationship between the three factoay appear to be circular—
and does contain elements of reciprocal causgt@nticularly between the maps created
and the view of space—it can take oreeursivelycausal form. The addition of the
element of time means that an argument that mitjierevise be circular (all elements as
both cause and effect simultaneously) instead tgeracursively through timé causes
a change iB at timety, andB has an effect oA at timet;, and so on (Hassner 2007/08).
This recursive dynamic is evident in the relatiopgletween mapping technology, the
maps created, and the view of space (see arroysahd 4 in Figure 4.1, above). For
example, if an exogenous change in mapping tecggdlansforms the maps being
produced, this can set in motion a causal chaindperates through these reciprocal
relationships. As people are increasingly exposexhtl use these maps, they begin to
conceive of the world in a way that reflects th@ples behind those new maps. This,
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in turn, drives demand for changes in the technekgf mapmaking to enable the
creation of more maps along these lines, or magisetlen more effectively capture this
new or adjusted view of space. These changes modagy, finally, recursively cycle
back into enabling and encouraging the creatiomafe maps reflecting the new view of
space. As will be seen below in the case of eadglem cartography and understandings
of space, ideas about space and how to depiat iberun the actual technological
capabilities of mapmakers, driving demands for testiniques more fully
operationalizing the new view of space.

This distinction between the three elements is arilpanalytical, as in practice
the social features and technologies are oftemtwiteed, due to the socially embedded
nature of technology (Sassen 2002). As Castelsiputechnologyis society, and
society cannot be understood or represented wiiteteéchnological tools” (1996: 5).
Therefore, while my analytical scheme discussed@listinguishes between a purely
ideational feature (the view of space) and matenaéchnological features (the mapping
technology and the maps being created), empiricédlityhree can be considered as part of
a single “sociotechnical system” (Herrera 2006)a@e therefore can originate in ideas
or in technologies, but the result will be an iatgive and recursively transformative
dynamic among material and social features (Buff}0}2

This complex relationship between actors, theiagj@nd the representational
technologies they use builds on structuration hé@iddens 1984). This approach has
pointed out the way in which a mutually constitetrelationship can lead to recursive
transformations in both agents and structures. raateeate structures that simultaneously
constrain and incentivize their action, leadingrdvwee to change, rather than stasis
(Sewell 1992; Carlsnaes 1992)Exogenous forces for change theork throughthis
three-part relationship, as actors create and sdtaal and political structures.
Particularly in the case of multi-generational sfammations such as the invention and
implementation of territorial exclusivity, each geation may see stasis in structural
conditions while simultaneously altering later astatructural constraints. These
relationships are illustrated by the empirical sfanmation of medieval to modern space,
which forms the subject of the next section.

lll. The Transformation of the European View of Syuz

Different cultures and time periods have diversawa of space. Although such
ideas are never completely homogenous throughoultare, commonalities within a
tradition are apparent when one culture is compagadhst another. Particularly
important for this dissertation’s analysis is diffetiating the medieval European view of
space from the modern view, which still serveshasfindamental basis for our
contemporary understanding of the world. Just &is thie political ideas and practices
discussed in chapter 2, or the mapping technolatigesissed in chapter 3, it is far too
easy (and common) to read backwards from todayaasdme that actors in a previous
period shared our fundamental assumptions, ircsee about how human space is
structured. Thus, in order to highlight the earlydarn transition in how European actors
perceived of space, this section considers theviadig: 1) the way in which the world
was understood as a series of places in the laddIMiAges; 2) the modern view of the

%3 On the agent-structure debate, see also Adler; ID@sler 1989; Doty 1997; Wendt 1987; Wight 1999.
97



globe as a geometric surface; 3) the way in whiehciusal connections between
mapping technology, maps, and the view of spaceatgetin the early modern European
transition in ideas; and 4) the contrast betweemtbdern European view and the ways
in which space has been imagined in ancient aneWestern traditions.

lII.A. The medieval view of spacd&lthough the way that space is perceived in
any society is complex, and the European Middlesfaye no exception, there are two
key features of the medieval view of space thattmadrawn out: first, the world was
understood as a series of potentially uniglaeesrather than a geometrazeaor
expanse; and, second, space was understood ina@étime as much as distan¥e.

Medieval Europeans perceived the world as a sefipkaces, each with its own
(possibly incomparable) characteristics. “For thedmaval imagination, places were
charged with a positive sense of thickness, stgpdnd indivisibility. Space, by contrast,
was nothing but the empty ‘in between,” somethhmat bnly came into existence as the
distance separating two places, two significanbisodf reference” (Padrén 2004: 58).
This view of the world as a series of locationsv&lent both in the maps common at the
time and in the literary description of space (Whiwershadowed the visual, as discussed
in chapter 3). Itinerary maps schematized this wfdhe world as a series of places,
showing only the routes and the important placesgthose routes, with little effort to
depict their “accurate” geographic relationshipthvane another. The blank spaces on
itinerary maps did not represent areas to be fikathirough discovery (as modern spatial
understandings hold) but rather simply “portionsha space of representation that are
not inscribed upon” (Padrén 2004: 54). Many nonetary maps from the Middle Ages
also illustrate the place-focused view of the wpslgch as a 1460 map of France in a
manuscript concerning French royal genealogy (dysred and discussed in Serchuk
2006). It depicts the territory of France schenadlyc with the dominant features on the
maps being a large number of cities and towns ndarkeough relation to each other,
with no features in between.

Furthermore, the literary mode of knowledge, whdominated the visual in the
European Middle Ages, also highlights the medievaphasis on places over space.
Textual description easily fits with a view thatdenstands the world as a series of places,
as each location can be listed and carefully diesdrin writing without the need to
depict or understand the spaces in between (Grafi6g; Revel 1991). The famous
Domesday booé&f eleventh-century England, for example, is anagwsiive inventory of
the country—Dbut only exhaustive in terms of the reeal view of the world as a series
of places. The fundamental unit is a single lordanor, the entry for which lists the
resources, underlings, and tax assessment thditmed, although the overall survey is
organized geographically by county, the spacesinvitiose counties are conceived of
solely in terms of a set of distinct places, withgeographical referents or any note to
overall spatial extent.

In addition to the world being understood as aeseoif places, the medieval
understanding of the concept of space was builinn@as much adistance For

8 Although one scholar has argued that “It has gétet shown that there even was such a thing as a
‘medieval way of describing and representing theldidDalché 2007: 287), there is enough eviderice o
commonalities in how thinkers, political actorsdanthers in the Middle Ages understood their waold
enable us to posit a dominant, if not completelgnbgenous, medieval view of space.
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example, the words used for “space” often mearmadension of time: it was not until

the sixteenth century that the Spanish wesgaciocame to mean “planar extension,”

and that was only among a small group of eliteocmetphers and cosmographers (Padrén
2004: 51). This concept of space as a measurenefrielated to the understanding of
spatiality in medieval Christianity: for exampla,many works from the Middle Ages,
“time is visualized as a linear space through wiaichndividual’s life passes” (Delano-
Smith 2000b: 181). Even when the world was measspatially, the actual
measurements incorporated elements of time: fompla distance in the number of

days of travel or land area by the amount one mamptow in a day (Bauman 1998: 27,
Kula 1986). This combination of time and physicatahce to make up space is also
evident in the medievahappaemundiliscussed in chapter 3. These world maps depicted
not only a religiously inspired view of the shagele world—with places emphasized
often due to their religious importance—but alsoonporated historical events of the
Bible (Woodward 1985, 1987).

[11.B. The modern view of spaceOur modern view of space, and of our position
within it, is drastically different from that of rdival European®’ In short, the modern
conception sees space as a surface that is homogyegemmetrically divisible, and on
which different areas or places differ only quatiitely, not qualitatively. This stands in
stark contrast to the medieval view of the worlga®ries of unique places, related to
each other by linear routes of travel rather thagdometric coordinates. Of course, even
in the contemporary world this view is not compligteegemonic, as some actors may
conceive of space less along these lines thansothbis description—Iike that of the
medieval view above—is an ideal-type, which repmésa position on a continuum
toward which the views of most actors in the modeonld approach.

The geometric nature of modern space is inher&nttfidean and abstract, and
reduces three-dimensional reality to a flatteneattimensional understanding (Lefebvre
1991.: 285). This geometric understanding of spagelves a hew conception of
territory: “Territory becomes conceptually and ewastually emptiable and this presents
space as both a real and emptiable surface or stagiich events occur.” (Sack 1986:
87). In other words, the modern geometric undedstenof space sees the world as an
empty stage for human action, as space does netdmgvinherent moral or non-physical
character (unlike the medieval view of the worlchaseries oplaces each endowed with
particular moral or spiritual qualities). Neo-plaio philosophy of the Renaissance
incorporated this view, emphasizing “a PythagorB&tenic view of the mathematical
and geometrical structure of the universe” (Cosgrb®92: 75).

Along with the reduction of the human world to ageetric surface, space is
considered homogenous and qualitatively equival@ite increased spatial precision . . .
was often acquired at the expense of mentioniniga physical features and history”
(Sack 1986: 138). As Lefebvre argues, accordintpeanodern understanding, space
“appears homogeneous; and . . . [makdsabala rasa. . . of differences.” (Lefebvre
1991: 285). This is more than simply a change intaléy, however, as it can also lead
to changes in behavior: The homogenization inharetite Euclidian approach to space

% Or from that of other traditions and cultures, e¥hivill be discussed later in this chapter.
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“generates the silences of uniformity” by erasimggueness, making it possible that “if
places look alike they can be treated alike” (HaB@01: 98-99).

Thus, the world is understood as a potentially graptd homogenous surface on
which events occur and across which relationshipshbstract and geometric, rather than
as a series of places, judged by their moral durallimportance and connected by the
human experience of moving from one to another.

l1I.C. The cartographic revolution and the transfonation of spaceAs
discussed above, there exists a general relatiphsking mapping technology, the maps
created, and the view of space (summarized in Eigur). In the case of early modern
Europe, the transition from the medieval to the eradriew of space was in large part
driven by new developments in cartographic techgyldlew mapping techniques
enabled and drove the creation of new maps, whittrn shaped the view of space held
by Europeans, particularly as mass printing teabgnywbnd consumer demand drove the
huge increase in map production and U$e relationship between the maps created in a
society and the view of space is mutually reinfogciin the absence of outside forces for
change (such as major technological developmehtss.is clear in the case of medieval
cartography and the related view of space: ungilddrtographic revolution that began in
the fifteenth century, maps constituted—and werettuted by—a relatively static
medieval view of the world.

This relationship is evident in the way in whicle tmedieval understanding of
space as a series of places was both represerteipported by the major forms of
mapping:mappaemundiroute-based itinerary maps on land, and portolteants at sea.
Medieval worlds maps not only distort geographydio eyes) but also greatly
emphasize the importance of places over the spatetween them. Locations seen as
significant by the mapmakers are depicted completet of scale by modern
standards—cities are represented by huge imageallsf, towers, and churches, rather
than in modern maps where cities are merely pordtions or at most a strictly
delineated metropolitan area. Once again, theses maponly embody the medieval view
of the world; they also further cement that patacuvay of understanding space.

As discussed earlier, itinerary maps also illusttae emphasis on places over
geometric space in their depiction of the worlcga®llection of specific locations with
no importance accorded to the empty spaces in eetwer those using these maps,
moreover, these depictions would continue to suppermedieval understanding of
space since readers would focus on the placesdedland the human-defined routes
between them, rather than seeking to understamdgé&emetric location or the spatial
expanse upon which they are located.

Even the most apparently “modern” medieval maps-tetem charts used in
marine navigation—represent an extension of thiseréocused bias of itinerary maps, in
spite of their geometric appearance. These mapsitid the world in order to facilitate
navigation, overemphasizing coastal formationslandmarks and including no celestial
coordinate locations. Although the rhumb lines ueedavigation represent an infinity
of possible routes—thus turning the sea itself mtwe of a homogenous surface than a
series of places—space is still perceived as aefggitential linear “lines of travel”
between places (that is, the crowded list of cdéstations) rather than a truly geometric
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surface (Padrén 2004: 62). Actors using these nitapeefore, also continued to have the
medieval understanding of space reinforced.

Thus, all of these types of maps simultaneoushectdd the dominant view of
space and reinforced it by representing the worla fashion consistent with the
medieval view. So long as no major exogenous fonee inserted into this relationship,
the tendency of the medieval view of space andrthps created by those holding that
view to mutually sustain each other persisted.

With the changes in mapping technology driven leyrdiscovery of Ptolemy
and the invention of printing, however, a dynamengent was inserted into the
reciprocal relationship between maps and the viespace. “When the first printed maps
appeared in Europe in the 1470s, for example, begyn a process of profound change
in people’s experience of space” (King 1996: 22-d3)is change, of course, operated
through the production of new kinds of maps—andhuch higher numbers—and the use
of these maps by an increasing number of Européassort, “the [modern] world was
literally and figuratively structured based on regd and interpretations of maps”
(Pickles 2004: 92), while at the same time the graent of modern mapping was
driven by both technological changes and the recadrrelationship with the evolving
modern understanding of space.

The most important part of this technological drigéchange was, once again,
Ptolemy’s application of the celestial coordinatstem to the earth’s surface. This grid
system, or graticule, represented a major shifhfroedieval mapping techniques, which,
for all their variety, shared a common focus ortipalar human places and the travel
routes or moral relationships among them. This $ogas replaced by “the space-
equalizing and area-fixing properties of the gragt (Cosgrove 2001: 106). Cosgrove
sums the process up well:

The implications of representing earth space thnamginfinite array of fixed

points are more than merely instrumental. The gusgiflattens and equalizes as

it universalizes space, privileging no specificm@nd allowing a frictionless
extension of the spatial plot. At the same tinterititorializes locations by fixing
their relative positions across a uniformly scadadace. Its geometry is centric
only at the poles, which, practically speaking, thieleast accessible points on its

surface; otherwise it extends a nonhierarchic oeiss the sphere. (2001: 105-

106).

Thus, modern mapping’s homogenization of spacawasmmediate effects: first, it
reduces the ability of mapping itself to privilegree location over another; and second, it
makes the world a surface that can be divided gearakty.

On the first point, mapping according to Ptolengyfaticule was a shift toward
homogeneity of scal&he modern view of space as homogenous is masihe
because, unlike medieval mapping, Ptolemaic maps aainiform scale based on the
graticule. This means that “[e]ach point on the nsan theory at least, accorded
identical importance” (Harley and Woodward 1987@5% In fact, the arguments
extending from the sixteenth century through thespnt day over projections,
orientation, and map centering (ranging from niaetk-century disputes over the
location of the prime meridian to the late twertieentury debate over the Mercator and
Peters projections) illustrate that the Ptolemaapping technique itself has the potential
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both to be centered at any location on the glolgetarfit with numerous social or
political agendas.

For example, most Medievalappaemundbuilt as they were on the
diagrammatic T-O maps of the three old-world caerits, were inherently biased toward
centering at Jerusalem, or at least at some peantthe Mediterranean. This centering
was dictated by the cultural and moral importaraeded to this region by European
mapmakers of the Middle Ages. Ptolemaic mappingherother hand, can be centered
anywhere, as is illustrated by the efforts of Jasussionary Matteo Ricci to introduce
European mapping to China in the sixteenth centiter the first world maps he
presented to the imperial court displeased the €daimuthorities because they were
centered on Europe, he quickly produced anothdefdac map of the world with only
one difference—the map was centered on China. @bensl map proved to be far more
acceptable (Mignolo 1995: 219; Day 1995). Thus, ennanapping enables a view of
space that considers all points to be implicitliy@gwhether the location is a place of
great human importance (religious site, city, ed¢c.3imply a geometric point on the
earth’s surface.

The homogenization of space and its definition ge@metric surface measured
by the graticule has a direct implication on theenstanding of how space can be
divided: In short, geometric space can be divideahgetrically. Medieval space,
understood as a sequence of unique places (imanaity) or a collection of places (in a
mappamundi could be divided in non-geometric ways, as [gaae categorized or
separated by particular symbolic or qualitativerabteristics rather than simply by
location on the grid. The importance of Ptolemy'atgule, on the other hand, “was its
conceptualization in terms of geometrical rathantsymbolic principle” (Brotton 1997:
32). In the broadest sense, this meant that thielwould be divided by lines into
homogenous areas, replacing the notion that plamald be distinguished and
categorized by their qualitative characteristidse Tmplications fopolitical space and
authority—discussed in the next chapter—were eguahsformative.

Another important change enabled by the Ptolemaicvgas that the geometric
division of space makes it possible for even agetfunknown places to be claimed, so
long as they fall within the geometric division posed. The ability to conceive of space
in this way requires “a metrical geometry to représpace independently of events,”
which was provided by the Ptolemaic grid (Sack 1%8. Even if different parties have
diverse ideas about what lies in unexplored atbay, could agree on a geometric
division of spaces in a way that pre-Ptolemaic netbgies did not allow. Without
Ptolemaic cartography, in order to claim territonge had to describe it in terms of that
place’s characteristics. If later proved to be aquaate, this description could no longer
support a claim to those places. With a geometvisidn of space, however, the
accuracy of beliefs about what lay within unexptbageas was irrelevant to the
possibility of claiming them (King 1996). The impance of Ptolemaic mapping
techniques to this ability to understand new disti®s is revealed in the practices of the
early modern navigator, who used portolan charsdastal regions, “but if he wanted to
locate these coasts in relation to the known wanld make their position understandable,
he had to resort to ‘the manner of Ptolemy,” tisathe grid-based view of space (Dalché
2007: 330).
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Modern mapping, based on the graticule, was smantinot just in that it made it
possible to understand space as homogenous anctgeathy divisible. Perhaps more
importantly, modern mapping isableto depict space as anything other than
homogenous and geometric. In fact, the very naitiRrtolemaic mapping dictates this:
All modern mapping is founded on the ideal of teemetrically accurate depiction of
the curved surface of the earth on a flat planBe©Oideas of accuracy in depicting the
world—such as the medieval practice of highlightragticular places of religious or
cultural importance or the goal of portolan chawot$acilitate marine navigation by
overemphasizing coastal landmarks—are only searfexsor because of our modern
tendency to equate geometric accuracy with “sdiehtnapmaking (Crampton 2001).
This ideal of geometric accuracy has persistedutiite—and in some sense has driven—
the changes that mapping has undergone sincextieersih century in terms of
production, detail, surveying, and so on.

This process of the new mapping techniques altehagyiew of space took place
among more than just a narrow elite of Europearesodn early modern Europe, maps
rapidly became a tool used by the wider Europedntipto understand the changing
world that they inhabited. “Cartographic reasoms&é& have been so powerful a force
in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries tltainie to signify the most important forms
of reasonTo map was to think(Pickles 2004: 77, emphasis in original). Thust only
did map technology, and hence the maps producedgehdrastically, but so did the
relative effect of maps (in any form) versus ottyges of artifacts. In other words, in
early modern Europe maps were a particularly pawéattor in terms of their impact on
understanding the world.

Part of this may have been driven by the Renaigsainift from textual to visual
culture. This conventional interpretation, althoysgithaps overdrawn to some extent,
does capture the growing power of visual medidldi/pes during this period (Grafton
1992). Yet the shift was less a reduction in thpanance of textual argument or
knowledge and more the lending of greater authéoityre visual: “It is not that the huge
increase in graphics usurped the functions of thiéeem word, but rather that a new
idiom was added to the old” (Woodward 2007a: 12e fiew strength of the visual
language of maps was boosted by their practicdulmess: maps in early modern
Europe were “valued for their ability to operatehin a whole range of intellectual,
political and economic situations, and to give €hapd meaning to such situations”
(Brotton 1997: 19). As maps literally gave meartmghe changing world Europeans
perceived, they also altered actors’ understandirige nature of their world.

Furthermore, the quantitative increase in map prtdn during the Renaissance
was also an important foundation of the unprecestkeimpact of maps on European
views of space. As discussed in chapter 3, mapyataoh skyrocketed during this
period, with the end result that maps were muchenaoailable, at all levels of society,
than ever before. Beyond even those with exterillections of maps, middle-class
Europeans for the first time understood maps aen tise, thanks to the commercial map
printing houses of Italy and the Netherlands (Mjik506; Woodward 1996). The
“printing revolution” not only increased the quantof maps in circulation; it also
improved the ability to standardize the maps usetdistributed across Europe, creating
the conditions for the homogenization in how Eussgedepicted—and thus
understood—their world (Eisenstein 1979; McLuha62)9
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The effect of Ptolemaic cartography on the Europeew of space was so strong,
and so pervasive, that the ideal of the world mseasurable, geometrically divisible
surface outran the actual practices or even capedibf early modern cartography. The
understanding of the world as a grid where evergtguas a coordinate location was
instilled by the extensive use of maps based omgtaicule, long before accurate
measurements were actually completed. For exarapbeirate latitude measurements or
triangulation-based land surveys required moreuess (in terms of both finances and
training) than most public or private mapmakerseneilling to expend, leading to the
creation of maps based on inaccurate or estimagasdunes even after the technical
ability to improve them existed (Woodward 2000ankitz 1987). Furthermore,
cartographers lacked the capability to measureitiotg at sea—with the exception of
imprecise and exceptionally difficult celestial ebgmtions—until the invention of the
marine chronometer in the 1760s. Thus, althougtogeaphers were in practice unable to
fix locations according to the norm of coordinateséd accuracy, the normative belief
that accuracy of this type should be achieved neraered, and served to promote the
further technological developments that made sechracy finally possible in the late
eighteenth century.

Figure 4.2: Early Modern Technology, Maps, and the View of Space
Mapping
technology
(1) new developments in
mapping tech: Ptolemaic grid,
projection methods. Printing

technology increases
circulation of maps.

(4) modern view of space demands
increasing accuracy (according to
modern norm) and detailed
mapping of whole world.

This drives further

tech. developments

(2) new maps, and increasing use of
maps, shapes a geometric view of
space, disabling other views of space

Maps View of
reat <
created (3) modern view of space demands space
more maps in Ptolemaic vein,
undermines legitimacy of non-
Ptolemaic mapping traditions

4

Figure 4.2 illustrates the dynamics that followlkd teintroduction of Ptolemy in
Western Europe. The rediscovery of Ptolen@y&ographyin Europe in the fifteenth
century led to the creation of maps based on Imeiptes of latitude-longitude
coordinates and projection techniques (technologes what maps are created [1]).
This eventually led to a view of space in which wld is seen as geometrically
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calculable and divisible (maps shape the view ategd?2]). This geometric view of space
in turn both drove further mapping efforts with segechniques (the view of space
suggests what to map, and how [&)dcreated demands for improving the ability to
create maps according to the developing standdrstsentific accuracy, using
mathematical surveying techniques (the view of spaftuences the direction of
technological development [4]).

In this case, the static mutual reinforcement oflienval mapping technology,
maps created, and the view of space was convertea idynamic recursive relationship
by the exogenously driven initial changes in mag@nd map production technologies.
Once the technologies began to change, this latesformed the maps created, which
still later altered Europeans’ view of space. Buiggthe recursive relationship full circle
is the influence that the new view of space hatherdirection of technological
development, driving further advancements in teofriSuclidian accuracy and
worldwide cartographic coverage. This is an exampldeas outrunning technology, as
the ideas about geometric accuracy in mapmaking weven by the initial technical
developments even before the actual ability to cohdccurate surveys had been
achievedThese further technological developments, of cqurezely allowed for the
creation of even more maps that effectively captiihe Ptolemaic ideal, thereby further
strengthening the modern view of space, and sinserting the element of time into the
relationship converts a static reciprocal relatiopsnto a recursive causal one.

Of course, in the absence of any major exogenausrdrof change in any of the
three factors at work, the recursive relationshgymettle into a mutually reinforcing
stasis. The modern view of space, for instancetjmoes to be constituted by the maps
produced in our society, and vice-versa, in spitde continual transformation of the
technology of map production. This is because¢lkbrnological developments in
cartography from the Enlightenment forward haveegto reinforce, rather than
undermine, the Ptolemaic ideal of geometricallyuaate mapmaking. None of the
improvements in surveying, printing, or even adrnaging alter the fundamental
understanding of our world as a geometric surfaxstead these developments have
allowed the maps created to approximate more gldkat Ptolemaic ide&f

[11.D. Non-Western Mapping Traditions and Views @pace.The early modern
shift in the view of space described above is paldr to European technology, maps,
and society. Although this mapmaking tradition #melconcomitant view of space
eventually came to dominate the globe—following Bugopean political and military
expansion throughout the modern period—other cedthiave had very different maps
and very different views of space. Of key impor&atae my argument is the way in which
non-Western mapping traditions, in spite of beirgywvell developed, lacked the key
ingredient that drove the shift to the modern vadvgpace in Europe: the Ptolemaic
graticule. This meant that the maps created ireteesieties did not lead to the geometric
understanding of space, and hence the homogemazsattierritory, in the way that early
modern European mapping did. As will be discussadare detail below, there is a key
difference between a mapping tradition that malsesai a generic grid and the

% Contemporary and future developments in mappiclrtelogies and their potential social and political
impact are discussed in the conclusion to thisediaton.
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Ptolemaic reliance on the graticule, or grid tieaelestial coordinate location. Without
attempting an exhaustive review of non-Western rimagpaditions, the following
paragraphs will summarize some key points concgreaveral well developed mapping
traditions that illustrate the way in which the neaoa European map created a unique
view of space.

The Roman empire was in some ways a civilizatiamakestor to early modern
Europe, and ancient Romans did have some mapg@diidns. Maps were used
extensively for property allotment and as ownershgords, particularly in newly
colonized areas (Kain and Baigent 1992). Furtheemitie basis of Roman land mapping
in a grid system gives it a very modern appearasoe might make one think that this
mapping tradition would yield a geometric conceptid space similar to the modern.
The Roman grid system, however, was very diffefem the Ptolemaic graticule, in that
the Roman mapping tradition divided land up onlthsis of square measures not linked
to a celestial coordinate system or to the glob& w&kole: instead it was based on “a
scale of fixed distances with no reference to the sf the whole earth as determined by
astronomical calculation” (Edgerton 1987: 24).

The absence of the link between terrestrial locatind celestial coordinates
meant that the major ideational impact of moderppireg was absent: without the fixing
of all places into a predetermined grid of coortirlacation, space is not homogenized
to the same degree, and is not knowable or claenalihe absence of actual
observation. Land is divided by linear square messsibut only after being conquered,
observed, and possibly cleared. When compared stgaimdern European colonial
divisions of territory—based on the Ptolemaic gnae and its geometric conception of
space—Roman divisions of land took much more adcollocal human and geographic
features. Modern divisions and claims, such asliision of the American west by
cartographers in the late 1700s, were made on g&nhanknown territory in a way that
took little account of local conditions (King 1998-69). The tendency to make such
claims and divisions without any local knowledgeigy enabled by the use of
cartographic system based on a global coordinadewhich gives every place—known
and unknown—a fixed point location.

Outside of local land mapping and property delitiota moreover, Roman
cartographic and literary traditions yielded a &an” conception of space: space was
understood in terms of lines of travel, not spagigdanses (Talbert and Unger 2008).
“Space itself was defined by itineraries, sinosas through itineraries that Romans
actually experienced space; that is, by lines andy shapes” (Whittaker 2004: 76). The
geometric approach of land surveyagrimensoresdid not extend outside of their
narrow field and did not define how Roman rulergitizens imagined their world.

Traditional Chinese cartography illustrates somthefsame key contrasts with
modern European mapmaking and the resultant viespate. Even in early imperial
China, maps were used extensively by governmemtsemlars (Yee 1994b). Yet
mapmaking did not undergo cumulative “progresstemmns of accuracy, mathematical
basis, or sophistication, but rather continueduglothe early modern period to include a
variety of map types and characteristics (Yee 1984an and Ledyard 1994). In several
ways, traditional Chinese cartography and map ifg&ed from that of modern Europe
and hence did not have the same effects on thi#aesuiew of space. First, throughout
the period of traditional Chinese cartography (peedating the adoption of Western
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mapping techniques), map images remained reliatéxdoal material to be useful. Maps
themselves contained “little quantitative infornoati and were “not meant to be used
alone but . . in conjunction with text” (Sivin ahddyard 1994: 29; Yee 1994D).

Although some ancient Chinese maps involve a gistesn, the effects of the
graticule in the West are not apparent in thisme&br several reasons. First, maps with
grids appear to be the exception rather than the neven into the period after contact
with Western mapmakers (Yee 1994b). Furthermosg,gs in many Roman maps, the
grid present on traditional Chinese maps was mpatacule and was not linked to a
system of coordinates. Unlike the Ptolemaic grat tinks all points on the earth to each
other and geometricizes space, on Chinese mapsdtrere grid seems to have been
superimposed arbitrarily on a given area of interd$us, “map space was not treated
analytically in China; points were located not lmpinates, but solely by distance and
direction” (Yee 1994c: 124). The ideational effects graticule-based mapping were
absent: “Chinese mapmaking was resistant to thetitt space should be homogenized
to aid quantification. Chinese mapmakers remairededy aware of locality” (Yee
1994d: 228). Once again, the key shift driven lyldPhaic mapping was absent from this
mapping tradition.

The well-developed mapping tradition of the Islamvarld also illustrates the
way in which European mapping technologies of gm¢yenodern period uniquely
combined the many elements required to transfoeutiderstanding of space. Only in
early modern Europe was the mathematical coordsatem combined with the visual
depiction of that system in maps and their widéritistion and use. The divergences
between Islamic mapping and that of early modenmop®i are particularly interesting
because, as discussed in chapter 3, one of theigggrs for the transformation of
European cartography was the “rediscovery” andstegion of Ptolemy’sGeography
which had been available and widely read in Ardbicenturies.

Yet in several key ways, Islamic mapping closeberables that of medieval
Christendom. Maps were almost exclusively in manpstorm, with little or no printed
cartography—in spite of the knowledge of Chineseklprinting techniques
(Karamustafa 1992a). In addition, similar to medieiurope, there was no specific word
for map there were few if any individuals or institutioesgaged exclusively or
specifically in cartography, and maps were extrgmade (Harley and Woodward 1992).
Even in the Ottoman empire—potentially more linke@arly modern European
practices—Iland ownership was recorded in writtedasgers rather than maps, property
disputes were resolved in courts without visuasashd the routes for the state’s official
courier network were recorded in verbal itineraney (Karamustafa 1992b). All of
these practices reflect the greater authority iatiein textual knowledge compared to
visual.

One key divergence between the geographic knowletigeedieval Christendom
and that of the contemporaneous Islamic world Wwedull awareness in the latter of the
geographical work of Ptolemy. This went beyondrtiexre presence of a few copies of
the Geographyin isolated libraries: Ptolemy’s work was widelyadeand very influential
in terms of his list of coordinate locations of¢#a in the ancient world. Yet “the link
between Ptolemy’s mathematics and actual map ptiaiuseems never to have been
made” (Tibbets 1992: 95). In other words, althotfghmathematical basis for
understanding the world as a homogenous, geonsgiaice was present, without the
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translation of this knowledge into a widely usesudl form, it appears that the societal
effect on how actors view space is limited. Only tartographic revolution of early
modern Europe combined the mathematical understgradiplaces as located on a
coordinate grid covering the entire globe with Wisual depiction of that understanding
in mapsandthe printing-driven explosion in map productiorstdbution, and use.

We can see the ideational power inherent in moHeropean cartography by
examining the effect it can have when introducéd aculture with very different
cartographic technologies and spatial understasdinghe second half of the nineteenth
century, western mapping was introduced wholesafiam (Thailand) from the top
down, as a reforming series of kings used Europeapping techniques and brought in
European mapmakers. This process, which demorsgatee of the same dynamics as
what occurred centuries earlier in Europe, illustsahe power of Ptolemaic mapping to
change the view of space (Thongchai 1994).

Before the mid-nineteenth century, Siamese maprgatontained several loosely
connected traditions, varying from cosmologicaatmeents of the Buddhist universe to
itinerary-based depictions of terrestrial spaceesBwvisual depictions of the world
reflected—and supported—various conceptions ofespatof which lacked the
homogenizing character of the Ptolemaic grid. Kiegna IV (r. 1851-1868) was
personally involved both in importing Western astrmy and cartography and in making
astronomical observations and measurements hinkislefforts were resisted by other
Siamese elites, but eventually led to the creatfageographic educational and
governmental institutions. The power of modern niagjies in the ability of its users to
undermine and destabilize other forms of geograkhisviedge: once the Ptolemaic grid
has been imposed on the world, other understandinggace are made untenable:

A modern map . . . dismisses the imaginary andegla@pproaches to the profane

world. It constitutes the new way of perceivingepand provides new methods

of imagining space which prevent the ‘unreal’ inmegion and allow only
legitimate space to survive after the decoding @sec. . . Modern geography had
the potential to drive itself to usurp those prdjgsrof the indigenous knowledge,
asserting itself as a new channel of message tiasism. . . . In short, modern
geography took advantage of the overlapping dontainsake the indigenous
language unstable, or ambiguous, and then proptssdidas a new way of

signifying those terms (Thongchai 1994: 55, 61).

Thus the previously dominant views of the worlchasacredly ordered space were
replaced by the modern notion of space as a honoogegiobal expanse which can be
divided up geometrically. The case of Siam illustsathe clear direction of the
relationship between the mapping technology, thpswaeated, and the view of space:
Western mapping technology was introduced fromapeleading to the creation of new
maps based on these techniques and only muchHatendespread adoption of a
geometric understanding of space. The fact thatiba@ern view of spadellowedthe
introduction and use of these maps is demonstiatélde decades of resistance to
modern mapping by elites—had the view of spacequled the technology, Rama IV
would have had no trouble introducing the new magpechnologies and institutions.

Yet the Siamese case was not just an acceleratsidvef the process that
occurred in Europe centuries earlier. Modern magppias introduced wholesale into
Siam, and although it was resisted by local elitesas also backed not just by the
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reigning monarch but also by the outside pressoir&siropean colonial powers. The
British and French not only made extensive useabsrin their dealings in the region,
but also came in with a fully developed modern vagpace, which structured their
interaction with Siamese leaders, even when therlaad a different understanding of
the world. Thus the tendency of modern cartograplshift the view of space toward the
abstract, geometric, and homogenous was accelexaterkinforced by other political
pressures.

In the early modern European case, on the othat, la@iiough the technological
driver of the transformation of spatial understagdivas present (in the form of
Ptolemaic mapping), there were initially no poliipowers exhibiting and enforcing this
view. Instead, the process was internal to Eurogearety, with one important
exception: while Ptolemaic mapping immediately mpdssible a new way of
understanding the world, it was the European cal@pansion to the new world of the
Americas that created demand for this geometriw wespace. This process is the
subject of the next section.

IV. The Colonial Reflection of Geometric Space

As discussed in chapter 3, the early modern expartdi European powers
involved the extensive use of mapping for naviggtmmmercial promotion, and
territorial division. Some of these uses, moreoware exhibited first in the colonial
sphere, before such practices appeared for dealthgspaces within Europe. As this
section will argue in more detalil, it was the vaged to divide, claim, and assign the
unknown spaces of the New World that drove thé @isg of the newly available abstract
mathematical and geometric methods for understgrgpace. The perceived empty
spaces of the Americas—and “discoveries” in otlm@r-Buropean parts of the world—
couldonly be comprehended, negotiated over, and competegsiiog an abstract
conception of space built on mathematical cartdgyalyet this abstraction of space in
the colonial realm had effects back in Europehascartographic practices—and spatial
understandings—first used outside of Europe weeatenally applied within Europe as
well.

Thus, although the introduction of new mapping texdbgies in Europe made a
new geometric understanding of space possiblegettieology on its own merely
enabled this view of space. The near-simultaneang §imilarly contingent) events
surrounding the discovery of the New World andEueopean expansion therein
demanded the use of these technologies and theatpm of an understanding of space
as geometrically divisible and homogenous. Of cauas the case of Siam discussed
above illustrates, a society may shift toward angetnic view of space without this
attempt to deal with the unknown. Yet in early mmdéurope, this expansionary
demand for geometric thinking worked in conjunctiith the new mapping
technologies to enforce and later reinforce theswiln short, without the new
technologies of Ptolemaic mapping, the geometricsiain of space was not possible;
without the colonial expansion into the unknowrg gfeometric view of space would not
have been demanded.

This section will discuss, first, the process whgrexpansion into the heretofore
unknown Americas demanded the linear division éxlraction of space and, second,
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the way in which the new geometric understandingpaice reflected back to intra-
European ideas and practices.

IV.A. The demand for abstract spacHistorians of cartography have exposed the
ways in which colonial expansion was at least irt paabled by contemporary
developments in modern mapping. Harley, for instapoints out that maps were used as
“the weapons of imperialism” by claiming land ahedicctual conquest and by
legitimizing conquest during and after the factq2057). Yet the interaction between
colonial expansion and mapping was more complex thig, as the expansion of
European awareness and conquest actually creakemhandor the use of the modern
tools of spatial abstraction represented by Ptolemapping. Thus, just as maps were
useful tools for achieving imperial goals, so taasvimperial expansion a driver of the
expanded use of mapping and of the imposition @ctncomitant view of space as a
geometric, divisible surface. We can see this ey in which the previously unknown
spaces of the New World required an abstract cdrmsepf space in order to be
comprehended, explored, and claimed.

The “discovery” and increasing exploration of Angarin the 1490s and early
1500s was not easily incorporated into Europeagm@ggdic and cosmological thinking.
In particular, there was confusion among Europesitigal powers and intellectuals as
to whether what had been encountered were knovia pbAsia (as Columbus believed),
a previously unknown area attached to Asia, orrdinedy unknown land unconnected to
the known world of the ancients formed by Europkica, and Asia. It was not until
fifteen years after Columbus’ first voyage that finst clear and widely influential
statements of the “New World” character of the disries were made (O’Gorman
1961). Among these statements were world maps tilgpimerica as a distinct
continent separated by oceans from both Asia amddeu

Ptolemaic mapping, in fact, offered a particularbeful means of integrating
these and other discoveries with the existing kedgé and belief structure of
Europeans, which was primarily built on classiagad anedieval authorities: “the graticule
offered the flexibility of assimilating and integireg ancient authority [of Ptolemy] with
empirical discovery” (Cosgrove 2001: 107). Thusdiszovery of lands completely
unknown to the ancients—whose texts were still sseauthoritative in most fields of
knowledge—could be incorporated into the grid systiescribed by Ptolemy in spite of
his complete ignorance of these places. Not only thiss incorporation possible with the
Ptolemaic graticule, but it would have been impalssivithout it: medieval traditions of
mapping did not portray the unknown as abstractgtgirspaces to be filled in as
discoveries were made.

Take, for example, the evolution of medier@ppaemundiluring the fifteenth
century. A famous world map by Fra Mauro from 14%%ally offers a much more
realistic depiction of Europe thamappaemunddf preceding centuries. In addition, it is
able to incorporate the possibility that the Atlarsind Indian Oceans meet at the
southern tip of Africa. Yet with its continuing ueéJerusalem as the approximate center
of the map, and the absence of any graticule itidg#hat this image only includes half
of the spherical earth, there is literally no spacailable for the insertion of the
discovery of the New World. For this tradition obsd map, the map structure itself
precludes the addition of new continents (Cosgi®@2). Grid-based world maps, on
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the other hand, illustrate the usefulness of thve mapping techniques, as the Ptolemaic
graticule made it possible to inserthatevedandmass the mapmaker believed to exist in
a particular location defined by coordinates. TB8 8egrees of longitude enabled a
Ptolemaic map to encompass the whole globe, knmdruaknown, in one image.

The perception of the Americas as a completely Mé&wld, previously unknown
to contemporary Europeans or to classical authossgred an understanding of the
continent as a space empty of the kinds of spegifices, with moral or human
characteristics, that defined t@ebis Terrarum or the world known to Europeans. “The
emerging new world did not appear as a new enentyadiree spaceas an area open to
European occupation and expansion” (Schmitt 200R: Bhis perception of emptiness
demanded a new way of conceiving of space, provigetthe cartographic tools of
Ptolemaic mapping. Divisions of space in stricthehr terms appeared, first in the series
of papal bulls and the Treaty of Tordesillas dimglthe non-European world between
Spain and Portugal, and subsequently in furtheli@tp cartographic claims such as
charters to English North American colonies (Sch2003; Sack 1986). Practices such
as these not only represented a geometric concepitispace but also reinforced the
view that the world is linearly dividable. (Chapgefurther explores this dynamic with
regards to political authority.)

IV.B. Geometric space reflects back onto Eurofyet the homogenization and
geometricization of space in the New World représemore than an example of
European colonial powers imposing their understagglon conquered peoples and
spaces. After all, within Europe during this pergphce was still predominantly
perceived in the medieval fashion, as a colleatibunique places related by human
experiences. It was ondfterthe geometric view of space had been imposed and
solidified in the New World that this same conceptcame to be applied to the European
continent, homogenizing space therein. The foll@aparagraphs explore this idea of
colonial reflection more fully, examining the inthaction of practices and ideas into
European understandings of their own continentatsphat first were used or
conceptualized in the colonial world.

The idea of colonial practices and conceptiongotifhg back into Europe after
their invention and use overseas is not entirely.ieFor example, Hannah Arendt
(1966) sees the origins of twentieth-century ttaaknism in the racism and
expansionism inherent in nineteenth-century imfisra In short, colonial practices
eventually made their appearance within Europe“lmamerang effect,” to the shock of
a society of states accustomed to more “civilizedins of conflict among themselves.

More directly related to the case of the early modeansformation of space,
O’Gorman contends that the Columbian encountettiamdubsequent “invention” of
America as a New World by Europeans not only shaipex understanding of the
heretofore unknown parts of the world, but als@nestructed their conception of the
world as a whole and the place of Europe with{®iGorman 1961). Schmitt echoes this
point, arguing explicitly that the encounter witimArica “initiated an internal European

" This concept is partially inspired by, but distiftrom, Taussig’s notion of a “colonial mirror wihic
reflects back onto the colonists the barbarityheirt own social relations, but as imputed to theage or
evil figures they wish to colonize” (Taussig 19845).
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struggle for this new world that, in turn, led to@w spatial order of the earth with new
divisions” (Schmitt 2003: 87). Similarly, Anghie@@4) notes that colonial practices
were fundamental to the creation of modern intéonat law among sovereign states.

Another important example of the colonial origirfissoiropean ideas and
practices is the modern concept of nationalism:eksdn’s famous argument about the
construction of nations as “imagined communitiessts on a similar logic. He argues
that modern nationalism appeared first in Amens,in Europe: “Out of the American
welter came these imagined realities: nation-staggaiblican institutions, common
citizenships, popular sovereignty, national flagd anthems, etc., . . . In effect, by the
second decade of the nineteenth century, if ndieeaa ‘model’ of ‘the’ independent
national state was available for pirating” (Anderd®91: 81).

In the case of European conceptions of space,stinvthe expansion to the New
World that Ptolemaic, geometric, homogenous spaefisst applied, but this set of
intertwined technologies, ideas, and practices dtatkr reflect back onto intra-
European space as well. The internal logic of ¢ghid-based view of space, in fact,
dictates that imusteventually also be applied to European space:ridiecgle, as a
whole-globe covering grid, decrees that if it ipkgd to the understanding ahy part of
the world, it must be applied &l of the world as well. After describing the New Wbrl
in terms of latitudes, longitudes, and the georoefpiaces within, it directly follows to
incorporate the Old World into the same grid. SiBoeopean space had long been
understood in a different fashion—as a collectibaoroque places—the application of
geometric space to Europe did not occur immediabelyrather progressed in a
piecemeal fashion over the subsequent severalreestu

This reflection of the geometric view of space banko Europe can also be seen
in the adoption of the cartographic practices ématble and enforce such an
understanding, first in the Americas and subsedyénEurope. For example, the first
governmental institutions created to generategcylnd keep secret cartographic
information were the respective Spanish and Podsgiodies for managing their
empires (as discussed in chapter 3). Furthermioee$panishelaciones geograficas
were first used to request information about tHeres, and subsequently applied to
information-gathering within peninsular Spain (@ih964). In practices as well as in
ideas, therefore, the colonial application of Rtudéc space preceded—and suggested—
the conceptualization of European space as geanastrvell.

V. Conclusion: The Hegemony of Geometric Space

This geometric view of space has gone on to domihatv all modern societies
understand their world. The hegemonic power of plaidicular view of space—which, as
discussed above, merely represents one among neasippities—is accounted for by
two categories of explanations. First, there aasaas for this dominance based on
features intrinsic to the modern geometric vievgdce; these suggest some
generalizable dynamics of how one view of spacepeesh aside others. Second are
reasons behind the dominance of the modern viespate that were contingent and
resulted from particular features of the socialteghinto which this view was
introduced—in other words, contextual reasons ierddpnt of the character of the
modern view of space.
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V.A. Hegemonic characteristics of the modern viefvspace Reasons behind
the dominance of the geometric view of space bagezharacteristics inherent to this
view are particularly important, not only for exjplsmg the historical trajectory of how
modern societies came to understand their worldalsoe because they offer possibly
generalizable causal arguments about why a paatieigéw wins out. This, in turn, also
offers us some suggestions about the possibiliti@modern view of space being
undermined today by contemporary technologicalsouial developments. In short, the
modern view of space has had a comparative advantrgus other understandings of
the world, based on its conception of space as genuwus.

One characteristic of Ptolemaic mapping—and ofntloglern view of space that
accompanies it—that favors its adoption is the wayhich it has a “movable center,”
rather than one dictated by the mapping technilyignolo 1995: ch.5). Thus, although
modern cartography and geometric space were Wastgrntions, they can be adopted
and made to “work,” so to speak, for any actor amgre. A typical world map of any of
a number of projections can be centered at anyt ptong the equator, or even at the
poles with different projections. By equalizing pdints on the grid, the modern view of
space can paradoxically fit with any society’s wustinding of its centrality in the world.

The example of sixteenth-century Jesuit missioiMagjteo Ricci in China,
discussed above, illustrates the mobility of theteeof the map: His second world map,
centered on China, was equally Ptolemaic and gaied) (and hence equally functioned
to homogenize and geometricize space for thoseushd it) as the first map, centered on
Europe, but the second was acceptable to Chinikes iel a way that the first was not.
Consider, on the other hand, if Ricci had triethtcoduce a medievahappamundio the
Chinese imperial court: there would be no way toeeter the map on China within the
structure of such a map, which was based on piasipf the moral and religious
importance of places to Europeans.

Similarly, the nineteenth-century disputes over ighte locate the prime meridian
(i.e., zero degrees longitude) involved a contestray leading European states over
whose territory the line should intersect. Althowgktandard was eventually settled on at
Greenwich, England, this only occurred becausenat®nal shipping was already using
it; the mapping technology and the geometric woddld accommodate any prime
meridian (Cosgrove 2001).

Beyond celestial coordinate location, the primasams for creating maps in the
early modern period—triangulation-based surveyingud also begin at any zero point
and expand outward, again making it possible fgr@oint on the earth’s surface to be
the origin and ostensible center of the map. Tleeseacteristics made modern mapping
and its concomitant view of space potentially ataele to any and all actors, no matter
their geographic position, since this technologg discourse simultaneously equalizes
all locations and allows each society to perceiselfiat the center. Thus modern
mapping has its hegemonic power not in that it idiately places one group or set of
interests above another; instead Ptolemaic cagbgrhas the “ability to involve varied
interest groups in a single discourse” and thusVigles a uniform framework in which
disputes can be conducted” (Kivelson 1999: 84) nEagdifferent actors argue in favor
of a particular center or meridian, they haveralplicitly agreed to the fundamental
structure of graticule-based cartography, and hadopted the geometric view of space.
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Not only is the modern view of space able to beptathto any and all geographic
centers, it is also inherenttjjobal and homogenizing. In this sense, once such aigiew
applied to any part of the world, it logically fols that it should be applied to all parts
of the world. This was discussed above in termb®fapplication of geometric space to
the New World first, later followed by a similaraige in the understanding of European
space as well. This can also be seen in non-Weséses, such as the elite-driven
adoption of Western cartography and space in Smatimel nineteenth century (Thongchai
1994). As modern maps were adopted and local spaterstood in terms of geometric
relationships rather than moral and religious ingrace, the perception of the rest of the
world was simultaneously altered to reflect theldrased view of the globe.

In sum, due both to the capability of the modeeswof space to be centered
anywhere and to its logical extension to the emfiobe, this particular way of
conceiving of space had several distinct advantagesother, more particularistic and
culturally centered modes of understanding the avdrhus, the implication for our
contemporary world is that it would be very diffictor this view of space to be
dislodged, now that it has been globally dominantskeveral centuries. Although this
possibility will be explored further in the Concios to this dissertation, two points
should be emphasized here: First, due to the amhnhature of this cartography and
understanding, any decline in the political, mryteor cultural dominance of the West
need not necessarily lead to a decline in this g&wounderstanding of space, even
though it was a Western invention and, in part,est&rn imposition. Any other new
global center is equally capable of situating fteethin the Ptolemaic grid. Second, so
long as the dominant view of any part of the wasl@uilt on this geometric,
homogenous understanding of space, the rest efahd will also be understood in the
same way, due to the whole-earth nature of thecgtat

V.B. Contextual circumstances favoring the moderiew of spaceln addition
to these explanations for the dominance (and persgie) of the modern geometric view
of space based on the specific character of tleat,\there are also a number of reasons
for the dominance of geometric space that are fanmontingent features and events of
the historical context of early modern Europe. tFofall, in the most general sense, the
changes involved in the shift to modern cartogragingy the modern view of space
formed part of the social, technological, and jprditchanges that together constitute the
transition to modernity. For example, the earlyalepments in Ptolemaic cartography
were driven by, and dovetailed with, the Renaissaenbination of new learning and
classical authorities. Later, cartographic develepts and the geometricization of space
mirrored general trends of the scientific revolatand the Enlightenment—seen, for
example, in the obsession with complex geometritfiwation designs (Lynn 2003: 119)
and in the culture of quantification and measurenfierangsmyr, Heilbron, and Rider
1990; Headrick 2000).

Furthermore, the increasingly geometric view ofcgpaas driven by its close
links to those in power, particularly certain Eugap rulers who, both using maps and
influenced by them, increasingly conceived of spatstractly and authority in territorial
terms. The colonial expansion of European powes ebincided historically with the
cartographic revolution, a concurrence that, asudised above, created much greater
demand for the geometric and abstract understaraditige world and the use of modern
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mapping to depict it as such. Finally, European geywwith the modern view of space,
were militarily and politically dominant over muci the globe until the early twentieth
century, for reasons having little to do directlghncartography. Thus, in some cases the
Western abstract view of space was directly impdsezligh administrative and cultural
imperialism. Moreover, non-Western actors oftenpaield the geometric view of space
and its cartographic tools even without being diygforced to do so. For example, the
king of Siam forced modern mapping and the related of space on his country in the
face of elite resistance. Although not imposed iogadl European rule, this modernization
project would almost certainly not have been urakem had Siam not been literally
encircled with expansionist European colonial p@aesing modern mapping technology
and operating according to the modern view of space

While these historically particular factors and dibions may not be easily
generalized to apply to the possibility for contemrgry change in views of space, they do
suggest some of the types of contingent eventdaaors we should look for today
(something that is examined in detail in the Cosidn). Several of them do point out,
however, the importance of the links between praltpower and authority and the
transformation of the view of space. These conoastform the subject of the next
chapter.
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Chapter 6
Ideational Effects of Cartography II:

Mapping, Territory, and Sovereignty

The territory no longer precedes the map, nor sugsiit. Henceforth, it is the
map that precedes the territory—precession of sioral—it is the map that
engenders the territory and if we were to revivefiible today, it would be the
territory whose shreds are slowly rotting across thap. It is the real, and not
the map, whose vestiges subsist here and thetiee ideserts which are no longer
those of the Empire, but our own. The desert ofeheitself°®

Jean Baudrillard describes the post-modern comddfsimulation as a world in which
the map precedes the territory, rather than vicsavey et this ostensibly reversed order
of map before territory is not unique to the corpenary world. Instead, this sequence is
also apparent the cartographic foundation of eadgern territorial ideas and claims,
particularly in the New World (Harley 1991). Thisapter explores this relationship,
linking mapping and the view of space to ideas &bpolitical authority, and thus to the
development of modern states and the state syBauadrillard’s notion of map
preceding territory applies just as well to earlgdarn European cartography and
political authority as it does to the postmodernidof digitalization and replication.

This chapter first considers the overall relatiopsietween maps, space, and
political authority, covering both my theoreticalproach as well as the existing literature
that has made some form of argument linking map®wereignty. The following
sections then examine each piece of this dynandetail: maps, space, and the
transformation of territoriality; map use and thienenation of non-territorial authority;
and the combination of the two processes to yledconsolidation of territorial
exclusivity. Finally, the conclusion looks at ingations for our general understanding of
the link between material factors, ideas, and jgalitauthority.

|. Theorizing Mapping, Space, and Political Authdyi

The transformation of the European view of spa@ered in chapter 4 was
merely the first step, analytically, in the procdssing and shaping the shift in political
authority detailed in chapter 2. As that chaptdedpthis shift from medieval
heteronomy to modern anarchy and sovereignty iretbtwo simultaneous processes: the
transformation of territorial authority and thenaiination of non-territorial authorities.
The creation, distribution, and use of maps in pleigod was involved in both of these
dynamics, directly and indirectly.

First, the character of territorial authority wastructured by the transformation
of the view of space—the transformation detailedhapter 4. As Europeans’
understanding of space shifted from seeing thedasla series of unique places to
conceiving of the globe as a homogenous geometriace, this had direct implications
for how political space—and hence territorial political authority—waslerstood. This

% Jean Baudrillard, “Simulacra and Simulations, nfrdean Baudrillard, Selected Writingsd. Mark
Poster (Stanford; Stanford University Press, 1988)%66. The passage is primarily referring to Berge
parody of the absurd scientism of creating a mabpeascale of one to one (Borges 1990).
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involved a shift from medieval territorial authgribver a series of locations, such as
towns along a route of travel, to modern territioaiathority over a uniform, linearly
bounded space.

Second, the elimination of non-territorial authiestresulted directly from the
character of modern maps and particularly the diadive increase in map use in early
modern Europe. As chapter 2 discussed, politidalactions and structures during the
medieval period involved both territorialigndforms of legitimate authority completely
divorced from territory, including personal feudb@nds and jurisdictional rights and
duties. With maps increasingly used by actorsldéetls of European society, these
forms of political authority not amenable to caraghic depiction were undermined,
resulting in the exclusively territorial authorty modern states and the state system. The
combination of these two processes—transformatidaratoriality and elimination of
other authorities—yielded our world of exclusivelyvereign states.

Yet the relationship between the maps in circutairoearly modern Europe and
major actors’ understanding of sovereignty is notlimectional: The beliefs, norms, and
conceptualizations about authority among actork vésources to produce or
commission maps also is involved in driving whichps are produced and what their
characteristics are.
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Figure 5.1: Maps, Space, and Sovereignty

Maps View of
created space

Changing ideas about
sovereignty creates demand
for maps that reflect

new ideas—particularly
among actors with
resources to create
maps (7)

View of space
directly constitutes
form of territorial
authority (5)

Use of maps
to depict world
undermines non-
territorial authorities,
delegitimating them (6)

Ideas about
sovereignty/
authority

Figure 5.1 illustrates these relationships by bagdn the analytical scheme
from chapter 4. The ideas held by actors aboutipaliauthority form the outcome at the
bottom of the diagram, and thus the diagram indutle ways in which this factor relates
to the view of space held by those actors and thygsnoreated in the society. The view of
space directly constitutes the form that territcaaathority takes in a society (arrow 5),
the quantity of maps created and used determimemiterritorial notions of authority
will be undermined and eliminated (6), and the gvagideas about what constitutes
legitimate sovereign authority will drive the crieatof more maps that reflect that view
(7). Each of these three processes will be discusséetail below, both in terms of
general causality and in the specific case of eadygern Europe.

This approach to the relationship between map@pace, and political authority
builds upon, but moves beyond, a number of existiifgyts to relate mapping and the
development of modern states and the state sy§iesh.as is clear from the discussion
in chapter 4, a general framework is provided logiaddheorists of space and historians

118



of cartography. Lefebvre (1991), for example, nabeslink between transformations of
space and the creation of states, but without dglivito the links to cartography or the
complexity of the transformation of political auttg that yielded modern states.
Similarly, the approach provided by the work oftographic historians such as Harley
(2001) and Wood (1992) offers a useful springbdardinderstanding the connections
between map creation, map use, and political aityhdfet all these theorists tend to
subscribe too much agency and cohesion to earlyemadates in a historical period
during which the territoriality and centralizatiohstates was still nowhere near complete
(this reflects similar tendencies among most irggamal relations authors). The process
we are examining not only involved action by rulassagents but alsmnstitutedstates
with their modern characteristics at the same time.

As far as work within political science, there artew authors who have
approached this question of the development of mmoskates and the state system with
mapping in mind. What all of these approaches terldck, however, is a consideration
of bothof the dynamics addressed by this chapter: tmsfiwamation of territorial
authorityandthe elimination of non-territorial authoritiesadgue that only the
combination of these two simultaneous processédedeour world of exclusively
territorial states. Other theorists tend to focxdgsively on the creation of modern
territoriality without directly interrogating theg@cess whereby non-territorial
authorities—which had been legitimate for centuri@gere undermined and eliminated
as a foundation for political structures and comities

Ruggie (1993), while not discussing mapping pedses ascribe a large role to
another change in European techniques of visuatulep: the development of single-
point perspective. He links this to the rejectidnhe heteronomy of the medieval period
in favor of a single locus of authority: “The coptef sovereignty, then, was merely the
doctrinal counterpart of the application of singl@nt perspective forms to the spatial
organization of politics” (159). Once again, thffecs a potentially useful way to
understand the transformation of territoriality (@ihRuggie acknowledges to have many
possible forms) but has limited traction on thesjiom of why non-territorial authorities
disappeared as well.

A few authors have directly addressed the possideof maps in the
development of modern states. Biggs (1999), fomgta, points out the role of maps in
driving thequalitativeaspect of state formation (the change in the charaf the units
of politics) that works in tandem with tlggiantitativechange so often attributed to
military pressures and the direct actions of ru(ees, increasing revenue collection and
bureaucratic centralization). Again, however, diéfece between the dual processes of
transformation and elimination of authorities igletl. Neocleous (2003) and Steinberg
(2005) also make arguments linking cartographytatesbuilding, but again do not focus
on the disappearance of non-territorial authorit@sandsbjerg (2008) makes a
sophisticated argument connecting cartography arlg-enodern state formation,
emphasizing the transformation of territorialityaasunintendecconsequence of map-
making by non-state cartographers; only later didrs take an active role in this
process. Nonetheless, by not distinguishing betwi@srprocess of transformation of
territoriality and the equally important—or perhapere important—process of
delegitimation of other medieval forms of authgritys argument remains incomplete.
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In order to build a more comprehensive understandfrihese processes, the next
two sections present my theorization of, first, ttaasformation of medieval territoriality
into modern exclusive territorial authority and¢sed, the elimination of non-territorial
authorities.

Il. Spatial Change and Territorial Authority

Concepts of space and ideas of territorial autharé inextricably linked, making
it inevitable that changes in understandings o€spuill lead to a transformation of ideas
of territorial authority. Territoriality, after glinherently concerns control over space.

In fact, these two sets of ideas are so closekgtinthat it can be difficult to
distinguish them completely. Territorial authorngythepolitical manifestation of the
concept of space. This relationship is more caxtsté than causal, as a particular
understanding of space makes a related concepttenriborial political authority
possible and, in a sense, inevitable. Althoughriay sound tautological, it follows from
a constitutive understanding of the relationshipn€&ptually, this close constitutive
relationship fits with my analytical effort to disjuish between different conceptual
bases for authority in order to describe more éffety the early modern transformation
of political structures in Europe (in chapters 8l &). Separating territorial from non-
territorial authorities allows one to compare hdw tlifferent types change, appear, or
disappear over time; in the early modern case distinction enables us to highlight the
simultaneous elimination of non-territorial authi®s and transformation of territoriality.
By analytically separating the process involving glimination of non-territorial
authorities (which is discussed in the second dfalfiis chapter), we are able to look
exclusively at the transformation of territorialigy transformation constituted by the
changing understanding of space.

This constitutive relationship between space anitdeal authority holds true
across cultures and historical periods, just dsstribes the transformation of early
modern European ideas. As discussed in chaptbe4leévelopment of Ptolemaic
cartography and its widespread adoption altered Bompeans viewed space,
transforming the medieval notion of the world asetof unique places, related by human
experiences and ideas about them, into the modgionnof space as a geometric,
homogenous expanse. This shift had specific corsexs for th@olitical territoriality
constituted by the view of space. In fact, geogi@ppace during this period was
increasingly understood in relation to politicakeplomena: “a new humanist geography
swept intellectual circles in the 16th and 17thtaaas, and started to replace a physical
geography that treated the natural world as arpedéent entity. Physical descriptions
did not lose their value, but places were moreuesdly defined by political claims to
them and the work done . . . to create a builtremvnent or place of power” (Muker;ji
2006: 654). General ideas of space were tightkelihto political spatial authorities.

The links between mapping, space, and the chanigeritorial authority will be
demonstrated in the following sections: first, gagticular characteristics of early
modern mapping and their effects on political idegsond, the evidence of these links
in peace treaties from the period; and third, tiience of extra-European interactions
on conceptions of political authority.
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lI.A. Early Modern Territorial Authority. The characteristics of this
transformation of political authority are describedhe following sections, reflecting the
close constitutive links between the transformatbapace discussed in chapter 4 and
the changes to ideas of territorial authority. Aligh territorial authority is constituted by
a closely bundled set of overlapping ideas, thregydically distinct aspects of its
transformation can be distinguished: 1) the shifrf differentiated territorial authority to
homogenous territoriality; 2) the transition froemrttorial authority being verbally
described to it being visually depicted; and 3)gh#t from a center-out notion of
authority to one in which authority flows from theundaries inward. Each of these is
examined in turn below, illustrating the ways inigthnew mapping techniques, their
use, and the transformed view of space constitatieansformation of territorial political
authority.

From differentiated to homogenous territorial autityp. Conceptually, the
homogenous nature of modern space constitutescabkiuthority as homogenous and
geometrically divisible. This replaced the medievalion of space (general and political)
as a series of places, each with its own charattesi In medieval Europe, political
authority was claimed over towns, castles, villagether specific places without
regard for where they were located within geomaliyadefined space.

On the other hand, modern territorial authority—eit@racter constituted by the
modern notion of space—sees the world as a homogesganse that can be carved up
geometrically. Specific places no longer have tdiied in order to be claimed
politically, so long as they fall within the geomeally delineated space. (This shift will
be seen below in the discussion of the languageithiority of peace treaties.)

The nature of modern mapping is inherently tiethts transformation, as it was
the geometric nature of Ptolemaic techniques thabled and enforced a geometric view
of space. One aspect of early modern mapping shadrticularly closely tied into the
constitution of modern territorial political autligris the use of color on maps. A map
with uniformly colored-in, geometrically definedasges will obliterate the uniqueness of
places in favor of the homogeneity of bounded space

The relationship between the use of color on mapscanceptions of space runs
in both directions. On the one hand, a cartograpiitbra view of space as geometrically
homogenous may operationalize that understandingaios by filling in delimited areas
with uniform colors. While this use of color canimeed to distinguish any type of
geographical unit (i.e., continents, cultural areds.), beginning in the early modern
period—and extending to today—political units vegynmonly defined the areas to be
colored in. Often the accuracy of the choice ofsuis questionable, but the relationship
to an understanding of territorial political autitpas homogenous is clear nonetheless.
(See the section below on boundaries for a disonsdithe character of bounded
political units in early modern maps.)

The relationship between map color and the homateokspace goes the other
direction as well, however, as map readers whoistamgly make use of maps with
color-filled areas will be influenced by this degon, reinforcing a view of space as
homogenous. Consider the different impacts of a witpboundaries but with no
coloring versus a map with linear boundaries calane In the former, space is divided
linearly, but within the lines space can still lees as a collection of places. In early
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modern maps, for example, towns were carefully anept and labeled. With a colored
map, on the other hand, the visual emphasis is oiratedy put on the different
homogenous geometrgpacesdiminishing the importance of specifitaces

Maps could not be printed effectively in color uitiie nineteenth century, and
thus color on maps was added by hand after prinfegthe coloring of printed maps
was relatively standardized, particularly for bowtlhses. Maps were often printed with
explicit instructions on where and how color shaoédadded (Akerman 1995), and even
the wealthy purchasers of maps got involved: “im $Bventeenth century coloring maps
also became an accepted genteel pastime, as edlispthe numerous treatises intended
for the instruction of amateurs” (Ehrensvard 19834). Although maps were sometimes
colored privately or by someone other than theiphbl, in the case of atlases and other
collections of maps bound as books, color was adfted printing but often before
binding, thus putting it squarely under the contfolhe publisher (Koeman 1970).

This control over the use of color in maps—whetietual in atlases sold in color
or intended in the case of including explicit instions for coloring—helped promote a
consistent approach to coloring. In fact, the ncosbmon way in which color was used
was to illustrate or suggest explicipplitical differences. This followed from the
aforementioned trend during the sixteenth centamyard of understanding geography in
more human and political terms. The focus on puaitrelations combined with the new
techniques of Ptolemaic mapping to produce morenam@ maps with homogenously
colored spaces on them. As early as the firstguaiatlases (late 1500s), color was an
integral part of the commercial appeal of maps ¢Bbvard 1987)

After 1700 these practices were consolidated. indighteenth century plates
were engraved with instructions that directed ilin@abors to apply specific colour washes
to various parts of a map to indicate the terr@g®iof different sovereigns or states”
(Akerman 1995: 144). Even the instructions for gahmap users recommended painting
different countries or provinces with different e to “better distinguish them.” For
example, a 1726 instruction manual by Johan Hubneareating and coloring maps
argued that “Color should serve only the informatpurpose of emphasizing the
administrative, religious, ethnic, and other diers of a country” (Ehrensvérd 1987:
138). This instruction exemplifies the notion tdatisions of the human world—
political, religious, or otherwise—can be beststhated by homogenous coloring of
bounded spaces.

The impact of coloring on users’ view of space vdduhve been much less, had
color not become such an integral part of early enodartography. Considering the
added difficulty and cost of coloring printed mapy would mapmakers produce so
many colored maps? The answer lies in the impogtahaesthetic beauty to the appeal
of cartography in early modern Europe, particulamyhe appeal to rich commercial and
governmental elites. Even as early as the lateath century, Ortelius’ “use of color
was also influenced by the growing public demarrdbfautiful maps” (Ehrensvard
1987: 137). In the mid-seventeenth century Atlas Maiorof Joan Blaeu offers a key
example of the emphasis on cartographic beautyofAhe maps in this multi-volume
work are fully colored, for good reason: “The deploving European aristocracy . . .
showed a marked preference of the large six-volatiases of Blaeu and Janssonius over
the smaller, but scientifically superior Frenclasés. . . . It was rather the superb
typography, the beauty of the six hundred handredlonaps, and notably the unrivaled
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size that made the atlas desirable” (Koeman 19204 B). In the eighteenth century, the
accuracy-focused cartography of Enlightenment ptsejsuch as the Cassini survey of
France was overshadowed commercially by the comgnemphasis on maps as
beautiful consumer objects, a large part of theeappf which was in the coloring.
Robert de Vaugondy, a major French commercial mdgtigher of the 1700s, focused
his efforts on the beauty of his maps rather thatheir scientific accuracy: For example,
his printing house made expensive changes to thgraphy of place names but did not
bother to make corrections based on the latestrgpbg discoveries (Pedley 1984: 56).

Thus, the reciprocal relationship between map aujjcaind the conception of
territorial political authority as homogenous arebgetric is more complex than merely
a story of mapmakers dictating how map users (ansl immuch of the European elite)
would come to understand space. Mapmakers werevatedi to include elements of
beauty in maps for no other reason than that was thle purchasing public demanded—
and recall that the first several centuries of modeapping saw private cartography
predominant. Government-employed cartographerspatstuced maps for the private
market (Vigneras 1962), and major state-sponsorgupimg projects such as that of the
Cassini family in France were also sustained bygpei patronage (Petto 2007). The
beautification of maps demanded by buyers was eassty accomplished in the era of
printing by hand-coloring maps.

Furthermore, mapmakers did not necessarily—andaighn fact did not—
consciously aim to promote the understanding otipal space as geometric and
homogenous. Instead, it is inherent in the natiRt@emaic cartography, upon which
these mapmakers had staked their intellectual amdreercial fortunes, that space is
treated geometrically: the coordinate system aiuid¢ and longitude, applied to all
points on the earth’s surface, favors this conoepfThus mapmakers—competing with
each other for the attention of wealthy patrons ratging on their own subconscious
tendency toward geometric space—habitually usear ¢oldepict political divisions and
hence unintentionally enforced a homogenous cormept territorial authority.

Thus maps were produced with homogenously col@eddries, not because the
political world was actually structured along thdises in the sixteenth or seventeenth
centuries (as illustrated in chapter 2), but ralerause map buyers demanded maps that
could serve as objects of beauty. The most effectiay for mapmakers to fulfill this
demand was to use color to fill in space, a melaatsalso fit with their Ptolemaic
cartographic techniques. The effect on conceptadrisrritorial political authority—
homogenizing the medieval collection of places egeometric expanse—was, in a
sense, an accidental by-product of the market fgosnin the early modern period. Once
the modern conception of territoriality is hegenmhiowever, maps with states colored
in homogenously appear to be the only natural wajepict the world—as evinced by
most maps today.

From verbally described to geometrically depicteditorial authority. As
Europeans’ way of understanding space shifted forarbal description of a list of
places to a visual depiction of the world basednaps, so too did territorial political
authority become increasingly visually depictedisthansformation occurred in spite of
the persistent belief in the superiority of thetten word and textual description
generally (Grafton 1992).
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In the medieval era, the understanding of spacitifadly and in general) as a
differentiated collection of places was easily asomdated by written description.
Furthermore, the use of written descriptions, glitégally listing a series of places,
reinforces the idea that space and territorial @itthare most effectively understood and
communicated in this manner. The modern view o€sf@s geometric, on the other
hand, is fundamentally based on mapping, and iticpéar on the grid-based mapping of
Ptolemaic techniques.

The importance of mapping and visual depiction éleparticularly clear by the
way in which written descriptions of political aotiity came to be accompanied by
visual depictions. While written descriptions ofritory and territorial authority persisted
well into the early modern period, these were oftehlished in conjunction with maps.
In Mercator’s Atlas (first published in the 1580/, instance, “On the front side of most
maps a more or less detailed text belonging tartap, is printed. This text is pretty
much without exception of a historico-political negd and mainly contains the political
and ecclesiastical divisions of the territory reyameted” (Keuning 1947: 40). Similarly,
seventeenth-century French mapmaker Nicolas Sgaured a table describing the
various divisions of the territory alongside hispsaa practice that was continued by
eighteenth-century map printers such as Vaugonedgl€y 1992: 29).

Furthermore, in the early modern period the writdescription of territory began
to shift toward the geometric understanding of spaarticularly regarding the New
World. For example, consider “the ‘legal cartognaghof charters and grants” (Baldwin
2007: 1765): these written descriptions of the rixbd territorial political authority
granted to the colonists may not have incorporatafds per se, but they depended
fundamentally on the map-based understanding aespaeated by the use of Ptolemaic
cartography. That is, describing possessions mdaf lines of latitude or longitude only
made sense once Ptolemy’s instructions had beemalized. Otherwise, describing a
linear division verbally does not guarantee to ®itles that all parties have the same
understanding of what is claimed by each side. I8itgj the inclusion of linear boundary
descriptions in peace treaties (by the beginnintp@iineteenth century), though still
privileging text over image, leaves treaty partiaable to comprehend, let alone
implement, the new boundaries without using mapsdference (discussed in more
detail below).

Modern cartography and the geometric view of sgaeated by the use of these
maps thus constituted a change in the prevalernmsobf political authority, as visual
media were increasingly used to depict authoritsequired to understand descriptions of
authority. (More evidence of this shift toward \asdepiction is outlined below, in the
discussion of political boundaries on maps.)

From center-focused to boundary-focused politiagharity. One of the most
drastic transformations of space—political and nilee—involved in this overall shift
was a revolution in the direction in which spa#athority was defined. The medieval
notion of political authority as radiating outwdrdm a center of strong control (a
conception shared by many pre-modern cultures)re@laced by an emphasis on
boundaries between political spaces. The resoliignodern perception of spatial
authority defined exclusively by linear boundari@sd homogenous within those lines.
The following paragraphs discuss this key shifstffocusing on the logical link between
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the new mapping techniques and the increasing itapoe of boundaries, second
examining some pre-modern examples of center-diitgad authority to highlight the
unique nature of modern authority, and third disowgin detail the evolution of the
depiction of boundaries, illustrating that boundanvere drawn on maps long before
they existed on the ground.

Logically, if space comes to be understood as angéic expanse upon which
areas are only distinguished by linear division®agithem, political authority over
space will follow suit. The homogeneity of spaceha modern conception drives this
shift, as once places are understood as qualibataggiivalent points on a geometric grid,
the idea of a single place as a center of poliacdhority loses its legitimacy.
Homogenized geometric space, and hence the moaolenndf territorial political
authority, is defined solely by lines that form bdaries between different areas.

While this argument makes sense logically—basetherrtlose constitutive
relationship between the concept of space and iofegsatial political authority—the
role of Ptolemaic mapping in driving this shiftfisther supported by the relative timing
of the changes. As will be discussed in detail Wwelthe process proceeded in several
distinct—and historically sequential—steps: firegps depicted political authority as a
collection of linearly bounded spaces; secondtipaliideas shifted toward an
acceptance of linear territorial authority as praiide to authority over a collection of
places; and, finally, political practices (and hengternational structures) reflecting these
changed ideas were put in place on the groundallye

The way in which boundaries are drawn on mapsiity eodern Europe (as well
as today) illustrates this logic clearly. Politicatdits are not just bounded by a line, but
are also colored in homogenously (as discussetkipitevious section). Furthermore,
this coloring scheme is often nmampletelyuniform throughout the territory: the colors
filling the different territorial units are made@tger at the boundary, thereby
highlighting the boundary-focused nature of thipidgon. Territory is both
homogenized within the boundaries and the idepfityre political unit—defined in
opposition to its neighbors’ identities—is emphasdizand made strongesdtthe
boundary itself.

This particular method of emphasizing boundariesigfn coloring was anything
but an exception during the early modern period,\&as in fact recommended in
coloring instructions. One seventeenth-century mhracommended that “The
boundaries of provinces and the seacoast areémpéasized by graded area washes,
darkest along the line symbol” (Ehrensvard 198F)1B sixteenth- and seventeenth-
century atlases, these “Pastel-coloured linesvere apparently drawn under the
supervision of the cartographer or publisher” (Akan 1995: 141). And, in spite of other
coloring schemes being available, this boundaryresizing method remains popular
with major mapmaking institutions today.

One way to see the particularly boundary-focusedreaf early modern
mapping—and the parallel boundaries-in notion dharty—is to compare this with
other cartographic traditions and ideas of autiioAis the few examples below will
show, non-Ptolemaic forms of mapping or spatiaiictep do not lead to the same
fixation on boundaries that we see develop in eadgern Europe.

First, many non-western traditions of mapping ardtoriality are consistently
center-focused. In pre-colonial West Africa, foample, the Asante envisioned their
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kingdom as a circle forty travel days in diametentered on the capital (Klinghoffer
2006). During the period of European exploratiamnerous maps were drawn by
African rulers and shown to Europeans as a meadsptting their authority. These
maps showed circles of non-abutting territorieshezentered on a particular seat of
power and representing a progressive decline imoaiy as one travels outwards
(Bassett 1998). This type of mapping, not shapethéyPtolemaic emphasis on grid and
coordinates, does not drive the same transformafipolitical authority to a boundary-
focused notion.

Within pre-modern Western cartography, in addititvere are several mapping
traditions that support center-focused notionsadtipal authority. For example, in early-
Renaissance Italian city-states, rulers and ciizaw the city as a central focus to the
countryside it ruled, to the degree that rural asgare practically ignored (Martines
1979). The predominant mode of visual depictiotheke city-states—nbird’s-eye
views—both reflected and lent support to this matBird’s-eye views of cities are
explicitly center-out, particularly when compareghmst a town plan. A plan shows the
street layout on a geometrically equivalent scaleéheory at least), while a bird’s-eye
view emphasizes the centrality of the city by alBowing, in extremely minimized form
(due to perspective), the surrounding countrygilgourposefully exaggerated version of
the same effect is offered by the famous 18@@ Yorkemagazine cover, “View of the
World from 9" Avenue.”) Bird’s-eye depictions of space and peaitauthority remained
popular in Italian city-states well into the sixtéle century, often in a mix with more
Ptolemaic-inspired map types (Schulz 1987). Onegnadpere is a non-Ptolemaic method
for visually depicting space and territoriality thhacks the modern map’s impetus toward
a boundary-focused notion of authority.

The portolan chart tradition of maritime navigafbnartography also serves as
an interesting foil to the Ptolemaic map. The défece between political depiction on
these charts and that on early modern Ptolemaie rauagh atlases is particularly
important, since portolan charts are often seem@gcursor to modern mapping, both in
their reasonably accurate coastal outlines anldaim tlepiction of political authority
claims® Yet the differences are in fact very great. Chakers often placed flags,
bearing the coat of arms or other symbol of a paldr ruler, on towns or inside the
territory of a state. Yet although a flag may clanrepresent political authority, it does
S0 in a single-point-outward fashion. The defimtmf territoriality represented by
placing flags over towns radiates a claim outwaodhfa center—and withoadso
drawing boundary lines or homogenously coloringmnarea of space, flags do not
reflect, and will not promote, a bounded, homogsnmnception of political authority.

Furthermore, flags were often more decorative theful for navigators seeking
to know exactly what ruler was in charge of a gaittr port they were sailing into.
Particularly egregious—from an early modern Eurofgepoint of view—was the fact
that even into the fifteenth and sixteenth censyreharts were rarely updated for
Ottoman conquests of formerly Christian-controlbedits. With Christian sailors

% Brotton (1997), for example, writes that portotdrarts used “symbolics of territorial possession
(graphically articulated in the flags which defiieeritorial sovereignty across its surface)” (p).56et, as
is discussed immediately below, the use of flagsetpict territorial authority does not define thathority
“across its surface” in the modern fashion, buteats a center-focused point of strong authority
radiating—and weakening—outward.
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concerned about the potential hostility of an O#@arport, this conquest would have been
useful to depict (Astengo 2007). In short, “flagesé often been interpreted as a
straightforward account of shifting political regliYet they made a very limited
response to the turmoil of the centuries concerif€dmpbell 1987: 401).

The lack of attention to accurately depicting pcéit authorities follows from the
primary intended purpose for portolan charts: $ioprd navigation. Thus, features of
land areas were almost never included, and in facie-n contrast to modern mapping
techniques—Iland areas were left blank or used @&smuty canvas for more important
information. For example, in a 1606 portolan cledEurope by Willem Blaeu, the
eastern portion of the Mediterranean is cut ofthe/shape of the map print, and is thus
instead depictedithin the confines of the North African continent. As thapmaker
wrote, “Since there was no place for representiegMediterranean in its entirety, we
decided, for the convenience of mariners, to aéd¢ist and place it inside the coasts of
Barbary” (quoted in Schilder 1976: 11). Thus, fieisn of mapping, very common
among European navigators from the Middle Ages médl the early modern period,
also fails to promote the boundary-focused undedstg of space, as only the Ptolemaic
techniques did.

Within the Ptolemaic mapping tradition that begathie mid-to-late fifteenth
century, on the other hand, boundaries came tepetd as lines relatively quickly,
particularly from the mid-1500s on. Once again, beer, the chronology ahapping
boundaries as linear versigplementingpooundaries as linear in practice demonstrates
that cartography did not simply follow existing ptiaes, but instead anticipated and, |
argue, drove changes in political practices. ThHieviong paragraphs detail this process:
first, mapmakers began to depict boundaries aadimethe sixteenth century, though
often in wildly inaccurate ways; this, in turn,eakkd map users’ ideas about political
territoriality; which led, finally, to the impleméettion of linear boundaries in practice in
the late-eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. Tgaldical practices eventually created
political structures and institutions that reflettbe maps that preceded them.

The trend during the sixteenth and seventeenttudestof drawing linear
boundaries on maps has been documented by Akei8B)( “Whereas only 45 per
cent of the maps in OrteliusTeatrum(1570) had boundaries, 62 per cent of those in a
Hondius edition of Gerard Mercator’dlasof 1616 were marked with boundaries; 79
percent of those in the BlaeuRheatre du monde, ou nouvel at({d$44); and 98 percent
of those in Nocalas Sansom’ss Cartes générales de toutes les provinces decera
(1658-[59]). Thereafter large format world atlaggsically had 90 percent or more of
their maps showing boundaries” (Akerman 1995: 1¥b).own search through Joan
Blaeu’s 1665 printing of hidtlas Maiorfound thatevery magherein depicted color-
coded linear boundaries—and this in one of the malstminous, coveted, and expensive
printed atlases of the seventeenth centtiBuring the later 1600s “graded boundary
marks” were also increasingly used to distinguistwieen larger and smaller political
divisions (Akerman 1995: 141). This demonstratesdiear trend toward drawing
political boundaries as linear divisions of a getinally defined map surface, slowly
replacing the former reliance on written descripsiof political structures.

° This was based on a search through a publisheihtieg of the 1665 edition: Joan Blagthe Atlas
Maior of 1665,Benedikt Taschen and Peter van der Krogt, eds.gi@mg: Taschen, 2006.
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The same pattern is also apparent in labeling ggsm&hile in 1570 Ortelius
labeled only large cultural areas and “a jumbl&oélities apparently arbitrarily selected
as available space allowed,” the 1757-58 Frehitds Universetlisplayed a careful
hierarchy of labeling for larger versus smallertsifAkerman 1995: 144). The wide
consumption of these atlases at many levels ofiaao society reveals their potential
impact on conceptions of authority.

While this might be interpreted as a case wheresmagre simply reflecting the
progressively linear and territorial boundariesnsetn centralizing early modern states
(as anachronistic readings of early modern politicstory would assume), the fact is that
the linear boundaries—and even some of the unitgieti® on these increasingly
detailed and systematized maps simply did notettlee actual political arrangements on
the ground. Instead, maps depicted linearly bounebedlusively territorial statdsefore
such states existed, and thus instead providedptre ideational architecture for the
eventual consolidation of modern statehood. Thia¢curacy” took several major forms:
the elision of regions of complex authority struetiin favor of uniform territorial
depiction, the visual linearization of boundarieattwere anything but clear-cut in
reality, and the unclear distinction between indéand external boundaries.

For example, consider the depiction of “Italia” d@&krmania” on early modern
maps of Europe. Prior to their respective politizaifications in the nineteenth century,
both of these areas were understood at most asadlistiltural regions, defined as such
by the humanist focus on classical divisions ofRlmenan world (Akerman 1984). But on
early modern maps of Europe these two heterogemegians were depicted as
equivalent to increasingly territorial politicaltéires such as France, Spain, or England.
A similar pattern is apparent in map labeling, vitie equivalent type style and size used
to label Italy or Germany as France or England.

In addition, the anachronistic reading of early ermdmaps as accurately
representative of the political organization of &ue extends beyond these obvious
examples, and also pertains to the depiction afieslsuch as France or Spain. As
chapter 2 argues, far too often the presence ofiticpl entity called “France” in the
medieval or early modern period leads modern oleseno assume that this polity is
identical—in basic character if not in exact bosder extent—to the modern territorial
and centralized state of the post-RevolutionaryopeThus maps from the early modern
period depicting France as a bounded, homogenaitetial entity are read as a
representation of political reality, when the triglotherwise. The boundaries of France,
and other polities of early modern Europe, werelinetar on the ground, and involved
extensive overlaps, enclaves, and non-territonatexities across broad frontier zones,
through at least the late eighteenth century (8aHlD90).

Finally, in spite of the increasing visual diffetiesion of different types of
boundaries in maps (particularly during the sevemite and eighteenth centuries), the
distinction remained unclear between an extermaéfhational” boundary and an
internal “administrative” or “provincial” boundarirhis makes it very difficult to argue
that the boundaries drawn so carefully on thesesraapurately depicted political
arrangements on the ground. For example, irGdenaniavolume of Blaeu’s 1665tlas
Maior, all of the maps contain carefully engraved lineauriaries, which were
subsequently hand-colored before the atlas was ¥eldhe nature of the units
distinguished by these boundaries is unclear. kKamgle, the units depicted on the map
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of the entire region of “Germania” do not matchsgb@n the maps of smaller areas (such
as the “Circle of Westphalia”), even though theuaissymbolism of color-coded, linearly
divided units is the same (reprinted in Taschenwardder Krogt 2006: vol.3, part 1, 58-
61).

The anachronisraf the boundaries drawn on early modern maps réses
guestion of why mapmakers would depict boundedaoeial units that did not exist at
the time—and which they, unlike us, had no idealditwecome real centuries later.
Recall that this was a period in which territopalitical authority was not dominant,
even as ardeaof political organization. One answer, presentg®iggs (1999), is that
“such inconsistencies show that map-makers didntend to depict contemporary
political units” (393). This is certainly one pdsitity, not easily dismissed considering
the awkwardly anachronistic, inconsistent naturenahy of the boundaries drawn on
these maps (Akerman 1984). Yet | would argue thextetis evidence that mapmakers
were very interested in depicting political arramgats, and that it was tineediumof
commercially printed Ptolemaic mapping and theteelavorldviewof mapmakers which
drove this depiction of the world as a collectidrhomogenous, linearly bounded
territories. For example, some mapmakers stateditttention to help readers
understand the political world they lived in. Tlettof the Mercator-Hondius-Janssonius
atlas of 1639-42 explicitly states that in addittordepicting historical information, maps
have “a more recommendable purpose, which is tevladmout the political State”

(quoted in Pelletier 1998: 45). Additionally, thergral shape given to the unit labeled
“Germania” on sixteenth-century maps reveals thabgraphers most likely were
attempting to approximate the boundaries of theyfR@man Empire—a political,
though amorphous, entity—rather than simply the afeGerman language or cultural
influence (“A Corpus of Maps” 1993).

Another piece of evidence that points toward a fafief in the need to depict
political authority on maps is the treatment bylyearodern mapmakers of non-European
parts of the world. While the New World of the Anoass was often depicted as
artificially empty—and even its coastal outline laar for several centuries after
Columbus—the interior of Africa was often filled with invented political units. For
example, on the African continent in a 1606-07 warnlap by Willem Blaeu, “Inland,
towns, provinces and rivers are located with liptecision, often from hearsay, filling up
the empty space on the map” (Schilder 1979:39)olldgcSanson’s 1655 map of Africa
likewise fills in the interior with imagined feaes, and in particular draws clean linear
boundaries between, and places labels within, inzagipolitical territories that fill the
continent (each labeled as a differesgnum,or kingdom). These are clearly invented by
the mapmaker: “The regional system on Sanson’'sa&frmaps seems partly political,
but their dubious association with actual poliseggests that Sanson’s obsession with
hierarchy seems here more an expression of hisimgprikethod than of political
structure” (Akerman 1995: 141). Sanson, aftercalhsistently inserted rigorous
geographical tables into the margins of his mapfnohg spaces by their hierarchical
relationships. This tradition continued into theyaighteenth century, as leading French
cartographer “Guillame DelisleGarte d’Afrique(Amsterdam, ¢.1722) misleadingly
divides the whole of Africa into kingdoms with ctdeontiers” (Black 2002: 31).

In contrast to the nineteenth-century practicenténtionally leaving unexplored
regions blank (Bassett 1994), this early-modern@gugh of filling in unknown spaces
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with political delineations illustrates that mapreekwere ready to draw linear
boundaries even when they knew that such lines—ftlomogenous territorial units
defined by them—were anything but “accurate.” Fenthore, the labeling of imaginary
territorial regions in Africa asegnaclearly indicates their supposed political chamgcte
rather than just being meant as geographic or rallaweas.

For an understanding afhy mapmakers would knowingly depict inaccurate
political divisions, both outside of Europe andhirtit, several factors played a role,
related to the character and context of early-mo&tolemaic mapping. First, finding an
accurate way to depict the pre-modern form oftiemial authority (over a series of
places, potentially overlapping and shared), paldity on a map covering a large area
such as the entire continent of Europe, was a ¢leailenging task. With the prevalent
techniques of printing maps (first using woodbloeksl later copper-plate engraving),
drawing a linear boundary is actually quite easyl then requires a minimum of
expensive labeling to depict territorial authori@oloring in those delineated spaces is
the next logical step, and once again providesaay way to visually differentiate areas
for map users. Furthermore, the emphasis on primigges as objects of beauty—and
hence objects worthy of purchase by status-obsedges—encourages the application
of as much color as possible by mapmakers, infantéd make their product stand out.
(Recall that during this period commercial mapmgkiras predominant over state-
sponsored efforts.)

Second, although the techniques and market preseticartographic production
favored the use of linear boundaries and color-dguiditical units, so too did the
ideational structure constructed by Ptolemaic maps factor was particularly strong in
the case of the cartographers who spent theirdhaesd earned their livelihoods—
creating maps based on the Ptolemaic grid. Whileidés among Europeans in general,
and even among the educated ruling elite, may ao¢ Bhifted completely toward the
understanding of space and territoriality as geamahd homogenous, mapmakers
would be among the first to internalize such a viemad thus operationalize it in their
production of maps. This was not necessarily damscously by mapmakers, as they
almost certainly did not set out on purpose to fgeathe minds” of their customers. Yet,
as Harley (2001: ch.4) makes clear, more impoitzart the obvious power of those
patronizing mapmaking is the internal power of grt@arepresent the mapmaker’'s
worldview and advocate it with map readers.

Until at least the late eighteenth century, thecegetails of the linear territorial
divisions remained inconsistent in maps just ag themained unclear or unimplemented
on the ground. Nonetheless, the key constitudef@nition of political authority as linear,
geometric, and homogenous was consolidated whethest the exagblacemenbf
those boundaries was clear or not. For exampletmde (1984) argues that, after 1648:

The French standardized the appearance of bousdarteregional names, but

this does not mean that they applied them in a mmoideshion. . . . Faced with

many meaningful schemes for dividing Europe, sexamth-century French
mapmakers gave none primacy. All had equal valdbkeir intelligence of the
world. Nothing could prove more strongly that thental process of dividing

Europe had yet to settle on the principle of teridl sovereignty (90-91).

Note, however, that this author misses the keystoamation that has already occurred,
which in factdoesrepresent the consolidation of “the principle afiterial sovereignty”:
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all of the different “regional schemes” for dividing tepe politically on a map involved
drawing lines to divide homogenous spaces. Thaing,and all of them represent the
endpoint of the transformation of ideas about temal authority, predating the
implementation of territorial boundaries in praetic

Finally, early modern mapping—and in some sensenapping—nhas difficulty
in clearly and easily illustrating for readers ttteg information contained therein may be
uncertain, unreliable, or even completely divorfredh actual arrangements. Particularly
if mapmakers wish to hide the uncertainty of wihatytare depicting visually, maps can
appear far more accurate than they are. Printiith,it8 emphasis on consistency and
mass distribution, provides further support for &luea of authoritativeness surrounding
maps (Woodward 1980: 96). As Pickles (2004) pamutisabout the progressively more
“scientific” maps of the early modern period, “iaw/the very craftsmanship and
persuasive quality of maps that meant that maypsussre often overlooked the actual
practices of map design and map-making. Unlikeatiitbor of a written text, the
cartographer cannot express the limits of his tieghenin the map itself” (p.35). Thus,
in a map depicting territorially bounded statesréhis no easy way for a mapmaker to
illustrate, or for a map reader to distinguishwestn linear boundaries that may have
some relation to actual political practices andséhthat have been essentially invented by
the cartographer. In fact, the use of color madgeisisue even easier to resolve for map
printers: “For the identification of political usitcoloring had the advantage of being
conveniently imprecise” (Delano-Smith 2007: 555¢t Yor a map reader, colored
boundaries caappearto be very precise, whether the cartographer dgdrihem as
such or not.

These trends in the depiction of boundaries, ttigracter, and the wide
readership of such maps combined to create thatcmmsinecessary to drive a change in
the ideas held by European rulers about politiogt@rity. The timing, once again,
indicates that maps and the cartographic depictidimear boundaries were not
epiphenomenal to this process. Mapped boundaries fivenly entrenched in the visual
language of maps centuries before ideas aboutqgablguthority, let alone practices,
followed suit. The change in prevalent ideas alaoiority will be seen in the
examination of the language of peace treatiesoffolig this section, below).

As the final stage in the shift toward a boundaneform of territoriality, linear
boundaries were implemented in practice durinddteeeighteenth and particularly in the
nineteenth century, following the Congress of VienfThe process of implementation is
examined in detail in chapter 6.) Thus, in the teeath century, maps finally
“accurately” reflect political reality—but only baase cartography itself shaped that
political reality by changing actors’ ideas abdw tegitimate form of territorial
authority. Indeed, when one compares a sevent@emiiory map such as one from
Blaeu’'s 1640Atlas Maiorwith a nineteenth-century mapge maps to us look very
similar in character, if not in the placement oklar boundaries. Yet the lines on the
latter map represent actual political divisionslo® ground—demarcated and

" The difficulty of dispelling this illusion of ceainty is not isolated to early modern cartogragwen
efforts today, using sophisticated technologiehsasGIS maps, find that, although it is possibldisplay
map information in a way that both allows the dathe easily readnd makes the relative uncertainty of
the data clear, successfully achieving this regui@mplex display strategies, well-educated mapsuse
and some active instruction in reading technig@&snkinsop et al. 2000).
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administered by the territorial states—while thosghe former map do not. This is not a
case of mapmaking simply getting more “accuratedulgh more careful surveying,
mapping, or printing techniques. Instead, the alitpractices of states followed the
linearization of boundaries on maps when rulersatéfd linear divisions in practice, at
which point maps finallglo represent political reality with some accuracy.sTisi

another case of ideas, driven by mapping, movirggiance of practices, in this case
political administration techniques.

In the nineteenth century, this sense of the gemertetritoriality of political
authority was so strong that it was projected bagkivinto history, in the form of
historical maps and atlases depicting linear boresahere none had existed (a
tradition in historical atlas production that contes today). In the nineteenth century
historical atlases began their focus on “the sugigechanges in the distribution of
states, with their attendant alterations of franitierhich includes notions, such as states
and linear boundaries, that were inapplicable éngériods depicted (Black 1997a: 27).
Similar to the effect of nineteenth-century hisbgraphy’s anachronistic projection of
contemporary states into medieval Europe—and thdtrieg assumption among
international relations scholars that territortates have always existed—our notion that
political space has always been understood aslynéi@ided originates in these
historical atlases from the 1800s.

This centuries-long progression from the initigbidéion of linear boundaries to
their final implementation in the practices of Eoean states has two implications for the
typical understanding of boundary creation. Thad#&ad way of conceptualizing
boundary creation involves three (or sometimes)fst@ps: 1pllocationor identification
of the linear boundary by both parties; 2) the exatimitationof the boundary in a
treaty or other agreement; @marcationof the boundary on the ground, usually with
physical boundary markers of some kind; anddtinistrationof the boundary over
time by both parties (Prescott 1987: 13; Gidder&51920). Yet the discussion above
suggests that, in the early modern case, an imuastap preceded these: tanstitution
of the idea of linear boundariesd the legitimation of that notion by mappinglyon
after the idea of linear boundaries separating fgemous political territories was
constituted and supported by mapping could thecalion, delimitation, and demarcation
of boundaries begin.

* % %

Once again, we can also see the power of Ptolemapping to change views of
space and resultant notions of political authantthe impact of Western mapping in
other cultures, particularly during the late colrperiod. For example, nineteenth-
century Siam simultaneously saw the introductiokMaistern geography into education
and statecraft and the imposition of Western neatiminboundaries by the colonial powers
surrounding the still-independent polity. Followitigg Western idea of homogenous
political space, words used for political authestwere reduced from a multiplicity of
terms, referring to anything from a single villaagethe way up to a country, to a single
term used as an equivalent of the English wordiéndt Similarly, boundaries had not
been the focus of pre-modern ideas of politicaharity in the region, as power was
conceived of radiating outward from a center oftoalrand dissipating in a loosely
defined frontier zone. This clashed with the insreg incursions by Western powers:
“The British attempt to demarcate the boundaryfeein Siam and Burma] induced
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confrontations between different concepts of pmditspace. This confrontation, however,
went unrecognized by both sides because they usetswhat seemed to denote the same
thing” (Thongchai 1994: 79). Eventually the Westeations were adopted by Siamese
elites, who used the new ideas both to negotiate mibectively with the British and
French and to assert a new centralized control bweter regions. In a matter of

decades, territorial authority was transformed fisense of loose control over
differentiated places, defined from the center @utlyto an understanding of authority—
based on modern mapping—as homogenous, visuatjelimeated by clearly defined
boundaries?

II.B. The Transformation of Territorial Authority in European Peace Treaties.
The process transforming European ideas aboutaoeatiauthority, driven by the
character of Ptolemaic cartography, involved mbentjust an amorphous shift at the
level of societal norms anentalité.The complete revolution in how territorial authgri
was conceptualized is also evident in the condogta that such political ideas take,
particularly in the texts of agreements betweeerimdtional actors. Treaties also offer
evidence of the role of cartographic developmentkideas in the transformation of
authority.

Peace treaties provide an excellent means of gatlgenideas held by leading
political actors in the early modern period. Whileaties are, of course, simply written
documents and are—and always have been—treateptieen@ents that can be broken,
they nonetheless reveal some of the dominant pallitonceptions of the time. Whether
or not a ruler plans on abiding by an agreememotiaing and signing that agreement
exposes the fundamental ideas held by actors alimttit is they are negotiating over
(Krasner 2001: 34). In particular, the way in whpdlitical authority is exchanged,
transferred, claimed, or captured reveals the fomaal norms about authority, even if
both sides do not agree on the specifics of whe wbat. Questions central to this
investigation include: Is the exchange made in seofrterritory, or something else? If
territory is discussed, how is it passed from arlerrto another? What is the role of maps
or cartographic language in the implementatioreaitbriality?

The study of the evolution of the French-Spanistdéonin the Pyrenees by
Sahlins (1989) offers an illustration of the conxpleay in which ideas in treaties interact
with political events and structures. On the onedhalthough the 1659 treaty includes
the agreement that the boundary should follow tfaural frontier” of the mountains,
several centuries passed before the boundary waallgadelineated and demarcated on
the ground. This might appear to indicate thatttbaty was just words on paper, and
thus was disregarded by the relevant actors im fugsuit of political interests. In fact,
however, the language in the 1659 treaty actuaflyenced how actors pursued their
goals—of territorial expansion, military defensedanternal administrative reform—in
the region, making the treadyticipatelater political structures that made the linear
boundary real (Sahlins 1989: 62-63). Therefordaaltjh treaties are just words on paper

"2 This process of adopting Western ideas of lineditipal boundaries was not limited to Siam, of csri
For example, under British imperialism, boundaviéhin India underwent a complete redefinition: ‘dn
major conceptual reversal, boundaries were no lovague axes of dispute (frontiers) between cosasr
of Indian polities but were configured as the meahsreby those core areas were now defined” (Edney
1997: 333). This reflects the shift from center-muboundaries-in territoriality driven by modermapping.
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that rulers may very well intend to disregard, ts&y structure the behavior of political
actors over time.

Thus the transformation in early modern Europeaasdf political authority—
from a differentiated series of places, textuabtgatibed and understood from the center
out, to a homogenous space, visually depicted afidetl from the boundaries in—is
illustrated in the changing language of negotiadod agreement in treaties. This
transformation is demonstrated by examining thie¥ahg negotiations and treaties:
Arras, 1435; Cateau-Cambrésis, 1559; Westphalé8;liee Pyrenees, 1659; Utrecht,
1713; Vienna and Paris, 1814-15; and Versaille§918ach treaty or negotiation reveals
the prevalent contemporary ideas about territaughority, and thus the collection as a
whole demonstrates the early modern transformatiaerritoriality, driven by the
increasing use of Ptolemaic mapping.

The Congress of Arras, 143Bhe negotiations between the English King, the
French King, and the Duke of Burgundy—which yieldedsettlement between England
and France but did result in an agreement betweeguBdy and France, shifting
Burgundy’s allegiance from England to France—illast the medieval notion of
territorial authority over a verbally listed ser@splaces. The unsuccessful negotiations
between England and France involved demands fdral@ver towns, listed as a series
of places and not defined as a homogenous ter(iRigkinson 1955: 148). In the
agreement between Burgundy and France, “expressanes made of the cession of
Macon, Auxerre, Péronne, Montdidier, Roye, and Bara series of towns, not as
delineated spatial areas (Dickinson 1955: 1663hlort, the negotiations and treaty
clearly demonstrate the medieval notion of spatighority, and its complete dissociation
from mapping and homogenous territoriality.

Peace of Cateau-Cambrésis, 15591558-1559, France, Spain, and England met
to negotiate an end to the Italian Wars that hagibet the end of the preceding century.
In the several treaties that resulted from thesetimgs, territorial trades and cessions are
once again made in the form of lists of towns. &mmple, article 11 of the French-
Spanish treaty states: “The King of Spain shalioresto the King of France S. Quentin,

Le Catelet and Ham, with their dependencies” (Ru$986: 243). Once again, this
demonstrates the persistence of the pre-modermapped view of territorial political
authority into the sixteenth century, even in tgeesaments at the highest levels among
the most powerful—and culturally central—politieflsfarope.

The Treaties of Westphalia, 1643ontrary to the conventional narrative in
international relations theory about the innovaawel transformative nature of 1648, in
the treaties signed at Munster and Osnabriickdeaitauthority remained understood
exclusively in the medieval fashion, as a seriedifbérentiated places.

For example, in section LXXVI of the Treaty of Miies after listing a series of
Alsatian towns to be under the control of the Fhreorown, the following text appears:

Item, All the Vassals, Subjects, People, TownspBghs, Castles, Houses,

Fortresses, Woods, Coppices, Gold or Silver MiMiegrals, Rivers, Brooks,

Pastures; and in a word, all the Rights, Regaldsfapurtenances, without any

reserve, shall belong to the most Christian Kimgl shall be for ever
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incorporated with the Kingdom &france with all manner of Jurisdiction and

Sovereignty, without any contradiction from the Eargr, the Empire, House of

Austria or any other: so that no Emperor, or any Prirfde@®House oAustrig,

shall, or ever ought to usurp, nor so much as pdedey Right and Power over

the said Countrys, as well on this, as the otlder $ieRhine(Israel 1967: 31-32).
While this yields the end result of giving contoder basically the entirety of the
territory concerned to the French crown—and heoncads similar to the modern notion
of exclusive and complete sovereignty over teryitein fact it demonstrates the
persistent strength of the medieval notion of tenal authority. Every single aspect of
the towns concerned—sub-jurisdictions, economiougses, etc.—has to be explicitly
named; it is not yet sufficient simply to delineateertain spatial area and thus claim
authority over it, and hence over all that goesvahin it (a practice that will be seen
below, in later treaties). This example is représt@re of the other territorial exchanges
in the treaties.

What is notable in 1648 is the continuigigsencef cartographic or geographic
language. There is no discussion of delineatinmit¢eial claims or exchanges by the use
of linear divisions, mapped features, or “naturahfier” divisions. The complexity of
the quoted passage above demonstrates that it yehacceptable simply to describe the
geographidimits of a territorial claim and leave it at thagH-of the detailed particulars
of the territory must be named for authority toexehanged.

Treaty of the Pyrenees, 1638.the 1650s the rulers of Spain and France began
negotiations to resolve the outstanding issue®suading their boundary in the Pyrenees
mountains, as well as authority over parts of tbesICountries. The portion of the treaty
dealing with the Low Countries reflects clearly thedieval notion of authority over
places rather than over space. For example, omes&nmtative passage reads:

It hath been concluded and agreed, concerningaleCountrys, that the Lord

most Christian King shall remain seiz’d, and ské#f¢ctually enjoy the Places,

Towns, Countrys and Castles, Dominions, Lands ardghips following.

First, Within the County ofArtois, the Town and City oArras, and the

Government and Bayliwick theorediesdin,and the Baliwick thereof . . . [etc.]

(Israel 1967: 66).

Once again, the understanding of territorial auth@s being held over a collection of
places is clear, as is the continuing need taovéigbally theaspectof authority that are
being asserted.

Yet this treaty also saw the introduction of a gapgically derived division of
Spain and France along the “natural frontier” & Byrenees mountains. This principle is
introduced in the following passage: “tRgrenearMountain, which antiently had
divided the Gauls frordpain,should also make henceforth the division of bothgéaid
Kingdoms” (Israel 1967: 70). This statement is @fitse ambiguous, particularly given
the vague geographic knowledge of the time, sceitgded the following: “And that the
said Division might be concluded, Commissionerslsieapresently appointed on both
sides, who shall together, bona fide, declare whrehthePyreneanMountains, which
according to the tenor of this Article, ought hédteato divide both Kingdoms, and shall
mark the limits they ought to have” (Israel 1967).7
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In spite of this geography-focused language, d@eoto effect the division on the
ground the older notions of authority over a seoieglaces had to be invoked, in practice
as well as in official language. First, the abaoa tvas followed by discussion of border
counties and who possesses what: “the Lord Mosstdm King shall remain in
possession, and shall effectually enjoy the whaar®y and Viquery oRoussillonand
the County and Viquery dfonflansthe Countrys, Towns, Places, Castles, Boroughs,
Villages and Places which make up the said CouatiesViqueries” (Israel 1967: 71).
Furthermore, without direct recourse to mutuallyeagl-upon maps (something which
appears in later centuries), using the mountaimvide the countries was extremely
vague: “The two ministers could agree to the phfasecerning the mountains as
boundary] because the thought very differently alvoe topography of the Pyrenees”
(Sahlins 1989: 43). Hence the need to resort tergidactices of naming towns and
associated places for actually achieving a divisibtihe mountain region.

Nonetheless, the introduction of even the idealanguage of a geographic—and
potentially linear—boundary in this treaty and gubsequent negotiations does mark a
shift away from the purely textual, place-focusewditoriality of earlier treaties, even if it
is a limited one.

Treaty of Utrecht, 1713n the negotiations ending the War of the Spanish
Succession, most of the discussion—and treaty tesds-€edicated to assuring the
permanent separation of the crowns of France aath$gince the war was essentially
fought to prevent Louis XIV’'s attempt at such aam)i Nonetheless, there were some
territorial cessions made. Similar to earlier tiesmtthese were made in the form of a
listing of a place to be handed over, as well aatitendant rights and properties. For
example, Spain’s cession of Gibraltar to Britaiketathe following form:

The Catholic King does hereby, for himself, hisid@ind Successors, yield to the

Crown of Great Britain, the full and entire Propyief the Town and Castle of

Gibraltar, together with the Port, Fortificatiomsd Forts thereunto belonging;

and he gives up the said Propriety, to be heldesmalyed absolutely, with all

manner of Right for ever, without any Exceptionrmapediment whatsoever

(Israel 1967: 223).

Similar language is used with regards to the temsf the Kingdom of Sicily to Savoy
(Israel 1967: 227). As with the Treaty of Westphalhat is particularly noticeable is the
absencef cartographic language or the commissioning ofeyors or maps. As the
Pyrenees treaty demonstrates, the afassing a geographic feature as a political donsi
existed, but it was by no means yet dominant.

Later Eighteenth Centuryhile the Treaty of Utrecht continues to demonstrat
the presence of medieval notions of territoriahauty—as places are exchanged in a
listing, without any cartographic delineation—thentury following would evince the
transformation of this aspect of international iatgion. In French foreign policy, for
example, “The preparation of maps as part of tre@king had been exceptional before
1715; it became routine by 1789” (Konvitz 1987:.33)

International agreements demonstrate the growargltas well. While the 1748
Treaty of Aix La Chapelle lists restores the stajus from before the War of Austrian
Succession by listing places to be handed back ¢@ricle VI; Israel 1967: 274), the
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treaties involved in the partition of Poland amaagstria, Prussia, and Russia in the
1770s through 1790s began to include cartograpinahtion of territory, of the kind
seen extensively at Vienna (below). In fact, thedtpartition (in 1795) includelsoth
types of territorial language: the listing of “ladities, districts and other domains” to
be claimed and the division of land using lineandecations (Articles | and II; Israel
1967: 422).

The Congress of Vienna and the Treaties of Pa8$411815The series of
negotiations and treaties ending the Napoleoniswaiminated the transformation of
the way in which European rulers operationalizedttgial political authority. In sharp
contrast with a century prior, territory is dividiedearly, with those lines of division
described in careful geographic and cartographimgeAuthority is now defined entirely
by its boundaries, and placeghin those boundaries are implicitly claimed; no londer
all towns, rights, and jurisdictions have to belexiby listed. The restructuring of
territorial political authority by Ptolemaic mappgiis complete.

In the treaty signed at the Congress of Viennagkample, the re-division of the
Duchy of Warsaw among Austria, Prussia, and Russ#ected in an entirely linear
fashion:

That part of the Duchy of Warsaw which His Majetsty King of Prussia shall

possess in full sovereignty and property, for hifp$es heirs, and successors,

under the title of the Grand Duchy of Posen, sbaltomprised within the
following line:—Proceeding from the frontier of Ed&ussia to the village of

Neuhoff, . . . from thence shall be drawn a line (Article II; Israel 1967: 520)
Two features of this text stand out. First is tleaclinear nature of the division. This is
understood so geometrically that later in the dpson of the line of division, part of the
boundary is drawn by “a semi-circular territory reeiged by the distance” from one town
to another (521). Second, the Prussian King igasesi this territory “in full sovereignty”
basedsolelyon the delineation of its boundaries—no other dpson (listing of places,
etc.) is necessary.

Furthermore, even when places are listed in thestyld, this listing is no longer
sufficient, and the exact territorial delimitatiorust also be included. For example,
Article VI of the Vienna treaty declares, “The TowhCracow, with its Territory, is
declared to be for ever a Free, Independent, aindysNeutral City, under the Protection
of Austria, Russia, and Prussia” (Israel 1967: 522%entury earlier, this simple
declaration would have been sufficient—the placelbeen named, and all the related
rights and jurisdictions would be included. In 18h6wever, territorial authority is no
longer defined from the center outward, and thesetkact boundaries of this neutral
entity must be delineated. Thus, Article VII stat8%e territory of the Free Town of
Cracow shall have for its frontier upon the lefhkaf the Vistula a line . . .” and then
proceeds to describe carefully the placement dflitha (Israel 1967: 522). Spatial
authority can only be claimed geometrically, dediy boundaries, not as a listing of
places.

Moreover, these descriptions of boundary line$icaigh textual in nature, are
really not comprehensible without maps, eitherréberence or to inscribe the linear
divisions onto them. Previous forms of territogaksions (as lists of places with
attendant rights, domains, etc.) did not requir@sita make sense, and in fact maps
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might have made many of those divisions appeagidhd in terms of defense or
territorial continuity (Hale 1971: 52). In 1814-1wever, with these lines drawn, there
was no longer a need to mention all the relevaated. Linear delineation was both
necessary and sufficient for authority claims.

At this point, territorial authority is understoed geometrically and visually that
not only are maps necessary to understand theahsisthey are also directly mandated
by the treaties. For example, the first Peace a6R4814) declares the following
concerning the boundaries of France:

there shall be named, by each of the States baglen France, Commissioners

who shall proceed, conjointly with French Commissis, to the delineation of

the respective Boundaries. As soon as the Commesshall have performed
their taskmaps shall be drawrsigned by the respective Commissioners, and
posts shall be place point out the reciprocal boundaries (Sectidnisrael

1967: 505; emphasis added).

This passage reveals both the explicit demandchfntapping of the boundaries and the
instruction to implement that boundary in practiog placing boundary markers on the
ground. Beyond even drawing a line on existing mapme articles from these treaties
demand an actual survey, in order to create ddtail@ps that do not yet exist. For
example, Section | of the second treaty of Partdades:

The thalweg [deepest channel] of the Rhine shathfthe boundary between

France and the States of Germany, but the propéthe islands shall remain in

perpetuity, as it shall be fixed by a new surveyhef course of that river, and

continue unchanged whatever variations that camegundergo in the lapse of
time. Commissioners shall be named on both sidetébhigh contracting
parties, within the space of three months, to prdagon the said survey (Israel

1967: 579).

Thus maps are not only referenced but acticedatedin the treaty-making process.

The negotiations and treaties from 1814-15 reveairpact of centuries of map
use on European rulers’ notions of territorial pedil authority. No longer defined by a
listing of places, spatial authority is only undemsl as a delineated geometric expanse,
depicted visually in maps.

Treaty of Versailles, 191@ century later, the treaty settlement after WaNdr |
demonstrates the ways in which the cartographicadlgired geometric territoriality seen
in 1814-15 had been fully consolidated asdhl means of understanding spatial
political authority.

First, the language of the treaty, when discustheglrawing of new divisions
within Europe, consistently uses the phrase “atliniee fixed on the ground.” This
moves one step beyond the early-nineteenth-ceteuminology, by adding the
demarcation aspect of boundary making directly theotreaty. For example, the
delineation of the territory of the free city of ag (in Article 100) comprises a long
textual description involving both geographic boares using rivers and purely
cartographic lines requiring demarcation:

Germany renounces in favour of the Principal Alleedl Associated Powers all

rights and title over the territory comprised withhe following limits: from the

Baltic Sea southwards to the point where the ppelathannels of navigation of
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the Nogat and the Vistula (Weichsel) meet: the ldaoy of East Prussia as

described in Article 28 of Part Il (Boundaries ofri@any) of the present Treaty;

thence the principal channel of navigation of thetMa downstream to a point
about 6-1/2 kilometres north of the bridge of Divag; thence north-west to point

5-1/2 kilometres south-east of the church of Guottla line to be fixed on the

ground, thence in a general westerly directiorhtodalient made by the boundary

of theKreis of Berent 8-1/2 kilometres north-east of Schoneckne to be fixed

on the ground passing between Muhlbanz on the smdtRambeltsch on the

north; [and so on] (Israel 1967: 1338).

Thus the linear bounding of territorial authorisyexplicitly linked to the demarcation of
that line with actual markers, quite literalbn the ground.

Second, the Ptolemaic basis of this understandiagthority—and thus the
practices implementing it—is even more consolidatet©19 than it was in 1815. Many
linear divisions are described not only in termshaiir relation to landmarks or cities (as
the passage above does) but also with purely geendé@ectional headings and even
points described by coordinates of latitude andjikoisle. For example, the delimitation
East Prussia—the German enclave territory insidarf@le—in Article 28 includes the
following text:

The boundaries of East Prussia . . . will be detegthas follows: from a point on

the coast of the Baltic Sea about 1 1/2 kilometi@sh of Probbernau church in a

direction of about 159° East from true North: alto be fixed on the ground for

about 2 kilometres; thence in a straight line ®ltght at the bend of the Elbing

Channel in approximately latitude 54° 19 1/2' Npttimgitude 19° 26' East of

Greenwich; thence to the easternmost mouth of thgal\NRiver at a bearing of

approximately 209° East from true North [and so (@srjael 1967: 1291).

This delimitation involves the use of coordinatedtions, linear divisions drawn by
compass direction, and geographically-determinechtaries such as rivers.

Finally, while in 1814-15 maps were commissionetidtp delimit the boundaries
described in the treaties, in 1919 maps are ngt@rhmissioned but in fact amecluded
in the treaty as attachments. For instance, thendation of the boundaries of East
Prussia in article 28 precedes the following incat29:

The boundaries as described above are drawn iorr@done-in-a-million map

which is annexed to the present Treaty. . . . énddse of any discrepancies

between the text of the Treaty and this map orathgr map which may be

annexed, the text will be final (Israel 1967: 1292)

As with property lawsuits in most Western countt@s$ay (Monmonier 1995: ch.4), the
text takes precedence in the case of disputes.dbais not, however, mean that territorial
authority is understood the pre-modern, verballgedéed fashion. Unlike in medieval
Europe, the authoritative text is not compreheesiithout cartography—if a map is not
immediately required, it is at least fundamentat gy reader of this text understand the
basic notions of Ptolemaic cartography. Without thantal equipment, drawing
boundary lines based on celestial coordinate looatiould be impossible.

* * %

The overall direction of the early-modern shiftieaty language concerning
territorial authority is clear: from a careful ligg of places with their attendant rights,
privileges, and resources to an equally carefuhdation of geometrically defined
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expanses. While this may be a familiar story, thenig of the transformation contradicts
the traditional IR narrative of “Westphalian” stat®d. Through even the early
eighteenth century, territorial exchanges were niadlee old manner, without maps or
cartographic language.

This timing, moreover, indicates that the incregsise of maps by rulers and in
society at large during the sixteenth and sevethemanturies is anything but
epiphenomenal to changes at the level of understgandf space and territorial
authority. If map use by governments had merelip¥etd an increased attention to
linear boundaries and an understanding of terakauthority as homogenous and
geometric, the order would have been reversed:usashould then havellowedthese
changes in ideas. Instead, the fact that mapresededhe transformation of territorial
authority suggests the plausibility of the causfilience of maps on the ideas held by
actors about political territoriality—the relatidnp detailed in the first part of this
chapter.

While chapter 6 will discuss the implementatioriledf transformed ideas about
territorial authority in the practices of Europgaoiitical actors, the following section
considers the role of extra-European interactiargriving the shift in ideas. After all,
although the linear division of territory was néfieeted within Europe until at least the
late eighteenth century, interactions in the NewM/aere, from the beginning of
European expansion, structured in a much more geeicneshion.

[I.C. Colonial Reflection of Geometric Territoriaty. The transformation of
territorial authority among European political aste-which by the nineteenth century
had consolidated as a geometric understandingamiespis evident far earlier in the
colonial expansion of European powers into the N¢orld of the Americas. Just as
chapter 4 illustrated the way in which the new getiia view of space appeared first in
European understandings of the New World and atbriwas applied to Europe itself,
so too did the transformation of territorlitical authorityfollow a trajectory of
colonial reflection. Just as the discovery of aviNé/orld” demanded a new concept of
space—supplied and structured by Ptolemaic canpbgra-so too did the attempt to
make claims to political authority in the Ameriacgammand a new form of territoriality,
structured around linear divisions and homogenapsses of space.

The political aspect of the new understanding etcepappeared immediately
upon the return of Columbus to Spain. Althoughrtature of the lands encountered were
unclear (and would remain so for at least a decalkde)Spanish monarchs wished to
secure their claims no matter what the geogra@utsfturned out to be. As O’Gorman
(1961) writes:

The Crown’s reaction is governed by one primargnest: to ensure possession

and juridical rights on whatever it was that Colwslhad found. . . . With equal

haste, the Crown started negotiations to obtaggalltitle from the Holy See.

Here, also, the question of what the lands mighwag not uppermost: the urgent

thing was to insure juridical lordship over thenB().

Thus the geographic uncertainty of the discovedasss new continent or as part of the
known world, had to be circumvented, as the morsawdkhed to assert their political
claim no matter what the geographic situation tdroet to be. Columbus’ traditional
means of asserting authority on the spot—in hisda/gtby proclamation made and with
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the royal standard unfurled” (quoted in Greend881: 52)—was an insufficient basis
for claiming a poorly understood territory. The meBective means for making a claim
over the unknown was, instead, the techniquesalériaic cartography, in ideas if not in
actual map technology. As chapter 4 argued withnegpunderstandingreviously
unknown lands, so too didaking political claimsequire the tools and ideas of the
Ptolemaic graticule.

In particular, the Ptolemaic grid built on celektiaordinates supplied the means
required for the linear division of the world, aams demanded by European rulers’
desire to make political claims over the unknowhisTresulted in the new practice of
“global linear thinking” among European politicaitars (Schmitt 2003: 87-88). The
result was, first, the Papal Bulls of 1493 andpsel; the 1494 Treaty of Tordesillas,
which was a direct agreement between Spain anddgdnvithout the involvement of the
Pope’® These were merely the first among many lineatipalidivisions effected in the
extra-European world at a time when divisions witBurope remained expressly non-
linear. As Schmitt points out, Tordesillas représeme type of these linear divisions,
known agrayas.These were “internal divisions between two landrappating Christian
princes within the framework of one and the sanaiaporder” (Schmitt 2003: 92).
Linear divisions also took the form of “amity lineédrawn to divide the part of the world
where peace treaties or truces between Europeaarpteld from other areas were
fighting, raiding, or privateering could contindeor example, in 1634 Richelieu forbade
French attacks on Spanish or Portuguese vessels #i® Tropic of Cancer while
explicitly allowing them beyond that line (Schn03: 93).

In the evolution of these linear divisions cartg@gmawas not only implicated in
the form of basic Ptolemaic ideas (such as thatidevision of the world) but also in
cases in which cartographers were directly involwegolitical negotiations. For
example, in the 1520s Spain and Portugal begartiaégas to resolve where the
Tordesillas line fell on the opposite side of thebg (the “anti-meridian”), and thus to
determine where the already-agreed-upon divisiaglaidal control between Portugal and
Spain was located (Brotton 1997: ch.4). In the 18@dotiations, “Each country was to
be represented by nine official delegates, comgjgif three lawyers, three
cosmographers, and three pilots” (Vigneras 1962.: e pilots represent the practical
knowledge of maritime navigation, while the cosnamirers were present as savants of
the (still relatively new) Ptolemaic understandofghe world. The resolution of the issue
with the Treaty of Saragossa in 1529 was a strpthitical decision, since the possibility
of a technical cartographic solution was made imajds by the lack of accurate
longitude readings (required for the determinatbthe location of a meridian). Yet the
solution reached by Spain and Portugal—while untabtely on any real cartographic
basis—nonetheless demonstrates the power of ttmgcaphically based idea of
territoriality: The agreement was made under thisiibn that a cartographic line had
actually been drawn as a basis for the divisiothi&swas the only workable means of
settling claims over the unknown.

As claims to new territories mounted, particulanyNorth America, many
involved a mixture of the new linear divisions aiftlaority (such as colonial charters with

3 As O’Gorman points out, the two monarchies leé Erapacy out of the discussion because “the Haly Se
would not grant sovereignty over the Ocean eitbeé@pain or to Portugal” (1961: 156-157).
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delineations on lines of latitude) and older feudations of control (see chapter 3). Yet
the form that the latter took illustrates just hconvincing the geometric understanding
of political authority was in the New World: .“Alttugh the early grants contained
several feudal characteristics, the type of landte they most often stipulated was
modeled after . . . the least feudally encumbeystes of land tenure” of England (Sack
1986: 137). The territorial homogenization of Noftimerican political space culminated
in the creation of the United States as an indepetnehtity: “The American system of
government established between 1776 and 1789 meyldesen the first to conceive of its
sub-units, the states, as generic territories—ak an their form and place in
government” (Sack 1986: 149). Once again, althdbgke colonies were European
creations, this geometric territoriality was implemted in the New World at a time when
political space within Europe was still organizadhimix of old and new forms.

A brief revisit of some of the peace treaties dssaul in the previous section also
illustrates the precedence of the New World oveaopge in terms of the imposition of
geometric territorial authority informed and madsgible by Ptolemaic mapping.
Compare, for example, contemporaneous events suitte &uropean treaties of the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries discussed alpoMihe Spanish-Portuguese
agreements of the 1490s or the North American ¢alaharters of the early 1600s
(discussed in chapter 3). The negotiations andrdeats concerning the New World deal
in linear divisions, often tied directly to cartaghic notions such as lines of latitude or
longitude, while the intra-European agreementsioaatto rely on an understanding of
political territory as a series of places, defitgdcenters rather than boundaries.

The 1713 Treaty of Utrecht offers a particularlystrative example of this
divergence between colonial and intra-Europearsidéaut territorial political authority.
As noted above, the territorial transfers withirrdpe are effected as a listing of places,
without linear boundaries or cartographic desavipdi The territorial adjustments to New
World possessions, however, take the form of ggagcadescriptions of spaces. For
example, the treaty between Britain and Franceatosithe following, concerning North
America:

The said most Christian King shall restore to thegdom and Queen @reat

Britain, to be possessed in full Right for ever, the Bay &traits oHudson

together with all Lands, Seas, Sea-Coasts, RiaasPlaces situate in the said

Bay and Straits, and which belong thereunto, net$raf Land or of Sea being

excepted, which are at present possessed by thec&ubfFrance . . . But it is

agreed on both sides, to determine within a YeaCammissarys to be forthwith
named by each Party, the Limits which are to bediketween the said Bay of

Hudsonand the Places appertaining to Erench which Limits both theBritish

andFrenchSubjects shall be wholly forbid to pass over,haréby to go to each

other by Sea or by Land. The same Commissarys alsallhave Orders to
describe and settle, in like manner, the Boundbeyseen the othdsritish and

FrenchColonys in those parts (Article X; Israel 196772208).

It was only after another century that this typgebgraphically determined linear
bounding of political spaces is applied within Eugo

Thus, once again, the relative timing of when tae gartographically inspired
ideas about political authority appeared suggept®eess in which political ideas—and
hence political structures—within Europe are carttrd by the earlier use of maps and
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their concomitant mental tools in the New Worldabtdition, with the whole-earth
character of the Ptolemaic grid, as one part ofjtbbe is described, fought over, and
politically divided based on the new cartograpmderstanding of political territoriality,
so too eventually must the rest of the world beeusibod in the same way.

In sum, the process transforming territorial autiyaamong European political
actors followed both the technical and ideatioreledlopments of Ptolemaic cartography
and their implementation in the previously unknaspaces of the New World. Although
the attempt to claim and control the unknown spatdéise New World demanded the
new understanding of political authority, withinrGpe the extensive knowledge of
territory and the longstanding traditional authestheld over it created no such demand.
Instead, it was the shift in the ideas Europeaxsdii@ut space in general, and the
reinforcement offered by the use and usefulnessagfs and map-based political
authority in the New World, that eventually droverange in intra-European ideas and
practices. This transformation of political spaaaf a list of particular places, defined as
centers of control, to a homogenous expanse, aebgdinear boundaries, represents a
fundamental shift in international political strucs.

Yet this transformation of territoriality tells gnhalf the story: What about the
parallelnon-territorial authorities of the European Middle Ages? The shift
territoriality did not automatically eliminate theepreviously strong ideas, though the two
processes are related by their links to mappingtla@diew of space. The next section
examines the role of early-modern cartography eheumining, delegitimating, and
eventually eliminating the non-territorial formsaithority among Europeans.

[ll. Maps and the Elimination of Non-Territorial Auhorities.

While politics in the European late Middle Agesohxed the coexistence of
territorial and non-territorial political authoes, the modern international system is
structured by the exclusive use of territorialiydefine political actors and units
(detailed in chapter 2). Thus, although the tramsédion of territoriality discussed above
is a key shift of the early modern period, perheysn more fundamental to the character
of our international system is the process wherebyterritorial authorities were
eliminated. As noted above, this aspect of theyaaddern shift has seen less attention
from theorists interested in the impact of cartpgsaon politics. The longstanding and
stable overlap of multiple types of authority ir timedieval period demonstrates that
such coexistence is not inherently contradictong thus the absence of non-territorial
authorities in the modern era is not an inevitahleeome and requires explanation.

In short, this section argues that the massiveeas® in the production and use of
Ptolemaic maps in Europe delegitimated, and theeseytually eliminated, the non-
territorial authorities present at the beginninghaf early modern period. As people came
to understand the world increasingly in terms est#hmaps, ideas about political
authority that were not depicted in them—or coubti e depicted in them—Iost their
normative basis and were thereby eliminated aspsaloke foundations for political
authority. This effect was anything but intentigres the private commercial producers
of maps in the early period of European cartograpdd/no direct interest in reshaping
political authority, but merely provided the idestal impetus and later the normative
tools for rulers and subjects to re-imagine theiitggal relationships in an exclusively
territorial fashion.
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In order to examine this process in more detais, $kection first considers the
inability—or unwillingness—of early modern cartogheers to depict non-territorial
authorities and this tendency’s effect on politickdas. Second, evidence of the impact of
cartography on non-territorial authorities is exaed in the context of map use by
governments, in particular in the texts of peaeattes. The importance of European
expansion to the New World is considered next, ayaen demonstrating the process by
which new ideas and practices—in this case polifitactures based exclusively on
territoriality—appear first outside Europe but wéater transplanted back to the
continent. Finally, this the last part examinesré@ursive nature of this relationship,
since the impact of mapping on ideas about politaéhority eventually reflects back to
shape cartographic production.

lII.A. Mapping political authorities. During the early modern period, as mapping
became a popular means of depicting and undersigtice world, the ways in which
political authority were portrayed on maps incragbi shaped actors’ political ideas, and
hence their political practices. Early modern magpnly depicted territorial authority,
and only depicted it in the linearly bounded, hoeromusly colored fashion discussed
above, instilling in map users a sense that this thva only legitimate way of
understanding the political world. This dynamibath parallel to and distinct from the
transformation of territoriality: While the latteras primarily a process whereby the very
ability to imagine the political world as compos&derritorially exclusive units was
enabled by Ptolemaic maps and their characteglimenation of non-territorial
authorities involved thanderminingof existing ideas by that same mapping technology
and its widespread use.

While this argument specifically concerns the itigbio depict non-territorial
authorities on Ptolemaic maps, mapping in gensrlndamentally ill-suited for
depicting—and hence understanding—non-territoudharities. After all, such forms of
authority are by definitiomon-spatialand maps, no matter how broadly defined,
inherently involve spatial depiction. Thus, for exale, consider the possibility of
depicting a feudal system of rule—based on perdooradls—on a Ptolemaic map, or on
any map for that matter. How would this networkedations be depicted spatially? The
lords and vassals could be placed on a map andctrerected by lines representing their
authority relations, creating in a sense a netwigigram overlay for a territorial map.
Yet what would be the particular use of such acepi? In this system of rule, the
persons involved are often mobile, and thus théamimension is far less important or
fixed than their relationships and resources (@schbligations in terms of military
service or protection). Furthermorehywould one want to map this system of authority
relations? It is far easier simply to describerilationships in words—which is, of
course, exactly what feudal contemporaries did.

Thus, on the one hand, it would have been quifecdif for early-modern
cartographers to map non-territorial authoritiedapping was not well suited to the
problems of depicting multiple sovereignty. It wesially beyond the ingenuity of even
the most skilful cartographer to indicate on ong@rageas of mixed jurisdictions” (Black
1997b: 125). Yet one could argue that there aleaat conceivable ways of doing this,
perhaps involving various color schemes, diffetgpes of engraved lines, or even non-
linear depictions such as networks of relationffiadilt, but not impossible, in other
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words. Whether it was possible or not, howegentemporary cartographers quite
simply did not depict non-territorial authoritiesi@heir mapsin short, the legitimate
and existing non-territorial forms of authority \@gverhaps not mappable, but definitely
not actually mapped. In either case, the absenneroterritorial authorities from maps
shaped how European political actors conceivet®fpblitical world, making the
authority relations that were not depicted on timeasingly popular mapping medium
less legitimate and eventually less tenable.

Early-modern mapmakers did not consciously aim tdwfae elimination of
certain types of authority or the promotion of atigalar form of territoriality. Yet they
did actively address the problem of dealing with tomplexity of early modern
authority structures. The character of their magpathniques—based on Ptolemy’s
graticule—shaped their response to this complegityjng mapmakers toward the
geometric simplification of complex overlapping laortities and the depiction of all
political structures as territorial.

One interesting illustration of the imperative—aaddency—toward
simplification and territorialization of complex lgacal authorities in early modern
Europe is offered by the example of Claude de @lms{Buisseret 1984a, 1984b). Sent
in 1608 by the French king to survey one of Framcemplex frontiers, Chastillon
reports back to the crown with both a written dggmm and maps. While his particular
maps have been lost, Buisseret (1984a) has compar@astemporaneous map of the
same exact frontier region against Chastillon’dtemi description, positing that the map
is likely based on Chastillon’s surveying and veritireport. Thus, it offers an opportunity
to see how cartographers at the time dealt witlcgmeplexity of political authority in
frontier regions at the beginning of the seventeesntury.

A lengthy quotation from Buisseret is warrantedtheescomparison between the
complex written description and the requirementssimplification in the map are
manifold:

Thechateauof Passavant, he [Chastillon] says, belongs todioe, though the

town and wood are French. Baffled by the problerdistinguishing between

these areas, our cartographer has drawn a littkaes with achateauin the

south of it. At Martinvelle, three-quarters of adeie from Passavant, all the

hearths owe tax to the king of France; this villaagcording to Chastillon, was

partially French and partiallprrain. On our map it is shown as lying in Lorraine.

Selles, though west of the Sabne, belonged to Rea@omté according to

Chastillon, and is so shown on the map. Vauvileas a more difficult case, in

dispute between France, Lorraine and Franche-Cdh#énap shows it as lying

some distance inside Franche-Comté (Buisseret 1983a
Regarding each particular aspect of complexity dlesd above, the written description
of Chastillon is fully capable of capturing it, udthe subsequent map is forced to
simplify in order to make a readable, easily pragleisual document.

Moreover, the criteria used by Chastillon in hi®gfto delineate the frontier
were the following:

Feudal Allegiance: to whom did the inhabitants gfen territory owe

allegiance? This, of course, was established bpgadwvorn statements. . . .

Fiscal Dependence: To whom had taxes been paidr@amdvhatgreniershad
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salt been bought? . . . Judicial Dependence: Where law-cases judged?

(Buisseret 1984hb: 104).

All of these criteria represent fundamentally neritorial forms of authority: personal
feudal ties and jurisdictionally defined authosti&' et the map that was drawn to depict
visually the same information converts these nentteial links to an image of territorial
authority, and a linearly bounded one at that. fEmelency of Ptolemaic cartography
toward simplification and territorialization of ptal relations is operationalized in
conversions such as these, performed whenever avasproduced to reflect complex
authority structure§?

This simplification of complex authority structurssalso evident in the
increasing depiction of linear boundaries and hoenogsly colored-in spaces on maps
from the late sixteenth century forward (as dethitethe previous section). Thus, not
only do maps that have linear boundaries tendnplgly the complexity of early-modern
authorities, but the increasing proportion of megstaining such boundary lines
undermined the legitimacy of the authority struetmot depicted in them; i.e., non-
territorial authority types. For example, in thepsaf Germania from BlaeuAtlas
Maior of 1665 discussed above, the careful delineatiahcalor-coding of exclusive
territories elides the continuing presence of ingdgudicial structures and of complex
overlapping authorities.

The effect of color on maps is perhaps even magperessive of non-territorial
complexities than are linear boundaries on thein.olhe imposition of the
homogenizing effect of color significantly enhantles tendency of a Ptolemaic map to
push aside non-territorial forms of authority. Apnaith linear boundaries but without
color depicts territorial authority—and of the maudinearly bounded variety—but it
does not necessarily undermine other conceptioren ®ith lines drawn, the cities
depicted on a map could be emphasized by a mapwisercould have in mind a list of
jurisdictions or a network of personal authoritiatens such as that in a textual
description of a frontier zone (like the writterpoet from Chastillon, above). Indeed,
early modern maps were often accompanied by writéseriptions or tables of some
kind.

Consider, on the other hand, a map with the samedfi boundary lines, but with
the spaces defined by those boundaries filled mdgenously with color. This map not
only promotes modern territorial authority moreosgly than the uncolored version, it
also makes it increasingly difficult for a map reatb bring other ideas about political
authority to bear; the visual strength of the @li@ bounded spaces is too strong. This
effect obtains in spite of the way in which visd&plays such as maps, when compared

" While this may sound like an example of the “ptiwg” or “unscientific” nature of early-modern
cartography, this difficulty in depicting authoeisi or relations other than exclusive territoriatigrsists
today. For example, Rekacewicz (2000) finds it lyeianpossible to map effectively African political
theorist Achille Mbembe’s conception of the contihthat replaces traditional boundaries with “an
unobstructed view, identifying regions or terrigeinot in terms of their location but rather imerof
shifts in global politics and global economics thave had an impact on these regions” (703). Ma@gov
“The complexity of Mbembe’s schema did not therefaliow for comprehensive visual representatiom. Fo
example, the relations or forms of exchange betvdfégrent regions, crucial aspects of the analy=isild
not appear on the map without making the map ovddned and thus illegible” (704). Once again,
complex relations and structures easily describrtlially must be simplified in order to appear on a
Ptolemaic map.
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against a textual description, “encourage a ditserdiindividual viewer styles and rates
of editing, personalizing, reasoning, and undeditagi (Tufte 1990: 31). The character
of a visual display such as a color-filled Ptolecrnaiap drives readers toward a particular
interpretation—one that emphasizes the linearlynided territorial form of authority

over other political structureMoreover, the tendency of maps in the seventeenth a
eighteenth centuries to depict linear boundariesn ehough frontiers remained complex,
overlapping, and in many cases not territoriallfirce®l, demonstrates that mapping was
not simply following the “facts on the ground” amstead drove the eventual shift to
exclusively territorial authority.

In addition, the quantitative increase in map paiidun during the early modern
period changed maps from being merely one amongrakepossible means of describing
political authority (and hence of understanding thghority by readers) to being the
primary means of understanding the world, and thus the@atiupolitical structures on
it.

Finally, the modern form of mapping, and the redlaiederstanding of
territoriality, inherently conflicts with the coestence of multiple forms of authority—
territorial and non-territorial—in one collectio political ideas. By contrast, medieval
maps depicting the world as unbounded territoilesifwith a collection of symbolically
represented towns, and the related form of politexaitoriality held over a series of
places, present no conflict with non-territoriatinas of authority founded on
jurisdictions or personal relationships. Althougbdieval maps can be considered to
“claim territory” (Serchuk 2006: 134), they do spdhowing a collection of places,
rather than by delineating a spatial expanse. fbeial claims over places can coexist
with claims over persons or jurisdictions, whilaiohs to a delineated space are
inherently contradictory to other forms of authrit

Thus, the character of Ptolemaic mapping, and itiqodar the consolidation of a
visual language of linearly bounded and color-cop@itical spaces, undermined the
legitimacy of non-territorial authorities, at thense time that it transformed territorial
authority.

lIl.B. Peace treaties and the elimination of non4tétorial authorities. Just as
the transformation of territorial authority, driveg the increasing use of Ptolemaic maps,
is apparent in the changing language used to destzrritories traded in peace treaties,
S0 too is the elimination of non-territorial authies. From the fifteenth century forward,
peace treaties show a progressive reduction iprisence of non-territorial forms of
authority, until by the early nineteenth centuryyaerritorial authority remains. This
progression is paralleled by the increasing impilicaof maps and cartographic ideas in
international agreements.

The Congress of Arras, 143Bhe negotiations among the three major parties
involved in this meeting—the king of France, thegkish king, and the duke of
Burgundy—involved more than the exchanges of toskiesussed above. With non-
territorial forms of authority still very strondj¢ question of homage was also raised. In
particular, the French king demanded homage fraEtglish monarch (Dickinson
1955: 150, 167). Personal feudal relations, thosticued to be important to the
negotiating parties.
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Peace of Cateau-Cambresis, 15%8is sixteenth-century agreement also
illustrates the continuing relevance of non-terrgbauthorities, as, for example, Section
13 mandates an equal division of revenues fromndynereated diocese. This represents
the importance of overlapping jurisdictional diwiss that do not line up with territorial
boundaries, even as territory is traded as a sefipkces at the same time.

Treaties of Westphalia, 1648nce again, an examination of the texts of these
treaties for evidence of rulers’ ideas about pmditauthority undermines the traditional
narrative of Westphalia “creating” modern interpatl politics. Along with the complex
collection of place-focused examples of territoaathority detailed earlier, these treaties
contain numerous references to “rights” and “pegés” associated with those places.
These refer to jurisdictional notions of authoritshich continue to be asserted in the
mid-seventeenth century. In addition, there areynpa@ssages that discuss feudal
concepts such as fiefs or vassalage. For exanghégring to several German princes,
“these Vassals shall be bound to take an OathdwliEy to the LordCharles Lewigthe
Elector Palatine], and to his Successors, as diect Lords, and to demand of him the
renewing of their Fiefs” (article XXVII; Israel 196 16).

Furthermore, when territorial authority was cededranted in these treaties, it
was not yet enough simply to name or describedtrédry concerned; any given place
had a group of attendant but potentially separablds, jurisdictions, and resources that,
if to be included, had to be explicitly named. Egample, in the list of possessions to be
returned to Austria comes the following passage:

Item, The County oHawensteintheBlack ForesttheUpperandLower

Brisgaw and the Towns situate therein, appertaining dfefah Right to the

House ofAustria, viz. Neuburg, Friburg, Edingen, Renzingen, Waldkirch,

Willingen, Bruenlingenwith all their Territorys; as also, the Monastergbbys,

Prelacys, Deaconrys, Knight-Fees, Commandershiits alf their Bayliwicks,

Baronys, Castles, Fortresses, Countys, Barons,edpWhssals, Men, Subjects,

Rivers, Brooks, Forests, Woods, and all the Reg&ghts, Jurisdictions, Fiefs

and Patronages, and all other things belongingeédsbvereign Right of Territory,

and to the Patrimony of the HouseAafstria, in all that Country (article

LXXXVIII; Israel 1967: 35).

Although the authority is mentioned as a list @fqals “with all their Territorys”, this

must be followed by a careful listing of all therp@nal and jurisdictional authorities
associated—otherwise these might be consideredvenot been granted. In later
centuries, no such inclusion is necessary, asattegraphically shaped understanding of
territoriality has pushed aside these other forfrgotitical authority.

Treaty of the Pyrenees, 165%he novel introduction of the idea of dividing
France and Spain by using the natural frontiehefRyrenees marked a distinct shift
toward territorial exclusivity, and hence away frtime parallel use of non-territorial
authorities. For example, Article XLIII of the titgaexplicitly removes the feudal
obligations of Spanish subjects on the Frenchaidkee boundary, and vice versa:

The said Lord the Catholick King [of Spain] dotictige, will and intend, that the

said Men, Vassals, Subjects [on the French sidieeoPyrenees] . . . be and
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remain quitted and absol'v from henceforth andefeer, of the Faith, Homages,
Service and Oath of Fidelity, all and every of thexay have made unto him, and
to his Predecessors the Catholick Kings; and witfadll Obedience, Subjection
and Vassalage, which therefore they might owe timto Willing that the said
Faith, Homage and Oath of Fidelity, remain void ahdone effect, as if they had
never been done or taken (Israel 1967: 74).
Yet the implementation of this agreement refle¢tedpersistence of non-territorial
notions of authority. In fact, after 1659, “The cmmssioners used the word ‘delimitation’
and claimed to seek the ‘line of division,” butyhresorted to ideas of ‘jurisdiction” and
‘dependency’ when dividing up the villages” (SablitR89: 6-7). The non-territorial
authorities remained practical and legitimate sohs to the difficulty of dividing control
in this frontier region.

The Congress of Vienna and the Treaties of Pa8$411815.1n the conclusion
to the Napoleonic Wars, the treaties involved mdy anplemented the consolidation of
linearly bounded territorial authority (as discussdove) but also removed the
remaining non-territorial authority structures fr&@uaropean international politics. The
absence of the latter forms of authority elimindatesneed to mention all the rights,
jurisdictions, or resources associated with anyiq@dar place, replacing such a list with
a careful delineation of boundaries, down to thacéplacement of border markers. Now,
whatever falls within the boundaries describedsfalithin the purview of the actor
granted that authority. The linear boundary circcnibes the territorial authority
completely, while the homogeneity within those $if#ots out other forms of authority.

Furthermore, any remaining non-territorial authest such as feudal rights or
privileges, were actively removed or waived by signing parties. For example, on the
Swiss cantons the Vienna treaty states that “feriglads and tithes cannot be re-
established” (Israel 1967: 554). Concerning thenday of Saxony with Prussia, the
Vienna treaty contains the following exemplary pags

His Majesty the King of Prussia and His Majesty ltieg of Saxony . . .

renounce, each on his own part, and reciprocalfguor of one another, all

feudal rights or pretensions which they might elseror might have exercised

beyond the frontiers fixed by the present Treasya@l 1967: 527).

The process is clear: The linear boundaries sdudbrérawn in the text—and to be
inscribed on maps—are actively used to eliminateteoritorial authorities.

Treaty of Versailles, 1919 he negotiations and treaty following the FirstN§lo
War demonstrate the results of Vienna a centujeeand the active implementation of
those ideas in the decades following. In 1919 theeeno more non-territorial authorities
to eliminate, let alone argue over, and the trbatyce deals exclusively with the careful
delineation of homogenous territorial authority §@scribed earlier).

* % %

The progression from the complex mix of (premodéenjtorial authority and
non-territorial authorities in the fifteenth anatsenth centuries to the exclusive
territoriality of the early nineteenth century Issely tied to the production and use of
maps by rulers and government institutions. Mapewaf course, increasingly used
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directly in treaty-making, progressing from toads hegotiations all the way to
documents attached to a treaty.

The pre-modern form of territorial authority carsigafit with the simultaneous
existence of non-territorial authoritiessf-of them can be listed together in one treaty,
was done in major treaties through even Westphalith modern form of linear,
geometric, homogenous territorial authority, howetlgere is no way to accommodate
simultaneously territorial and non-territorial aoitity types. Modern territorial authority
is by definition exclusive and thus does not alfowthe overlap of territorial and
personal or jurisdictional authorities. Thus, id@rto make these international
agreements work, non-territorial authorities habédgnored and even directly
renounced.

A similar, though compressed, process can be disddn the case of colonial-era
Siam, whose mapping was in some sense pursuetefensive” manner, in response to
French and British incursions into the region. ¥et political actors who lost the most
out of this process were the non-territorial (and-mapped) entities in the zonal
frontiers of pre-modern Siam: “the triumph of madgeography . . . eliminated the
possibility, let alone opportunity, of those tinyiefdoms being allowed to exist as they
had done for centuries” (Thongchai 1994: 129). itagping of political authority drives
a simultaneous homogenization of political spaaktae elimination of non-spatial
understandings and political entities.

[1I.C. Colonial reflection of exclusive territoriaity. The importance of the
colonial expansion to the New World of the Amerie#so appears in the process
whereby non-territorial authorities were eliminatBdropean exploration and
particularly efforts to claim what was encountened onlydemandeanapping (as
discussed above); it al$egitimatedmapping as a useful tool for understanding the avorl
as a whole, thereby undermining the non-territdoais of authority that were not
amenable to being mapped.

First, colonial expansion inspired the first Eurapefforts to divide political
space linearly, and the first use of maps as twotk so. As discussed above, maps were
the primary means to understand and claim the umkrspaces of the New World. In a
recursively causal process, this use further supgdhe very idea of using maps and
cartographic ideas as a means of asserting poktithority—a tendency which over
time delegitimates authorities that are not mapped.

The supposedly empty character of the New World kegsto this process—
empty as it was of existing political authoritiesognized by Europeans. The expansion
to the Americas created a break with previous prestof political expansion:

Old World conquest before the Age of Exploratiomalved subduing and

establishing suzerainty over older and residentalgural populations. It did not

involve displacing them entirely, even when thegpypations were thought by

their conquerors to be inferior (Sack 1986: 87-88).

In the Old World, where recognized authority stanes existed, an invader could
conguer a people by claiming the same authorityttieprevious ruler had held. In the
New World, the absence of recognized authoritycstmes left Europeans with only one
means of claiming authority, vis-a-vis other Eurap@owers: cartographically defined
territoriality.
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Interactions among European rulers in the New Wiatkkcted the new
cartographic understanding of space and politiot#iaity. Thus, both the geometric
nature of modern territorialitgndthe elimination of non-territorial authorities ajgjped
first in the colonial world, and was only reflectiedck to Europe later. Once again, this
reflection follows from the global nature of Ptolaimcartography: with one part of the
world described, understood, and carved up basexduosive territoriality, the rest of
the world must logically follow suit.

[11.D. The reciprocal relationship between sovereity and mappingAs
discussed above with regard to Figure 5.1, theaeréxiprocal aspect to the relationship
between ideas held by actors about political aitthand the character of maps
produced. While the maps produced in a society—dpyating territorial authorities and
not depicting other forms—shape which authoritiesteeld to be legitimate, those
changes in ideas will subsequently re-shape thenines of cartographic production,
driving the creation of even more maps that reféetiusively territorial authority.

Some authors doubt that the former relationshipwhich maps shape societal
ideas or political outcomes—holds at all. Kagan Soclimidt, for example, argue that “it
would be hard to assign a causal role to cartograplps reflected court practices and
administrators’ agendas more than they actuallpetighem” (2007: 669). Yet this
critiqgue ignores the possibility that the causétrenship does not have to run strictly in
one direction or the other. Of course the mapsuyred were often a reflection of the
interests or demands of politically, economicadliyculturally powerful persons. Yet the
relationship goes the other way as well: maps casttute or make conceivable some of
those very interests that later drive cartographoduction.

Furthermore, much of the effect of mapping that thiapter discusses—the
gradual transformation of territoriality and thev@hation of non-territorial authorities—
occurred during a period when most mapping wasuymed privately, not by official
state institutions or even state patronage. The distribution of the visual language of
mapping, with its homogenous, linearly boundedttaies, depended not on government
mapping (often held in strict secrecy during thesipd) but rather on the production of a
wide variety of printed cartographic material, fremall map prints to elaborate folio-
size atlases. Thus the argument that maps wereigeddlepicting territorial authority
because rulers wished to promote that idea is gntey the chronology, and character,
of early modern mapping.

Several modern examples further illustrate thengtieof this type of reciprocal
relationship. Hassner (2006/2007), for exampleyesghat the production of maps of
disputed conflict areas is “both a product andcditating mechanism” of the process
whereby these conflicts become entrenched. Magshwitindaries are drawn because the
conflict is becoming more fixed and intractable jlelsimultaneously the drawing of
those boundaries and their publication in mapssses the difficulty in resolving the
conflict.

Additional evidence of the way in which maps argthimg but epiphenomenal is
apparent in the way in which many modern stateraateal with mapping. If maps are
nothing but theeflectionof power relations, then those in power should feel
unthreatened by maps and their contents. The dgpaosicourse, is the case. For
example, the post-colonial Indian state has isste#@ments criminalizing “incorrect”
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drawings of boundaries on maps; one governmeniqaiitan reads: “The publication of
maps of India depicting incorrect boundaries ofdbentry indirectly questions the
frontiers and challenges the territorial integofythe nation. . . . This is a criminal
offence which is punishable with imprisonment” rha 1996: 204). Even though the
Indian government is quite capable of producing sreqrording to its own conceptions
of the boundaries of the state (as it does), iettwgless finds other depictions a direct
threat.

Chapter 6 demonstrates more explicitly how tramséat ideas about sovereignty
simultaneously shaped the politigahctices and structures of international relatiamd
influenced the maps that were created and useticiarly during the late-seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries, mapmaking tasks wereasurgly taken on by rulers and
governments, and by the nineteenth century mostmeajuntries had huge cartographic
institutions (such as the British Ordinance Survegpping by the Prussian General
Staff, and the United States Geological Survey}.this was subsequent—not prior—to
the reshaping of political authority by mappingadissed in this chapter.

* % %

In short, the impact of Ptolemaic cartography aaglabout political authority
extended beyond a transformation of territoriaiitip the elimination of longstanding
non-territorial forms of political organization. iBlreduction of the repertoire of
acceptable bases for politics has been so thorthagherritoriality has invaded almost all
elements of modern political discourse.

The character of modern nationalism, for examgfects this fixation on
territoriality. Although nations are defined asleotions ofpersonslinked by some
imagined set of shared characteristics or expeggntations are nonetheless understood
and operationalized territorially, most often ie fiorm of a cartographic image of a
national territory.The links drawn by authors such as Anderson (1313hna (1996),
and Thongchai (1994) between modern cartographytendevelopment of nationalism
all reinforce this point: territorial conceptiongaentral to our most fundamental
political ideas. Thanks to the hegemony of Ptolensartography as the exclusive means
of depicting space and political authority, othemfis of political organization or
community, divorced from territoriality, have becemntenable.

IV. Territorial exclusivity consolidated.

The two parallel processes detailed above—theftsemation of territoriality and
the elimination of non-territorial forms of authtyri—occurred simultaneously and
interconnectedly during the early modern perioceyTbombined to produce our modern
international system of exclusively territoriahdarly bounded states. In any political
system, changes in the character of one form dicaity (when multiple forms coexist)
may have consequences for the other types presém same system or held by the
same actors. After all, the distinction betweeniti@ial and non-territorial is only hard
and fast conceptually, while in practice a singi®macan hold multiple forms of
authority, often without distinguishing among theérhus changes in one form of
authority will often be linked to changes in others

In the case of the revolution in authority struetithat forms the subject of this
study, the two processes examined separately abgeeher constitute part of the
complex of related processes involved in the labgersition to modernity. Thus the

152



particular character of the modern view of spaat@olitical territoriality inevitably
reshaped non-territorial authority as well: Oncwexcbegin to conceive of politics in
terms of modern territoriality, there is no spaef (literally or figuratively) for other
forms of authority. After all, exclusivity is a fdamental part of the definition of modern
territoriality. The post-Napoleonic reconstructiminEurope demonstrates the connection
well: territoriality was explicitly defined in a genetric, homogenous fashion, while at
the same time—in the same treaty documents—noitet@at rights and authorities were
explicitly renounced and eliminated.

Thus, the culmination in the shift in ideas in daly nineteenth century shows
the complete transformation of sovereignty detaithechapter 2: from mixed to solely
territorial, from overlapping to exclusive, andrirdragmented to centralized. This
chapter has directly illustrated role of mapping #&me view of space in both the
transformation of territoriality and the eliminatiof the non-spatial authorities. The shift
from overlapping authorities to exclusive authoriypound up in the shift to modern
territoriality as well, as overlapping medievalzarities were based on personal and
jurisdictional notions that were de-legitimatedthg use of mapping. Linear boundaries
and homogenous territory leaves no place for ogefar example, the early-nineteenth-
century drive toward exclusivity extended to plabesetofore easily left shared, such as
bridges over rivers between political jurisdictiomfie Second Treaty of Paris (1815)
states that on the Rhine, “One half of the bridgeveen Strasburg and Kehl shall belong
to France, and the other half to the Grand Duchyaafen” (Article I; Israel 1967: 579).
Nothing can be left undivided.

The move from fragmented authority to centralizetharity, likewise, is
conceptually separate from the shifting basis i@ty in territory or personal
relations. Yet in practice, once again, this cdizmtion is also related to the map-driven
transformation of territoriality. The pre-moderregistence of multiple overlapping
forms of authority allowed decentralization to p&trs-and supported it normatively—
while the map-based homogenization of authoritydwighe entire territory into a single,
centralized unit. For example, the 1815 Viennatyreaplicitly transfers the possessions
of the German nobility to the Prussian monarchi¢hatXLIll; Israel 1967: 541). Part of
this process was the use of maps as a direct t@eindralization by rulers, particularly
from the seventeenth century forward with the cossining of state-sponsored
surveying projects. This aspect is discussed ipten®, since it relates directly to the
implementation of the new ideas about authoritshenpractices of states.

This fundamental transformation in ideas abouttjpali organization is not just
about actors using a new (ideational and techneddgiool to pursue their goals, such as
territorial security or aggrandizement. Instead fhriocess created those very goals—
made them imaginable and appealing—and simultahemede other types of political
goals unimaginable or illegitimate. Sovereigntyeaéll, is both the norm that structures
the rational pursuit of interests by actors (textitorial expansion, self-preservation as an
independent entity) and the norm that constitutésra as territorial entities in the first
place (Parsons 2007: 30). This process, moreawas|vied positive feedback, or
recursive causation: As actors came to think di@auty in exclusively territorial terms,
they also found that pursuing goals based on tboseeptions could be very useful
politically, both within their polities and intertianally. For example, consider the
“mutual recognition game” of territorial states, ialinleaves out non-state types of units
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(Spruyt 1994). Actors are constituted by thesesdednich then may be used by those
actors rationally. This later use of the ideas @uathnology of maps in terms of rational
pursuit of goals does not contradict my argumeat thhose same ideas were fundamental
in constructing the identity of actors and the pstigle rationality of their goals in the

first place. (This process of mutual constitutidipolitical actors and cartographic
practices is further examined in chapter 6).

V. Conclusion: Cartography’s Ideational Effect

This chapter has argued that the effect of earlganocartography on political
authority was two-fold: the transformation of thengral understanding of space
constituted a shift in ideas about territorial awity and the increasing production and
use of Ptolemaic grid-based maps undermined andnelied the non-territorial authority
structures. This represents an example of the patéor material (in this case
technological) developments to alter actors’ ideasut political organization or
interaction, leading to changes in structure arichbier.

The development of modern cartography was partigusaiited to have such an
effect, for several reasons. First, Ptolemaic cgephy immediately fit with other
cultural trends, such as the Renaissance fixatioobh classical authority and the
human role in the world. The simultaneous and dggahtingent encounter with the
New World of the Americas also served as a powelfivier of innovation in the
application of cartography and cartographic idegsdiitical questions. Furthermore,
modern cartography, as a technology of visual diepicbenefits from the ability of
visual media to operationalize producers’ implassumptions about the world and
champion those ideas with readers. The depictigheofvorld as a collection of linearly
bounded, color-coded political entities in the yanbdern period clearly illustrates this,
as maps both reflected and reinforced the Ptoledhaision of space.

Chapters 4 and 5 together have made the caseattyatreodern mapping, directly
and indirectly, constituted and drove the shifidi@as about political authority from
medieval complexity to modern territorial exclusyildeas, however, must be
implemented in behaviors in order to constitutend@rnational system—atfter all, the
structure of the system is only observable in thg i which political ideas are made
real through action and interaction. The next oliapkamines this process, as political
actors, following their new ideas about authorégtively changed their practices to
implement their ideas in the structures of intacacthat constitute the international
system, yielding by the nineteenth century the &ark for interstate politics that
persists today.
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Chapter 7
The Implementation of Territorial Exclusivity

We tend to think of territoriality as a state ofrhj a way of feeling about a
portion of land, but the territoriality that devgled in seventeenth-century
France was, first of all, a form of material prami a way of acting on the land
that helped to make it seem like France. Land vedisigally mobilized as
territory in the period, using engineering skiltsreshape it and in the process
alter its meaning. Land was measured and fittediwithe languages of maps so
it could be carried on pieces of paper and madeilalip image; it was marked
and bounded with military fortresses so its breaaltiuld be visible and its
relation to state power tangible; and it was suédisvith humanly engineered
waterways and roadways that gave it internal orohes and tied it to an
economic rationality that was also associated i state’>

Political authority, unless implemented in matepgdctices, is merely a collection of
ideas in people’s heads. In order to shape thetateiof the international system, and
hence affect behaviors and outcomes of interndtjpoidics, these ideas must also shape
the actual practices of action and interactiorhefdctors in the system. While the
previous two chapters summarized the shift to estetly (and exclusive) territorial
political authority and demonstrated the key rdlenapping and its use in driving this
change, this chapter will examine the final stehaconstitution of modern states and
the state systenthe implementation of exclusive territoriality iratarial practices As
Mukerji argues in the epigraph above, this impletaton was an integral part of the
constitution of territoriality in early modern Eye.

In order to break down this process analyticallyjll examine the way in which
the use of maps and the consolidation of territ@xalusivity is linked to the material
implementation of changes in the character andityesf political actors, their
organization, and their interaction practices. Tdaigsal connection actually takes two
paths, discussed theoretically in the first sectigrthe ways in which increased map use
and the new ideas about territoriality directlysd@ and transformed key practices that
constitute the system; and 2) the manner in whiap-tvased political authority
restructured the identities of actors, leadingdw mnd altered interests and goals, which
subsequently led to changes in practices. The latteess is more fundamentally
constitutive of systemic change and hence form$titie of this chapter. This offers the
opportunity to connect the macro-level theory afdat ideational changes to micro-level
evidence concerning actor identities, interestd,raaterial practices, and then back to
the macro-level of system structure as a set oftcaimts and resources to those actors.

On the constitution of new and changed actorsearsistem, | focus on the
process of territorialization of rule, involvingelgradual and uneven linearization of
political frontiers and the practical eliminatiohren-territorial authority structures. In
order to delineate this process clearly, this saatbntains a close case study of France
as an exemplar of the character of this procdastrhting not only the overall trend
toward territorialization but also its slow, comypl@and contested nature. A discussion of

> Mukeriji 1997: 9.
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the shift in the organization of the system—fronten@ chical complexity to modern
anarchy—follows, focusing on the material and pcatievidence of such a shift. The
next section examines the ways in which map-bastwety and map use restructured
international negotiations and altered major attoebaviors in key issues of
international politics. These interconnected shiftactor identities and behavioral
patterns in turn reinforced the consolidation @&fasd of territorial exclusivity to the point
where twentieth-century post-colonial states haenltentirely constituted by this
ideal—a process examined in the fifth part of tthiapter. Finally, the conclusion
suggests some generalizable implications for syistehange, in terms of the
implementation of ideas in material practices.

I. Connecting Authority and Structure through Actits and ldentities

As chapter 1 argued, the international systemhsnently unobservable in itself;
its characteristics are instead revealed by acioes's, identities, and practices. Thus the
implementation of the changing ideas about poligeahority in material practices is the
key final step in systemic transformation.

Therefore, the changes in ideas about politicdi@ity that resulted in the
complete territorialization of sovereignty by thelg nineteenth century tell only the first
half of the story. During the period in which thedeas became dominant—and into the
period after—actors implemented them in their b&drayresulting in the transformation
of the structure of the international system disedsin chapter 2. The connection
between ideas and structure, both of which openadéytically at a macro-theoretical
level, runs through the micro-level of the idemtsti actions, and interactions of individual
decision-makers and rulers. This process is depmtalytically in Figure 6.1 (below).

First, the changes in political ideas can takenairect route to altering
practices—and hence structures—in the internatisygtem. This path, though
somewhat circuitous, is more important for consalith the changes in international
structure. In this case, the new ideas structuneidentities of political actors.
Specifically, the increasinghgrritorial nature of state identity yields a new set of
interests and goals, based around the notiongrabtel exclusivity, continuity, and
security. In order to achieve these new goals raatwent or adopt new or altered
practices, such as the demarcation of linear baigwlan the ground and the active
administration of territory circumscribed by suatek. This form of change in practices
is constitutive of fundamental systemic transfoinrabecause it is based on changes in
actor identities rather than merely on the (pogsinporary) usefulness of certain
practices.

Second, territorial exclusivity as the sole fornpofitical authority can affect
structure by directly shaping the practices oftpzal actors. For example, military
strategy and tactics were reshaped by the incrgasi@ of maps and other tools of
territorial rule, independently of the shift in itéies and interests.

Both of these types of changed or new practicestitate changes in the
international system, leading to in the overalftgioi our modern system composed
exclusively of territorial states, organized anaalty, and interacting with today’s
familiar set of diplomatic, military, and boundgsactices.
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Figure 6.1: Sovereignty and International Systemic Practices

Process

Authority becomes
exclusively territorial

(ch.5)
Change in identities
[territorialization of actor
identity]
h . Direct change in
Change in interests practices
and goals [e.g., new or altered
[to achieve territorial military tactics and
Secunty, ConthIty, etC.] Strategy, using tools

such as maps]

Change in practices
[“rationalization of
frontiers”, physical

boundary demarcation]

Change in
international structure

analytical level

Micro

Macro

Thus the process moves from the macro level ofchsbifts in societal ideas
(about space in general and about political autyhoriparticular) to the micro level of

interests, goals, practices, and actions of indiaidlecision-makers and rulers. The end

result, however, returns to the macro, system-\adel, as the new practices of
interaction yield a transformation of the structaféhe system. This follows the
analytical approach of important case-study metlsods as process tracing: “the

157




attempt to trace empirically the temporal and gugsiausal sequences of events within
a case that intervene between independent variabtésbserved outcomes” (Bennett
and George 2001: 144). In this case, both the fmeddal causal factor (technologically
driven ideational change) and the outcome of istgi®y/stemic change) are broad shifts
in European society and politics. Yet the intermgrisequence of events” involves
changes in identities, interests, and practicedingeto new and altered behaviors by
political actors, which is amenable to detailedreixeation.

This analytical trajectory—from macro to micro amatck to macro—allows for a
more effective understanding of systemic changeany modern Europe. This
transformation of international politics, after,afivolves more than just a shift in ideas
or a shift in material practices, but an intercared set of transformations in both.

Il. The Territorialization of Actor Identity

While chapter 5 outlined the territorializationidéas about political authority,
this section will follow upon that by detailing tipeocess whereby material political
practices were made exclusively territorial; inestivords, theerritorialization of rule
In particular, the shift in ideas about what can$tid legitimate political authority led to
changes in the identity of political actors, bdiRit identities as self-described and the
identity required to be recognized by others ag#aimate actor.

This shift toward exclusive territoriality in actwtentity applies equally well
whether one conceptualizes international actors fitee standpoint of “states as actors”
or in terms of individual decision-makers. Stawstlie political units of the time) were
increasingly territorially defined, both by thewvo internal structures of rule and by the
recognition and intervention (or lack thereof) lijer actors in the system. Similarly, at
the individual level, rulers of these political tsacame to reganhatthey ruled
increasingly in terms of exclusive territorialityhike simultaneously shiftingowthey
ruled toward management of persons and resourcasgih the administration of linearly
bounded territory. Externally as well, rulers iresangly recognized as legitimate only
those other actors who defined and administerad riéams territorially. Thus, while
this section predominantly takes the approach afreming the identities, interests, and
actions of decision-makers, the process is the $ana analysis of states as actors:
identity is constituted by the form of sovereigrttye change in which leads to the
modern systerthrough the intervening micro-level procesfsdentity constitution,
interest and goal creation, and interaction prasfit

As has been recognized by many theorists of systehainge (such as Tilly or
Spruyt), this process involved the drastic reductbthe number of political units in
Europe through the early modern period. Yet my $oon the transformation of authority
and the subsequent implementation of these ideasotices enables a more complete
understanding of this period’s transformative natim spite of the deceptive continuity
in naming and the anachronistic reading back freenmhodern period by some “national”
historiographies, not a single political actor sued unchanged from the fifteenth
through the nineteenth centuries. For exampleJiigad entity known as “France”

% In other words, my analysis sidesteps the delmateserning the usefulness or accuracy of conceiofng
states as “person-like” actors. For one exampkettse forum on this topic in the April 2004 issddle
Review of International Studiégol. 30, issue 2).
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existed in 1450 just as in 1850, but the charaafténis realm was so altered as to make it
virtually unrecognizable: fifteenth-century Frarwas constituted by a mix of personal
relations of rule and a place-focused non-bounded Df territoriality, while after the
Revolution modern France was linearly bounded amddgenously territorial.

While France represents the trajectory of rulecesssfully implementing new
forms of legitimate authority, other actors disaqueel because they were unable or
unwilling to restructure in a manner that woulddeen as legitimate in the increasingly
territorially obsessed political landscape. Inesit the indisputable rise in military
pressure and resource mobilization requirementaitimout this period, very few
political actors were actually eliminated due splel military weakness or conquest, as
many disappeared instead in dynastic consolidafdhight 1977: 159). Thus the
ideational shift, which left some actors unabléegitimize their rule effectively,
contributed to the disappearance or decline otipalientities such as the Holy Roman
Empire or city-leagues.

In order to detail this process of transformatiothie material implementation of
actor identity, this section, first, outlines adhgof territorialization, second, examines
France in detail as a useful case study of thisge®, and third, considers evidence from
other cases illustrating similar trends.

IILA. The theory of territorialization.Since territoriality involves material
practices of control as much as the ideas thatnmtbose practices, the implementation
of territorial practices is a fundamental parttoé tonstitution of actors in the modern
state system. While the fourth section of this ¢tkapxamines the broader category of
international interaction practices, this sectiookis closely at those that are fundamental
to the constitution of actor identity: in particuléhe linearization of boundaries and the
internal homogenization of territory.

Some international relations theorists have exathihe process of
territorialization of the modern state system, typically without acknowledging its
complex and drawn-out nature. For example, Rudf83, 1993) and Kratochwil (1986)
have noted the transformation in the characteulefrepresented by modern territoriality
but have left its practical implementation unexpéa. Kahler (2006, 2008) points out the
gradual transformation of zonal frontiers into Andoundaries, and notes the importance
of cartographic practices in that process, butdeaut the importance of tlegclusive
nature of modern territoriality and the eliminatioinon-territorial authority structurés.
Similarly, the standard approach to boundariesoiitipal geography (such as that
represented by Prescott [1987]) typically seesvatudonary transformation of zones
into lines through the processes of allocationaéhtion, and demarcation—both
historically and in the case of newly identifiedundaries. As chapter 5 and the
following sections illustrate, this process wagdrisally much more complex and
contested than such analyses indicate.

" There are, of course, numerous other discussiomedern territoriality (its character and its onig) in
international relations scholarship and in otheld. Yet most of those fall further afield from rfimgus on
changes in ideas leading to changes in structunstiteting practices. For example, Geomans (2006)
proposes a formal model that purports to explaénctioice of territory as the “most efficient” mearis
organizing a political community for self-help adefense. This type of analysis leaves the actstbtical
record entirely absent.
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The key element in the territorialization of paldl actors, therefore, is the way in
which the transformed ideas about political autlyosiere implemented in political
practices and thus imposed on and manifested im#terial world. This change in
material practices implemented both of the ideatia@hanges from chapter 5: the
transformation of territorial authority and themgination of non-territorial authority. As
Mukerji (1997) points out in the epigraph at thgibeing of this chapter, the
“construction” of the French state from the seventk century forward was both
institutional and material, involving not just tbeeation of new centralized institutions
but also the imposition of material features ugmnlandscape: “These efforts both
legitimatedanddefinedstate power first by locating it as a relationaod. The
interdependence of technoscience and the stat®as essential tihe very construction
of state power in seventeenth-century France” (257)

As will be seen in detail below, the process ofstarcting the new materially
implemented political structures followed a gengfaineven and contested, trajectory.
Zonal and overlapping frontiers were “rationaliZeat, made linear, territorializing the
state actors involved in international politicsisTimvolved processes of fortification,
internal homogenization and infrastructural develept, and boundary demarcation.
Cartography was an integral part of this procd#ispagh some mappings preceded the
implementation of territoriality by several cenes+—existing customary authority
structures within Europe were not immediately pdsaside by map-based ideas (as
detailed in chapter 5). In fact, “traditional idgasved to be very persistent and mapping
often served simply to clarify the existence ofampatible notions and disputed
territories” (Black 2002: 34). Once the ideatiof@mindations of those traditional
authorities were undermined, however, non-teradauthorities could be—and were—
eliminated actively by centralizing powers. One alyric that recurs in the cases below,
in fact, is the active or implicit collusion of esisibly hostile central rulers with each
other to eliminate marginal, non-territorial, oteshative authorities, using the new
legitimizing tools offered by territorial exclustyi(illustrated below on the Spanish-
French boundary in the Pyrenees or in the bordgome of Siam).

Before proceeding, it is useful to address a praciiten held to represent modern
territorial rule in a much earlier period than veargued. The system of extraterritorial
jurisdiction for embassies developed in the sixtie@md seventeenth centuries has been
posited to represent the birth of modern statel{ea, Ruggie 1993: 165; Mattingly
1955: 236-244). Yet throughout this dissertatiomave argued that the shift in ideas and
material practices constituting the transformatmthe modern state system was not
consolidated until the early nineteenth centurytifsnext few paragraphs make clear,
the type of extraterritoriality that was put intlage was actually eeflectionof the place-
focused form of territoriality common at the tinnather than a driver of change in
territoriality toward the modern spatial conceptadrauthority.

Mattingly, in his history of early modern diplomapractices, argues that it was
the “embassy chapel question”—that is, the issudiftdrent Christian rites being
practiced at the same court—that demanded the@olotfered by the “fiction” of

"8 In this same work Mukerji proposes a useful ctiéigpf the institution-focused literature of the ifi&ying
the State Back in” approach, arguing that the rmrateonstruction of the state in space is perhapem
important than bureaucratic growth or fiscal ragiliration (1997: 314).
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extraterritorial jurisdictions. Only if hereticagligious practices took place on
theoretically foreign soil could post-Reformatianars accommodate ambassadors
within the regime of religious intolerance they imsed on their realms (Mattingly 1955:
236-244).

Yet the contemporary discussions and practicestoterritoriality demonstrate
that, rather than creating modern territorial autiipthe form of extraterritoriality in use
in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries instfbttedthe contemporary form of
territorial authority: that is, focused on placather than spaces and defined by centers
rather than boundaries. For example, the treatofesnt embassy as extraterritorial took
a very different form in the early modern periosngared with today. Unlike today’s
clear delineation of the property of an embassg lggometric line dividing the
sovereignty of the host state from that of the esapa state (often manifested in a
walled and gated compound), the immunity of earbdsrn embassies was not
delineated cleanly. Instead, early modern extriabeiality offered a gradually
diminishing sense of immunity as one moved awamftbe place defined by the
residence. For example, some embassy-filled afeziies exhibited a “notorious
franchise du quartiewhich made each embasayd its adjacent area privileged
sanctuary for debtors, smugglers, and all sorteotdrious criminals” (Mattingly 1955:
242, emphasis added). In a capital city todayhenother hand, there is no immunity
provided except within the strictly delineated doe$ of the embassy propefty.

A similar response can be made to another autkoritention that modern
extraterritoriality originated even earlier thantiitagly proposes: Goffman (2007) sees
the origins of embassy extraterritoriality not e internal practices of Renaissance
Italian city-states, but rather in these citiesenactions with the Ottoman Empire and
their trade delegations in Istanbul. Yet this fammmunity was a reflection of a non-
spatial form of authority; in fact, the Ottoman gliees can be better describeccasa-
jurisdictionality than as extraterritorialit}’.

Similar trends can be discerned with regards tartimeunity constructed around a
city where war-time negotiations would take pladieus, in the discussions preceding the
Peace of Nijmegen in the 1670s, for example, ttyeveas proposed as a neutral site. Yet
in terms of operationalizing that neutrality in giiae, geometric or linearly geographic
notions of how to define the region around Nijmegsra neutradpacewere never
adopted or widely respected, as actors insteadlyrteeaty the city itself as a neutral
place(Roelofsen 1980).

Thus, the form of extraterritoriality that develop&as fundamentally derived
from the existing form of territoriality, structuddoy the general ideas about authority of
the time. Extraterritoriality is variable, just @sritoriality is, and is not a cause of change
but a sign of it—a particular material implemenrdatof territoriality in the practices of

" Embassies today, of course, tend to cluster iremxly affluent areas of capital cities such as
Washington, D.C.; it is hard to imagine these neayzhoods becoming safe havens for criminals dusysol
to the presence of foreign embassies.

8 For example, envoys acquired “a form of commurmadegnance that displayed the form, if not the
principle, of extra-territoriality. . . . This stifation, by which each group of expatriate peopl@yed the
right to be judged according to its own codes, diteeshield aliens from the supposedly cruel and
certainly bewildering system of Ottoman-Islamictics” (Goffman 2007: 72). Note the emphasis on
judicial jurisdictions rather than territorial litsi
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rulers and states. Extraterritoriality, in shostaninversionof territoriality, which
nonetheless builds directly on the same concepatan of what territory is.

II.B. The territorialization of France.In order to illustrate the complex nature of
the implementation of territoriality in Europeanlioal practices, this section closely
examines the case of France, which offers a udkfsiration for several reasons. First,
its process of territorialization was represen&atv the overall trend across Europe,
although in some ways it may have been slighthadhahronologically. Second, the
early modern history of France is particularly weddicumented, and although much of
this work makes the anachronistic assumptions ofittoity common to national
histories, it does provide enough evidence forrafaastudy. Finally, the fact that the
French case is so thoroughly studied makes ihalhtore useful to reveal the ways in
which some conventional narratives of French dtateation are exaggerated, especially
with regards to the timing of the implementatiommddern territoriality. In other words,
based on the traditional interpretation of Frarca particularly early manifestation of
territorial statehood, the case of French teradiaration offers something of a “most
difficult” case for illustrating my argument thata@usively territorial rule was only
adopted gradually.

In short, in spite of well-known French efforts tanat the so-called
“rationalization” of frontiers in the seventeentntury, these policies were shaped by the
persistently strong non-modern idea of territoaialhority and driven by purely practical
needs of military defense (and offense) rather tharimplementation of new or changed
norms. It was not until well into the eighteentimicey and later that the idea of
rationalization took on its modern form of elimiimat overlaps and enclaves and
demarcating linear boundaries. Thus, this sectkaménes the following: the late
sixteenth-century background to territorializatitnontiers under Richelieu and Louis
XII; the “rationalization” efforts of Louis XIV ad his advisors, particularly the military
engineer Vauban; the eighteenth-century trend todWwaearization of boundaries; the
drastic Revolutionary and post-Revolutionary stafvard both internal and external
homogenization; and finally the active demarcatiod administration of linear
boundaries along all of France’s borders in thet@enth century.

The French state and territoriality before LouidIXAs discussed in earlier
chapters of this dissertation, at the end of theesnth century, France remained a
political entity defined as much by jurisdictiorsavereignties as by territory (Sahlins
1989). Furthermore, the form of territoriality thaas in place involved authority over
unique places rather than delineated spaces. Riewadixample, Chastillon’s effort to
define part of the eastern boundary of France 0816fiscussed in chapter 5 (Buisseret
1984a, 1984b). Although this process illustratestémdency toward map-driven
simplification of territorial complexity in theepresentatiorof political authority, it did
not result in themplementatiorof linear territoriality on the ground. To the caanty, the
textual description of the complex and overlapgiogndary—and not the simplified
visual form that the boundary took in the map—wetained in official records. Thus,
Buisseret’s contention that this mapping serveé'sagxample of the way in which the
theories of the political philosophers, concerrtimg nature of sovereignty and territorial
control, came to be translated into reality onghmund” (Buisseret 1984a: 78) overstates
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the case. The drawing of the map, simplifying tbarmary into a line between two
homogenous spaces, was merelyfitst step toward implementation, not the last. This
early-seventeenth-century mapping project involveathange in actual practices of
internal administration or interaction with neighing polities; that change would only
come later.

Richelieu and Louis XllII: initial steps toward “ranalization”? During the first
half of the seventeenth century some of the fiegpstoward rationalization of French
frontiers were taken, at least in terms of the gjodlrulers. As will also be seen in the
discussion of Vauban, below, this predominanthkttiee form of a strategy of fortifying
the frontiers of the kingdom and removing fortiicas from the interior. For example, a
1629 memo from Cardinal Richelieu to Louis Xlllexfthe capture of La Rochelle (a key
internal stronghold of the Huguenots) containedftilewing: “All fortresses not on the
frontier must be razed; we should keep only thase/er crossings or which serve as a
bridle to mutinous great towns. Those which ar¢henfrontier must be properly
fortified” (quoted in Bonney 1988: 9). Similarhhe Political Testamenof Richelieu
(contemporary though of not entirely certain aushgr) argues that “[i]t is necessary to
be deprived of common sense to be ignorant of mpportant it is to great states to have
their frontiers well fortified” (Hill 1961: 120). Bhough these recommendations have
sometimes been read as efforts to make the bowsdaifriFrance linear, in fact they never
go into any detail on the character of the bord@ah simply recommend that the
frontiers—however defined—should be strongly deéghdCompared with the century
following, when this idea took on a much more dethform, this push toward frontier
defense is less than the rationalization of tandtdoundaries.

Louis X1V, Vauban, and frontier defen3ée long reign of Louis XIV (1643-
1715) witnessed a continuation of the trend toweardtier defense but, similar to the
preceding period, did not involve the full lineaion of French boundaries. This is a
particularly important point, as many analyses hblt Vauban's fortification schemes
(discussed in detail below) represent the impleateatt of modern boundaries.

In general, Louis XIV’s expansionary foreign policyolved the growth of
French territory without the implementation of laméoundaries. For example, as the
discussion of the 1659 Treaty of the Pyrenees ttbapter 5 pointed out, although this
agreement constituted the idea of a linear boundampe mountain chain, it did not lead
to the actual implementation of such a boundartherground (Sahlins 1989).

Louis XIV’s policy toward the frontier with the Nie¢rlands and the German
territories also lacked any conscious effort tolengent linearly defined territoriality. In
many cases, Louis XIV actually promoted zonal, anelboundaries in order to help his
expansionist goals on these borders (Black 199Z8). Thus, many of his annexations
were in the form of fiefs or jurisdictions rathéan linear spaces (Febvre 1973: 214).

In the 1680s, Louis set up the “chambers of reunioodies created to find legal
justifications for annexing territories and juristions from neighboring principalities.
The excuse for these exercises was the ambiguogsdge in treaties, which was often
left “intentionally imprecise” in order to facilita the signing of a peace without having
to resolve all outstanding issues (Lynn 1999: 16d).example, the treaties of
Westphalia had left the degree and nature of Frennkrol over a number of Alsatian
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towns unclear—imprecision that was used by Lougsr b impose his own interpretation
of the terms through military force (Livet 1976hd “reunions” of the 1680s made use

of the idea of any given town having “dependenc{astoncept discussed in the section
on treaty texts in chapter 5) in order to annex tewtories using often-dubious

historical claims (Black 1999: 45). Yet the waysahich frontier territories were

annexed continued to reflect non-geometric idedsratorial authority, as traditionally
defined jurisdictions were passed unchanged froenraler to another (Miquelon 2001
672-673). Once again, this did not involve the isipon of linear boundaries on the
ground, even if it appears on the large scale & lheamoved some enclaves and overlaps.

The career of Sébastien Le Prestre, Seigneur deavialrrance’s chief military
engineer in the late seventeenth century, als@sdovillustrate the complexity of the
actual process of frontier rationalization. Vaulaas involved in a number of facets of
French military strategy, planning, and fortificaticonstruction, but most pertinent to
our discussion is his proposal that France’s fesatbe converted intoé carré,a
somewhat obscure term for a “dueling ground” thatetheless “connotes a regularly
shaped arena of well-defined perimeters” (HebbsatRothrock 1990: 41). In a 1673
letter to Louvois, the king’s secretary of statei@r, Vauban wrote that “the King ought
to give a little thought to squaring off the bounda of his lands. This confusion of
friendly and hostile fortresses is almost unsatisig. . . . whether it is accomplished by
treaty or by a successful campaign, you must coatin preach the need to tidy up the
boundaries” (Hebbert and Rothrock 1990: 41). Vauhtended to make this “squaring
off” an explicit goal of French military strategyerhaps the most important military goal
in his mind (Lynn 1999: 75}

The particular form that Vauban'’s idea of squatimg kingdom took was a
proposal for a double line of fortifications aloRgance’s frontiers, particularly those that
were less easily defended due to geography. ThigdAme combined with continuing
efforts to eliminate all fortresses internal torkra and those fortifications well beyond
the French frontiers (Hebbert and Rothrock 199@-143). As Vauban wrote, “I am of
the opinion that we should build no other fortifioas outside these two lines; on the
contrary, | think that in the course of time it vidbe best to destroy all the fortifications
that do not form part of these lines, or are sédateep inside the kingdom, for they
serve only to encourage rebellion by those boldighdo seize them” (Symcox 1974:
167).

Thus, the conventional approach to Vauban seeskidriving a process of
active and conscious rationalization of Francesfiers, making them both more
linearly defined and more strongly fortified. Thw®uld appear to represent a significant
step toward the material implementation of linedxdyinded territorial authority. For
example, Mukerji writes, “The systematic buildingdedestruction of fortresses by
Vauban and his cohort in pursuit of this ideal seamless French territory began to
make the French state not just a political reginmeabmaterial entity built into the
landscape” (1997: 55).

8. The primacy of this goal to Vauban is made clehemhe was apparently “baffled” when peace
negotiations were sometimes completed without ngagains toward the rationalized frontiers—as the
king’s foreign policy involved interests beyondsltiHebbert and Rothrock 1990: 57).
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Yet the actual fortification strategy executed bgutgan, as well as the ideas
driving it, reveal that his efforts had less towdth implementing new ideas of exclusive
territoriality and were instead driven by purelpgtical military needs. To modern
observers who have internalized the “rationalitf/fioearly bounded territory, the very
idea of “rationalizing” frontiers implies linearityro a practical military planner of the
seventeenth century like Vauban, however, ratiaatibn simply implied making the
kingdom more defensible and lowering the expenseeofiring territorial gains.

Vauban’s writings advocating the double line otifarations make no reference
to notions of territory or sovereignty in itsele s instead entirely focused on the
practical defensibility of the kingdom (and espé#githe important places within it)
through the use of fortified points. For exampleu¥dan briefly proposed fortifying Paris
itself, due to its cultural, economic, and politicaportance to the kingdom (Hebbert and
Rothrock 1990: 188). For Vauban, the problem witbhsa construction was not that it
contradicted a notion of internal territorial honeogity (by focusing on the center rather
than the boundaries), but rather that it was impralc Thus both his ends (protection of
Paris and other major cities) and means (fortsfaridied towns) werelace-focused
rather than imagined in terms of linearly definpdtgal expanses. As a further sign of his
practical-mindedness, one of the most importanéfiesnof his proposed frontier
fortification, for Vauban, would be the way in whisuch a clear line of defense would
save resources, both monetary and in manpower.

In addition, the double line of fortifications wdesigned not only for defense, but
also to make offensive military action more effeetand less costly. Vauban wrote that it
is necessary “that the fortified places shoulddvsgd enough to contain not only the
munitions required for their own defense but atsodupplies needed if we invade enemy
territory” (Symcox 1974: 167). Thus, a defensibyantier “closes the way into our
country for an enemy while making it easier fotasittack him” (Hebbert and Rothrock
1990: 57). Similarly, his proposals to absorb fgnegénclaves were really aimed at
making more effective the zonal military frontidat had long existed (Sahlins 1989).
Thus, Vauban’s suggestions represent not the rabienplementation of a new abstract
notion of territorial exclusivity but rather thelounation of a practical strategy in pursuit
of traditional territorial goals (conquest of fugthjurisdictions and defense of French
towns).

The destruction of the fortresses internal to Feaalso is more complex, and
similarly represents something other than the tiraplementation of territorial
exclusivity and centralized homogeneity. As illaséd in the passages above on
Richelieu, the elimination of potential bastionsrdérnal resistance was a longstanding
goal of centralizing rulers, and the process wastipmeompleted before Vauban’s
tenure: “the last major clearance of fortressesecamnthe aftermath of the rebellion of
1632, when more than 100 chateaux and urban citack¥e demolished in Languedoc.”
Furthermore, this policy “clearly accorded with thisshes of the provincial authorities
who frequently requested and paid for the costeofdlition. . . . In 1614 the cahier
[report] of the third estate included a demandfierrazing of every stronghold except
those on the frontiers” (Parker 1983: 103). Thuerimal de-fortification was favored not
just by the centralizing monarchy but also by laaabrs whose interests were not served
by the particular regional powers who traditiondlsid such fortifications.
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Thus, Vauban’s proposals and fortification projeetile appearing to involve
the imposition of a linearly defined political teoriality, were in fact simply the
practical pursuit of traditional territorial and Iitary goals. Louis XIV’s reign did,
however, witness some aspects of territorializatibrule, particularly in the approach of
his long-time minister of finance Jean-Baptistel@ol. He made centralization and
homogenization of authorities a key element ofitisrnal-reform efforts, including
requests for maps from regional authorities (Pellef998) and his initiation of the
Cassini survey project (Konvitz 1987). Both of thelsowever, were preliminary stages
and did not involve the actual implementation ofiterial exclusivity or homogeneity in
practice. Instead, these mapping efforts were thrdyfirst step toward linearization—the
depictionof rule as exclusively territorial and linearlylawled—and were the cause, not
the effect, of the later implementation of linealer

The eighteenth-century linearization of boundarieghe period between the
Treaty of Utrecht in 1713 and the French Revolytaond in particular in the second half
of the eighteenth century, the “rationalization’tioé frontiers of France took on a new
form, shaped by the depiction of rule as linear lamchogenous in maps. Only in this
period were efforts made to implement linear bouiedaand exclusive territoriality on
the ground. This also marked a shift away from EdXiV’s expansive foreign policy of
the preceding century, as French rulers insteaasxt on maintaining the status quo in
terms of stabilizing the advances Louis had madac{B1997b: 125-126). Linear
borders, as depicted by mapping, offered a meaasdomplish this goal. For example,
Swiss philosopher Emerich de Vattel wrote in thBQsr/that “[i]t is necessary to mark
clearly and with precision the boundaries of terié@s” (quoted in Sahlins 1989: 93; also
discussed in Prescott 1987). Similarly, an anonysrirench memoir from 1780
criticized sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Hrdreaties for not actively fixing linear
territorial boundaries, illustrating the assumptibat this particular practice should
always have been the goal of French policy (Sallg&9: 94). With suggestions of this
sort common at the time, the implementation ofdingoundaries appeared natural and
inevitable; the previous century, by contrast, gaportant actors such as Vauban
propose a restructuring of the frontiers withowtlving the notion of territorial
exclusivity.

The primary institutional form that this new goaldapractice of linearization took
was the treaty-making activities of the French ifgmaministry, “which in the second part
of the eighteenth century developed a coherentyoli ‘establishing and fixing the
limits of the kingdom’ (Sahlins 1989: 93). Thusth770s and 1780s saw a humber of
treaties signed with France’s neighbors, both &oifgl control over remaining zonal
frontiers—by making boundaries linear—and to eliatenclaves. An interesting
feature of these treaties was the way in which ¢keriniest principality on France’s
border was formally treated as an equal partyécatireement, no matter the actual
difference in material strength (Sahlins 1989: 9lese treaties “based on stabilization
and equity, rather than aggrandizement and foroeltilded more than a dozen
agreements with a variety of neighbors (Black 199%).

These linear boundaries were explicitly operatiaeal in terms of territorial
exclusivity, as compensations were proposed fopgntg-owners with possessions on
both sides of the new boundaries (Sahlins 1989843 would leave no property cutting
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across a newly demarcated linear boundary, theftethyer implementing linear

territoriality on actual property relations on tp@und. Furthermore, the implementation
of some linear boundaries, such as that in therf@g®between France and Spain, was an
integral part of the central government’s effottggernal control, specifically in

response to concerns about smuggling (Sahlins 2891). In this sense the process
was a collusion between centralizing governmentsui@&h and French) rather than an
imposition by one side on the other.

The French Revolution and internal territorial hogamization.The
Revolutionary period saw the further impositiomuddern territorial authority in France,
in particular in the internal reorganization of igo&l administration. The old regime was
plagued with internal tariffs, divisions, and admirative confusion: “In France, at least
1,500 internal river tolls were estimated to exist 789, for all Colbert’s attempts at
elimination” (Evans 1992: 482-483). Ideas had be@posed before the Revolution for
more “rational” internal divisions of France, basedgeographic and even geometric
notions. For example, in 1780 the geographer RalzeHesseln “proposed that France
be divided into nine regions each in the shapesafuare; each region would in turn be
divided into nine subunits, each of which wouldfisher subdivided into nine small
squares” (Konvitz 1990: 4). Although such a radicgeometric plan was not adopted,
such suggestions were influential in the in theQl@8sign that emphasized equal area
(defined in terms of travel time) though not ranghlr shape (Konvitz 1990: 5). It was
only with the Revolution’s focus on “abolishing yitege as the basis of private and
administrative law” that the French government daaoiplement this more homogenous
form of territoriality internally (Sahlins 1989: &5 Under Napoleon, an internal land
survey was ordered in 1804 in order to rationaig@etion, which was derailed by
warfare but resumed in the 1820s. Externally, W#poleon’s “vast experiment with
colonialism within Europe” (Schroeder 1994: 39hg elimination of internal
heterogeneity in forms of rule was extended acnussh of the continent.

Nineteenth-century boundary demarcatibmthe period following the Congress
of Vienna, boundaries throughout Europe were deategicon the ground, often for the
first time. The complex boundary situation in thedhees mountains, examined by
Sahlins (1989), illustrates the change that thigogés demarcation efforts represented.
In this region, unlike along most of France’s othrentiers, the treaties of 1814-15 did
not delimit the boundaries. Instead, commissionewestablished in the 1850s to delimit
and demarcate a linear boundary. As with many ptevboundary demarcation efforts,
the commissioners ran up against the common probféthe ‘signification’ of the
descriptions—the relation between the text anddhain” (Sahlins 1989: 252). The
commissioners resolved the complexities by dravimgar boundaries, including many
uses of straight lines that cut across existing@rtes, and attempted to base the new
boundaries on recent, rather than ancient, histoclaims. Their main goal, however,
was “eradicating local struggles” rather than deiemg the most historically or
geographically well-founded claims (Sahlins 19897 These boundaries were marked
with an established number and placement of boyrgtanes, thereby imposing the
abstract linearity of post-Revolutionary French hdaries on one of the country’s last
remaining complex jurisdictional frontiers.
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France, in short, underwent the traditionally dssditransition from zonal
frontiers to linear boundaries, but it did so ifaemore contested and uneven process
than is usually seen. Rationalization of the frergtichanged in meaning between
Vauban'’s fortification plans of the late 1600s &mel clear push toward linearization in
the late 1700s. By the time of the Revolution @@ Napoleonic expansion, therefore,
the French state had developed a territorial ithedlcould be imitated by or imposed on
other parts of Europe.

[I.C. Territorialization of rule throughout Europe.The conclusions derived
from the case of French implementation of terrélity are equally applicable to other
actors within Europe, even if France sometimes tbekead chronologically. After all,
the type of linear boundary imposed upon the laapsdn the later eighteenth century is
inherently a bilateral agreement, and hence musive more than one actor in its
implementation. Furthermore, the general timinghef process—with the actual practical
implementation of linear territorial exclusivity mang later than is conventionally
thought—also applies to other regions.

For example, just as Vauban’s seventeenth-centatigmof “squaring off” the
kingdom has been read anachronistically as a imearization of territory, so too does
the concept of creating “barriers” between states g false sense of linearity to modern
observers. This barrier notion was invoked by tlicb Republic in relation to France in
the 1670s, as well as between other states iretrengeenth century. Yet instead of
involving a clean linear division of authority anthterial control, often the
implementation of such a barrier required the piaeet of one state’s troops in fortresses
ostensibly within the territory of another stater Example, in discussions for the
creation of a military barrier between Denmark &wkden in the 1680s, “Danish
garrisons were to be placed in the Swedish fodifiacedeyondhe frontier envisaged”
(Hatton 1980: 10). Thus, in other parts of EuropénaFrance, such ostensibly linear
seventeenth-century notions were actually founaeidety on military practicalities and
did not represent a direct implementation or matéfon of the ideas of territorial
exclusivity.

In the realm of territorial concessions and excleangractices throughout Europe
involved little in the way of geometric or even geaphic linearity until the late
eighteenth century. Most shifts in internationalntiers actually left local jurisdictional
boundaries unchanged—a given jurisdiction wouldotyrbe transferred from one ruler
to another, reflecting the continuing importanceioitary places as the conceptual
foundation of territorial authority. “States couwddift their boundaries through war,
inheritance, or exchange; but on such occasiontocal boundaries and lesser
jurisdictions usually remained intact: given manargounties were swallowed entire by
their new ruler” (Evans 1992: 484).

With the increasing trend toward linearizationhe eighteenth century, however,
the ideas of territorial exclusivity were applieidedtly to boundary delimitation and
demarcation, often using mapping as a tool ofithementation. Thus, the progression
from ideas to implementation operated throughoatcthntinent: “A fruitful cooperation
between political theory and geographic practiceued. Legists emphasized the
territorial integrity of the state and the overlaygpand ambiguous sovereignties of
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traditional frontier regions became intolerable. Cartographers contributed to this
process by perfecting symbolic indications to mestithis development in political
theory. lll-defined frontier regions were superskdg fixed border lines on maps”
(Solon 1984: 95). Yet mapping was not only a driviethis linearization but also an
important tool of its implementation: “Maps alsafoemed a leading role in the
numerous treaties that tried to geographically §ifgnfhe boundaries between sovereign
states, whereby states exchanged villages, dedeiddves, and attempted to improve
communication networks” (Pelletier 1998: 56). Thagring the late eighteenth century,
treaty-making began to involve cartography direttlyhe implementation of territorial
exclusivity. (The role of cartography and cartodriaghinking in treaty negotiation is
discussed later in this chapter.)

A major international event of the late eighteetghtury that illustrates the
implementation of territorial exclusivity is therges of partitions of Poland by Austria,
Prussia, and RussfaThe basic facts are well known: in a series tdteral agreements
(in 1772, 1793, and 1795), the three partitioniog/@rs divided up the territories of
Poland among themselves, leaving a progressivedyiesmrump Polish state until, in
1795, Poland was eliminated entirely from the mBRwope. Yet a few less-commonly
cited features of this process are relevant todisisussion of the implementation of
territorial exclusivity.

First there is the difference between the 1772tpartand those that came two
decades later. Although even the first partitioroked ideas of territorial exclusivity,
those elements coexisted with traditional ideasuabow to claim authority over
jurisdictions. For example, the claims in 1772 westified (at some effort) by extensive
searches in official archives for rights and titleshe lands being taken from Poland. “In
justification of the dismemberment, the preambied[72] cited not only the anarchy
which had caused Poland’s neighbors so much dmigfalso the three powers’ ‘ancient
and legitimate rights™ (Lukowski 1999: 81). Thecsad partition, on the other hand, was
effected much more quickly and without the attetogustify it in terms of traditional
jurisdictional rights. The divisions in the 1790sr also more geographic and
cartographic, and less carefully described in t@xéiescriptions in the treaties. Finally,
while individual properties that fell across theauhdaries in 1772 were allowed to remain
unchanged, in the final partition of 1795 landoveneere forced to choose a state of
residence and divide their property so that noinhglevould cross the new linear
international boundaries.

In spite of the differences, however, all thre¢haf partitions were fundamentally
territorial, and relied on cartography both in thespiration and execution. The
cartographic inspiration for the partitions cansieen, first, in the Russian military
surveys of the 1760s, which aimed to “draw up aaeusummaries of landownership,
property relations, agricultural and forestry rases, revenues, population and
topography” of the Polish-Russian frontier (Lukow$R99: 43). Similarly, Austria’s
push into Polish territory after 1769 was inspibgda bureaucrat’s survey which
“concluded that Polish settlers had surreptitiogsifted the frontier during the fifteenth
and sixteenth centuries,” thereby making Austriamas to frontier regions legitimate in

82 Except where noted, the description and analysikis section relies on Lukowski (1999).
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traditional terms (Lukowski 1999: 57). Thus evea thaims to supposedly traditional
and ancient titles were often inspired by newly lenpented mapping programs.

Theexclusivelyterritorial nature of the partitions is reflectedthe demand by the
powers that Poland agree to the cessions in tealiterms. After the first partition,
“Poland formally renounced all claims to all theriteries it had ceded, as well as any
other territories to which it might have any claims. On paper at least, all claims and
feudal connexions were neatly severed” (Lukowsl@a®1). This renunciation of
feudal—and hence non-territorial—forms of author#ty hallmark of the
implementation of exclusive territoriality withinuEope, as the latter form of authority
would otherwise have had to compete and perhaptapweith other forms. Similarly,
the partitions involved the delimitation and evexhtdemarcation afiewboundaries,
rather than the transfer of jurisdictions that bhdracterized earlier centuries’ territorial
exchanges. The partitions “deliberately establistead borders instead of following the
lines of existing provinces” (Evans 1992 : 492).

The demarcation of new territorial boundaries fwilog the partition treaties
offered the primary means of implementing linearitiariality in practice, and further
illustrates the usefulness of this form of authpotit the partitioning powers. By leaving
the textual delimitations of the boundaries somawhgue, but at the same time
establishing commissions to demarcate them, tla¢ytraakers left the path open to push
for additional territorial gains afterwards. Th@pess of demarcation, though carefully
dictated in the treati€$ still allowed the powers to exert pressures aredhuibes to
sway the commissioners to their view of exactly kghgarticular geographic boundaries
fell. Traditional jurisdictional exchanges, on thier hand, were not so amenable to
immediate revision in their implementation.

The partitions of Poland, therefore, offer an exengb the imposition of linear
territoriality by major European political actoedthough unlike the case of France’s
treaties in the late 1700s this was done withoeiwihling involvement of all parties. In
fact, these partitions represent an example ofntaloeflection: the imposition within
Europe of practices previously limited to the caddbipossessions of European states. The
linear division by European actors of territoryatlited by people not consulted in the
process began with Tordesillas and continued thralig nineteenth century in Africa. In
fact, the parallel was not entirely lost on thetipgrants: After his officials found
geographic information within Poland extremely idifft to come by, Austrian emperor
Joseph Il wrote, “I don'’t believe that even amolmg froquois and the Hottentots such
ridiculous things occur” (Evans 1992: 492). The asifion of colonial practices in
Poland required the demotion of the Polish peaplbé¢ status of indigenous subjects of
European colonial rule.

The way in which the partitions involved a sudd@aposition of territorial
exclusivity in an area that had previously beenngef jurisdictionally points to another
interesting aspect of these events. Poland’s editian as an independent polity was
shaped, though not completely driven, by the inigtolf its rulers to adopt the new ideas
and material techniques of territorial politicatlaarity. Obviously Poland was

8 One passage on the new Austrian-Prussian borslenstied “The number of frontier markers to be
erected (138 on each side), their exact distammee &md location relative to each other, with specif
triangulation instructions” (Lukowski 1999: 181).
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considerably weaker than its neighbors in termmitifary, fiscal, and centralized
administrative power. Yet even if this might havada it likely that Poland would
disappear as an entity, theannerin which it disappeared had to do with its inakitid
keep up with important institutional developmentgarly modern territoriality and
international relations. For example, well into thghteenth century, Poland never
adopted what had become the common diplomaticuistn of the time: permanent
resident embassies and an institutionalized arfiedrforeign policy. The country
instead had multiple diverse diplomacies condubtetbading nobles and families. Thus
Poland had administration based on exclusive oeraitty imposed on it, rather than
adopting such a system internally or even as gartoiateral agreement (as many of
France’s neighbors did in the late 1700s).

A political entity that followed, in a sense, thgposite trajectory from that of
eighteenth-century Poland was the newly constitubeitled States. Just as the British
North American colonies were delineated in veryagnaphic ways from the beginning,
this newly independent state was an early exanfgleeamplementation of territorial
exclusivity. This began at the very creation of th&.: at the end of the war for
independence, “much of the negotiators’ time wasriaup in marking out on the map . .
. the line that would henceforth separate Canamta the United States” (Buisseret 2003:
181). The territoriality of the newly created Umit8tates, however, moved beyond being
merely delineated on maps: In the 1780s plandh®subdivision of land in the Midwest
took on a particularly geometric character. Thodefterson proposed dividing the land
according to a Ptolemaic grid of latitude and londe, as well as imposing a strictly
decimal system (with the standard unit of areadpeme “Jeffersonian acre”), reflecting
the Enlightenment fixation on the rational geonuedlivision of space. Although the plan
actually implemented was different (and relied aorertraditional measures), the idea of
a grid-based division still formed the fundamei@sis for the system of townships and
property ownership in the American Midwest (KingP6968-69; Hielbron 1990). This
purely territorial polity—internally and externalywould provide an example for later
postcolonial states (examined later in this chapter

An example of the territorialization of rule in dfdrent setting is presented by
the case of Siam in the late 1800s. As earliertelamave detailed, in the second half of
the nineteenth century, a strong push for modetioizdrom the very top of the political
system led to the adoption of Western cartograpigyrentions of spatial political
authority. In terms of the actual territorializatiof rule, this case again illustrates some
of the same dynamics as those seen within Eurajtén lan accelerated fashion and with
the addition of substantial pressure for changm fiiee outside, in the form of
surrounding colonial powers. The shift from zomalerlapping frontiers to linearly
defined exclusive territorial boundaries is partcly clear.

As the Siamese government was confronted with astng pressure to negotiate
over its boundaries with the British and Frenclbeitame clear that the traditional notion
of loose control over tributary polities at therftier could not be reconciled with the
demands of the colonial powers for a clear divisibnontrol. The eventual result was
the wholesale adoption of Western practices oitteial rule by the Siamese
government. For this indigenous elite in Bangkblese practices offered a new tool of
power, “a new mechanisms of overlordship in terf®@e, administration, and
boundary demarcation and mapping” to use againgginma areas and tributary states
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(Thongchai 1994: 101). This led to a new permanglitary presence on boundaries,
instead of allowing authority to fade toward frams.

The importance of these changes in ideas and peads in the clear impact they
had on the actual behavior of Siamese rulers. iduitional notions of political
authority, focusing on the center rather than #@ghery, meant that marginal areas
could be shared or even given up entirely withopérception of a significant loss. By
the late nineteenth century, however, “Many inctddaf conflict with neighbors] . . .
took place in areas which would have been ignoeetithe premodern geographical ideas
prevailed” (Thongchai 1994: 111). The impositiorcehtral control at the newly
implemented linear boundary, along with the newantgnce placed on such peripheral
areas, meant that the actors who lost out the wes marginal polities which had
formerly paid tribute to, but been largely indepemidof, rulers in Bangkok. Just as in the
case of Poland, these actors had always been aibteveak, but the new definition of
rule and its active implementation by powerful astchanged their situation from one of
subservience to outright extermination.

* % %

The identity of an actor such as a state (or a mib® sees himself as
representative of and represented by a statehstitwted by the ideas of authority that
ruler and ruled hold. This section has demonstrated in the eighteenth and nineteenth
centuries, new ideas were made real on the gronnke implementation of territorial
exclusivity in political practices and the matemadrld. Thus, one change in the interests
and goals of political actors is the shift towaegisg the linearization of territorial rule
as “rational,” and hence the process of implementas “rationalization.” The idea of
clean linear boundaries as a worthwhile state gbalyjgh perhaps obvious to us, was
only seen as practical and desirable once the rwasituting state identity as
exclusively territorial (and territorially exclugy had been consolidated. Thus, the
relative timing of the respective changes, in 1ppiag technology and use, 2) ideas
about political authority, and 3) material practicendicates that the map-based
understanding of political authority as exclusivegyritorial, with linear boundaries and
internal homogeneity, was not epiphenomenal bheralroveandshapedhe
transformation of political rule on the ground.

The importance of this shift in identities, intdsesand behavioral outcomes is
further underlined if we consider the link betwédxundaries and armed conflict in the
context of today versus the context of pre-modemitoriality. As Febvre states
regarding linear boundaries today, “Twenty armed r@ssing a frontier. Diplomatic
circles get excited. It can be, sometimes it isasus belli’ Polities structured by zonal
frontiers, which existed in Europe even throughdhsdy eighteenth century, would allow
such minor incursions without controversy (Febv@g&3: 214). After all, what exactly
constituted an incursion or crossing a boundaryweag different in the seventeenth-
century military context of fortification in deptterritorial enclaves, and zonal divisions.

lll. Implementing Sovereign Equality in the Organaion of the System.

While the change in actors represented by thedeaiization of rule is directly
observable in actions taken by states to linedheg boundaries on the ground, the
principle of organization of the international systis less easily observed. Nevertheless,
some actions and interactions do suggest whatita of organization is. As chapter 5
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argued, the dominance of map-based forms of teaitauthority made hierarchical and
heterarchical international relationships less lmarerritorial exclusivity as a basis for
political organization does not necessarily reqamarchical relations among formally
equal states, but it does provide a strong normditiwvith anarchical international
organization, in a way that non-territorial and w&pping authority claims do not. This
section briefly looks at the observable way in vishiige anarchical organization of
formally equal sovereign states was implementqutactice.

One useful illustration of the implementation ofeeign equality in the
European international system was the gradual ishifiplomatic interactions away from
a focus on issues of comparative prestige androlgygfounded on ancient rights and
titles) and toward the formal manifestation of nat#ion among equal parties.
Throughout the sixteenth and seventeenth centaotsrs remained obsessed with issues
of prestige and reputation, both in the goals pfathacy and its means. Even though it
was rarely clear exactly where each ruler fit me of diplomatic precedence, the issue
was constantly fought over (Anderson 1993, 1998)y@ the later eighteenth century
did the notion that all negotiating parties shdwédgiven symbolically equal treatment
take hold.

This is also apparent in the shift in French treagking practices in the second
half of the eighteenth century (discussed abovie)se treaties signed in the 1770s and
1780s in order to implement linear boundaries regmeed the new principle of formal
equality among actors (Sahlins 1989: 96). In thesaties, “Although the right of the
strongest had played a major role in the fixindrohtiers, an entirely different principle
had also appeared, that of strict equality betwkerparties, whatever their respective
power, both in the course of the negotiations anthé final agreement” (Black 1999:
125). Modern linear boundaries, as explicit agregsbetween two or more states, are
inherently settlements between equals, unlike ztvaatiers which are often imposed by
one side without the consultation of the other—a@reacknowledging that the other
party exists. In the post-Napoleonic settlememsy|ly, the constitution of all actors as
formally equal was made explicit. For example,First Peace of Paris (1814) states that
“Italy, beyond the limits of the Countries whicledp revert to Austria, shall be
composed of Sovereign States” (Israel 1967: 506).

The case of Siam once again illustrates this toansdtion in a more accelerated
version of the same process. Before the implementaf a general program of
modernization in the nineteenth century, intermaloelations in the region were
hierarchical or heterarchical, with stronger poétipowers such as the Siamese
monarchy demanding tribute from smaller politiestdct, in many cases the small
polities on the frontiers of more powerful actorsul pay tribute to more than one
suzerain at the same time. “These tiny tributanere regarded as the frontier of several
kingdoms simultaneously. In other words, the readfrthie supreme overlords—Siam,
Burma, and Vietnam—were overlapping.” (Thongch&@4:96).

This is a stark contrast with European practicesnen the colonial world, since
“a colony is regarded as an integral part of theesgignty of an imperial country”
(Thongchai 1994: 88). Thus, when British and Frezmlonial rule pushed up against the
frontiers of Siam, their notions of clearly deliteé control and international
organization among sovereign equals clashed wéhr#ditional local ideas of hierarchy
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and overlap. Just as with the linearization of loauies discussed above, the rulers in
Bangkok were made well aware of this contradictBythe end of the nineteenth
century they worked in implicit collusion with caol@l powers to implement the notion
that sovereign political entities are equal (in éimarchically organized international
system), and hence marginal, non-territorial pditunits should be eliminated entirely.
This was effected through the border demarcatiahnaititarization process discussed in
the previous section.

IV. Interaction Practices of Territorial Exclusiviy

In the collection of interaction practices of thedern international system, the
influence of cartography, map use, and exclusixgaeal authority is clear. Some of the
most fundamental practices of modern internatioglations have been shaped by the
cartographically inspired modern form of territbisavereignty. This section examines
that process, building on the evidence in cha@@ehsough 5 about thecreasinguseof
maps by international actors, and itleational effect®f that use, to illustrate the ways
in which interaction practices, structured by chesi actor identity and organization,
constituted key features of the modern state systéhile this does not address the
guestion of changes in actor identity as direcslyte first section of this chapter did, the
process whereby the accepted interaction praaicedernational politics are
transformed is equally consequential for state bielnaand hence outcomes of interest to
scholars of international relations. The followsgrtions examine, in turn: territoriality
and treaty negotiation practices; the effects wfttgial homogenization on practices;
cartographic territoriality and military strateg@nd maps, territory, and conflict in the
colonial world.

IV.A. Maps, Territorial Sovereignty, and the Practs of Treaty Negotiation.
The implementation of exclusive territoriality inet practices of treaty-making involved
more than the increasing reference to maps anchtitern geometric form of territorial
authority in treaty texts (illustrated in chapt@r Blaps were also increasingly used in the
actual negotiating practices, thereby shapingrimeediate and long-range goals of the
actors involved. This argument that map use antusixe territoriality were key
elements in the transformation of the practicethefinternational system relies on a
counterfactual: If maps had not been increasinggdyuand if notions of legitimate
political authority had not shifted toward exclusierritoriality, the goals pursued and
tactics used by negotiators would have been véfgrdnt. Even in situations where
maps were not immediately used in the negotiatiassiotions of political authority were
increasingly shaped by map use in general, thesgoal practices of negotiation were
also thereby altered.

Throughout the early modern period, the overatidrevas toward increasing use
and commissioning of maps by diplomats, both imiaiating foreign policy and in
actual negotiations. Once again, however, the n&fect of this use in terms of
systemic transformation came not with the initis¢ wf maps in the sixteenth century but
with the full consolidation of map-based polititairitoriality in the eighteenth century
and thereafter.

This diplomatic “demand” for mapping involved a tm@y process: Not only did
map-makers shape diplomats’ perceptions of thertdawy depicting it as filled with
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linear boundaries and homogenous spaces, but dagtlomap users also demanded maps
with political content, thereby reinforcing theritteamong cartographers toward

depicting the world as a political surface (Bla&9Ib: 127-128). In terms of maps being
used in actual treaty negotiations and settlements) at the beginning of the eighteenth
century the use of maps to delineate territoriailsthns was still quite rare. By the time

of the French revolution, however, “the preparattbmaps as part of treaty making . . .
became routine” (Konvitz 1987: 33). In France,dgample, the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs established a mapping office only in 17R® vitz 1987: 35). (This shift from

little direct map use to extensive cartographiolmement in treaty negotiation and
implementation will be seen in the paragraphs baedgamining particular negotiations.)

Yet the process was not as simple as a continmousase in the usefulness of
maps to diplomats. In fact, as maps became antesgenl of diplomacy in the second
half of the 1700s, the inaccuracy of some maps nmapgkmenting territorial settlements
sometimes more difficult, rather than less. Fomepde, in the first partition of Poland, an
erroneous map led to problems: “On Giovanni Zansanap of Poland, published in
January 1772 and used to mark out the Partitieneéstern boundary of the Austrian
share was to run along the river Podgorze. Bubthp was wrong: there was no such
river” (Lukowski 1999: 89). The tendency of mapsrtorease potential conflicts as well
as to resolve them will be illustrated later irstBection as well, with regards to colonial
interactions among European powers. First, howekierparagraphs immediately below
detail the ways in which maps and map-based pallitiathority claims were directly
involved in particular examples of internationagagation, demonstrating first the
continuingly non-cartographic nature of negotiasidtirough the seventeenth century,
and then the rapid adoption of cartographic toot ideas in the late eighteenth century.
This shift in negotiating practices constitutedraportant part of the transformation of
the international system, as the interaction destators is structured by their negotiating
practices.

In negotiations in the European late Middle Ageapmwere almost never used,
whether it be in formulating goals, negotiatingtarars, or implementing an agreement
after signing. While proving the absence of sonmgghike the use of maps is perhaps
impossible, it is illustrative that in an entiredkelength study of the 1435 Congress of
Arras, there is not a single mention of the usmaps by diplomats, mediators, or rulers
(Dickinson 1955). We also know, from historicaldits of cartography, that maps were
exceedingly rare in this pre-print era, and thenféihat maps took would be relatively
useless for detailed negotiations (as chapteu8tithited in its discussion of medieval
maps).

Over a century later, the negotiations leadingautné 1559 Peace of Cateau-
Cambrésis (which took place at Cercamp and Le @Qateurred well into the early-
modern acceleration in the production and use gfsnia spite of sporadic references to
maps in the negotiations, however, the forms di@autty—both territorial and non-
territorial—continued to reflect medieval notiorfpolitical control over people and
places. For example, in the negotiations over lwdivide a church diocese between
France and Spain, instead of adopting a lineasiinj “an even split of the total
revenues was accepted” (Russell 1986: 202). Irhan@xample of the continuing
relevance of medieval ideas of territoriality, nggons over control of parts of
Piedmont included a proposal by the Duke of Savagteive several towns; “The towns
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were, however, not to include all the territoryrsunding them” (Russell 1986: 159).
Conflict between English and French diplomats dkercontrol of Calais similarly
illustrate the continuingly place-focused form atteority that negotiations revolved
around. Possible solutions proposed included aftorseparate out Calais from
surrounding lands.

Finally, one example of the actual use of maps$im dixteenth-century
negotiation illustrates the way in which, in spfeoccasional use, maps and map-based
claims were by no means consolidated as the nointemational practices. In the
negotiations over Piedmont, the French “broughttbeir map and measured out what
their King wanted, looking at the map again andrggahile Alva and Granvelle
[Spanish negotiators] pretended not to follow” (Bels1986: 159). The fact that the
cartographic evidence presented by one side caisbgssed by the other—through
confusion real or feigned—illustrates the differemetween mid-sixteenth-century
practices and those of the late 1700s onward:enater period, maps would be the
center of negotiations for all parties.

In the meetings in Minster and Osnabriick leadintpupe Peace of Westphalia
in 1648, the preparations for and practices of tiagon reveal the same pattern as the
actual text of the treaty (discussed in chaptendi-territorial and place-focused
territorial authority dominated, as none of thecdssions were made with the language
or tools of modern geometric territoriality. Thesparticularly revealing about the slow
pace of the implementation of modern territorialgiynce many rulers had been using
maps for a century or more and had furthermore absttact linear territoriality to make
political claims in the New World since the 14988 Westphalia, although there is some
limited evidence of confusion over claims possitdyised by the ongoing transition in
ideas about authority, the older notions of terid@idy continued to be dominant and little
implementation of new ideas was effected.

One close study of the French negotiations oveaddgeveals this pattern clearly
(Croxton 1999). Although the overall goal for Frarleaders was to gain control over all
of Alsace, the manner in which negotiating strategg formed and negotiations
undertaken reveal that “all of Alsace” was not defl geometrically or even
geographically, but juridically. Maps appear nohttve been used by the French, either
in the negotiations or preparations for them, dhdiscussions were very textual,
focusing on the description of the various jurisidics that make up the province. In fact,
the complexity of the juridical composition of Atsawas so great that even most
contemporary actors involved had limited and catittary notions of what was even
being negotiated over (Croxton 1999: 98, 238ff)dItt@e actors involved attempted to
implement territorial exclusivity, this discussiand confusion would have been
unnecessary: the geographic limits of the territiyld have been negotiated over
without regard to the juridical complexities.

Even the negotiations leading up to the 1659 Trehtlie Pyrenees demonstrate
little in the way of political practices being ditéy structured by mapping and map-
shaped political authority. For example, the ckiefnch minister Mazarin “appears to
have first consulted a map only after three wedlkszussions” (Sahlins 1989: 39).
Cartographic tools appear to be relatively absetité negotiations in spite of the shift
toward a geographically defined boundary on theuira frontier” provided by the
mountain chain (discussed in chapter 5). Consigdhia absence of map use in
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negotiation, it is then hardly surprising thathe teffort toimplementhe natural frontier
notion in practice, the traditional notions of gdictions and place-focused territoriality
prevailed (Sahlins 1989).

The negotiations surrounding the Peace of Utrecht ) involved a number of
issues, territorial and non-territorial, both wittiturope and in the New World. In the
territorial discussions maps were extensively wsed form of supporting evidence for
claims and as a means of agreeing to a particilesiah of territory. The negotiations
over frontiers within Europe “withessed a mixtufestrategic considerations and
traditional bases for territorial claims” (Black9® 65). These strategic arguments were
backed up by the use of cartographic evidenceekample, in response to the proposal
that France give up some of its frontier territoryhe Alps, the French diplomat Colbert
de Torcy wrote the following to his British courpgart Bollingbroke in 1712: “Take the
trouble, Sir, to examine only the map of the coyrand judge if His Majesty could, with
any sort of security to his provinces, grant suatignsions?” (Osiander 1994: 145).
Whether such an argument was convincing is a sepquastion, but the invocation of
cartographic evidence indicates one way in whicpsrend map-consciousness can
restructure such a key interaction practice ofinlbernational system.

In the negotiations between France and Britainriigg New World colonies, on
the other hand, the effect of map use is very cMaps were used, in fact, as mutually
acceptable tools of territorial negotiation:

In December 1712 the French plenipotentiaries thenking a British map with a

British proposal for a boundary between CanadaBaitish territory to the north

of it, . . . A boundary between Canada and Acadia also marked. . . .

Accordingly, the king returned the British map ttré¢ht with a slightly variant

northern boundary. Noting that French and Britiskpsioften differed, he also

sent a mémoire from Pontchartrain outlining thespaod cons of having the
boundary pass through specific points. (Miquelo@12®66)
Although the map was accompanied on its return t&xtual description of some points
of contention, the negotiations were nonethelesddmentally structured by the use of a
map. Unlike in some previous instances, this isthetcase of one side plying the other
with cartographic evidence, but rather an examplsoth parties using a single
cartographic tool to come to an agreement. This ialolved the agreement to establish
boundary commissions after the treaty to surveydimgory involved and implement the
linear division on the ground—a practice that woodédcommorwithin Europe as well
by 1815. Thus, territoriality is constructed aslagive and linearly divided, since that is
by far the most effective way to visualize authpadh a map.

Conflict over territorial control in the New Wortmbuld only take such a
territorial and cartographic form, however, becanisine perceived empty and
geographic nature of this territory: “As underst@dJUtrecht, the empire was also
abstract—a simulacrum constructed from dispatamegs, and theory. Having none of
the obduracy of a real world, it was especially aal@e to colonialist ‘remapping’ that
seemed rational and realistic” (Miquelon 2001: 694)e abstract understanding of these
territories made them easily divisible on maps ffamaway, but the implementation of
these divisions proved to be very problematic. litph it is not clear exactly what map
was used in the negotiation, all of the probabledaates were commercially produced
British maps, filled with the geographic inaccuescinherent to early-modern “armchair”
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cartography of distant places (Miquelon 2001). Thusen it came to implementing the
boundaries on the ground, those map divisions sityesgreed to from afar became very
controversial in practice, and in fact yielded mgoeement until further warfare pushed
the French out of the region altogether in 1768¢e(post-treaty conflict will be discussed
further below.)

At Paris and Vienna a century later, the practioesmplementing territorial
exclusivity on the ground were consolidated. Aadssed in chapter 5, the texts of
treaties not only carefully delineated the new (altfy boundaries of European states;
they also contained explicit instructions for sejtup commissions to survey, demarcate,
and administer those boundaries. All of these m®e® explicitly involved using and
even creating maps.

From the nineteenth century forward, the usefuleéssaps in international
negotiations has been unquestioned. In the posteMWdar | conference leading up to the
Treaty of Versailles, for example, maps and exekigerritoriality were again used
extensively, but this time aimed toward achievimg new goal of establishing political
units concomitant with the principle of nationalfsietermination. The U.S. “House
Inquiry” operated on the Wilsonian idea that thigorsal gathering of facts could solve
the political problems of Europe; in pursuit ofsl@nd the commission brought a huge
collection of maps and other material to Paris {etefan 2002). Although the idealistic
goal of the commission may have been novel, thexmehachieving self-determination
were structured by the hegemonic notion of carfolgically defined, territorially
exclusive political authority.

This overview of the role of maps and cartograpiutions of political authority
in negotiation practices, while brief and incomp|aiffers a useful illustration of the
trend in the implementation of exclusive territtitiain interstate practices. Treaty-
making practices remained focused on jurisdictiormions of political authority well
into the seventeenth century at least, and didnvolve the active implementation of
linear territorial divisions within Europe untiléhmiddle of the eighteenth century. From
then forward, however, the self-reinforcing logfeeaclusive territoriality dictated that,
once implemented, this operationalization of autiias very difficult to dislodge.
Changes in norms about the goals of internatiomaksy, instead of undermining
territorial exclusivity, merely offered new aimstie pursued using the techniques, tools,
and ideas of map-based political authority. Thepgatality of exclusive territoriality is
illustrated by its clear association with both cemative balance and stability in 1815
and national self-determination in 1919.

IV.B. Homogenization of territory and its effectsndoehavioral outcomeslhe
linearization of boundaries is merely one sidehef¢oin represented by the
implementation of territorial exclusivity; in adaih to this outward-facing aspect,
territory is internally homogenized as well. Thigaage in political territoriality is more
than an ideational shift, however, as it leads@nges in the behavior of political actors
in the system. This section examines two of thtree(in)divisibility of territory and the
fixity of borders.

Homogenization and indivisibilityhe question of whether, and how, territory
can be divided to resolve political conflicts wasdamentally restructured by the change
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in ideas constituting territorial authority. In shahe shift from a place-focused
territoriality to one that imagines space as a gaomexpanse has made territory
theoretically divisible. Thus, the indivisibilityf @ertain territories in today’s world is
constituted by additional factors, exogenous toftimelamental modern conception of
space.

With the medieval notion of territoriality, the wdrwas defined as a collection of
unique places, each of which was inherently indgs Thus, contests over cities or
other point locations could not be resolved byratteial division, and instead were
either settled with one side in control of the enplace or with a division based on non-
territorial jurisdictionsCollectionsof places, of course, could be divided; this wisro
effected by listing the places that would be cdfgtbby each party (as seen in the pre-
1700 treaties discussed in chapter 5). For exartieajegotiations about and settlement
regarding Calais in the 1550s (discussed abovenatichvolve any proposals to divide
the city itself. Additionally, the discussion didtrinclude an attempt to draw a linear
division somewhere within the territory associateth the city. Instead, the only
acceptable way to divide this territory (a meara thas, though imaginable, not adopted
in the end) was for one side to get Calais andnalyan places attached to its jurisdiction,
while the other side would receive another neaolntwith its attachments (Russell
1986). In other words, the only way to divide tenry when it was conceptualized in this
center-focused manner was to define an additiceratkee, thus making it possible to
divide the region associated with Calais as a ctidia of places.

With the modern form of territorial authority—deéid geometrically by linear
divisions and homogenous within those boundariesee|s inherently divisible in and
of itself. Although many of today’s territorial cfdicts revolve around issues of
indivisibility, this is due to factors other thametbasic conceptualization of territory. For
example, territories maybe socially constructedhdwisible during the initial stages of
negotiation over conflicts, as bargaining positianstied to a given territorial
configuration (Goddard 2006). Territorial indivigity—and hence increased
intractability of conflict—may also be due to retigs attachment: “indivisibility arises
from the integrity, boundaries and nonfungibilifysacred places” (Hassner 2003: 4). In
addition, in many cases today the notion of a gsfggce as “national territory” fills the
same role as sacred space, making the divisidmabtérritory normatively unacceptable.

Thus, although territory can be indivisible in wiwldefined by either the place-
focused form of territoriality or the geometric ot of space, in the latter situation (that
is, today’s cartographic form of territoriality)rtagory is only indivisible if an additional
factor makes it so. Consequently, the potentiatdésolving conflicts by dividing territory
is at least present, even if it is often undermibgather factors.

Border fixity: national territory and juridical stehood.In spite of the theoretical
potential for territorial divisibility, in the mode world territories are actually rarely
exchanged and boundaries are hardly ever movdthéasommonly been noted; e.g.,
Holsti 2004). As Jackson notes, “We are living &étree when existing state territorial
jurisdictions are vested with exceptional valued4Q: 447). This investment in current
boundaries—no matter how contingent, illogicalrement their creation—relates to two
parallel phenomena: the solidification of the notad a “national territory” in strong
states and the construction of a purely juridicafeseignty in weak states.
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The consolidation and implementation of excluseseitoriality in Europe in the
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuriesthefrst step toward the fixation on
boundaries. During the course of the nineteentkucethe addition of new ideas of
nationalism created the notion of a distinctly oaél territory, founded on myths of long
historical legacies and cultural unity. It is omhth the combination of territorial
exclusivity and nationalist ideology that such amcome was possible—territory became
highly invested with normative importance and teasred and indivisible.

The creation of post-colonial states with obviowstificial—though still highly
static—boundaries is the other side of this praca@ssulers in weak states have used the
norms of territorial exclusivity and border fixitg solidify their hold over a population
with only a weak sense of national community. Tgrscess is examined in detail in the
section below on decolonization and exclusive tianality.

IV.C. Mapping, territorial exclusivity, and militay strategy.The impact of
mapping and territoriality on military strategy atadtics involves both the direct effect
of map use on military planning—which, however, edater than might at first be
imagined—and the more indirect effect of map useegihaping the goals of military
strategy. As noted in chapter 3, the applicatiomaps to detailed military planning was
not useful until maps were created with a localugiioscale and accurate enough detail
to be effective tools. By the 1700s, this was asie goal of most major states’
militaries, in both gathering and commissioning s1égr military use. Yet even in this
period, mapping by itself was never seen as safiidior planning a campaign: in 1753
Prussian king Frederick Il wrote to his generalgdther both maps of the country and
first-hand information. He wrote, “In order theregdo procure intelligence so highly
important, we must ascend the heights, taking thp with us and also some of the
elders of the neighboring villages, such as huntsamel shepherds” (Symcox 1974
196). Even in the eighteenth century, maps wereseen as containing all the
information required.

Nonetheless, even though maps may not have bedrdirsetly or exclusively in
military planning, cartography and the related ustéending of territory as exclusive did
shape military strategy in other ways. This effexturred regardless of the inaccuracies
or practical uselessness of popular cartographiels as printed atlases: By using maps
to understand the world as a whole, new territayeals and the means to pursue them
were imaginable. After all, as Lynn (2003) pointd,dhe approach to warfare taken in
different cultures often reflects fundamental slief that culture, rather than practical
expediency. For example, the extraordinarily comgieometric forms taken by
fortifications during the eighteenth century weaybnd the requirements of defensive
tactics, and instead reflected the culture of ratidinear reason of the Enlightenment
(Lynn 2003: ch.4).

Thus, in terms of the broader impact of cartograpi generalized use of maps
suggested new possibilities for expansion (Bigg#9)9For example, in France,
cartographically inspired and defined “natural frers” were often proposed in the
seventeenth century, and “the idea of natural feeshelped determine short and long-
term policy decisions” (Sahlins 1990: 1433). Theywawhich territory—defined as
exclusive and homogenous—became the focus of myilsimategy is not an inevitable or
permanent feature of international politics. Likegj mapping has not always been
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necessary to make military strategy or tacticsy aith the consolidation of map-
founded territorial exclusivity does this appeabeothe cas&'

IV.D. Mapping, territorial exclusivity, and conflitin the colonial world.As
with most aspects of cartographic technology am the ability for maps themselves to
be the cause of conflict among European powersaapgdirst in the colonial world.

This was due to the nature of European politic#h@uty claims on that continent: lands
were claimed by territorial exclusivity—operatiorzad in maps—ifrom the beginning of
the colonial period. This section examines thanph@enon, first in eighteenth-century
North America and second in European imperialisrfiica in the nineteenth century.
This will illustrate an important way in which tlise of maps, and the implementation of
territorial exclusivity as the only form of poliatauthority, significantly affected the
behavior of political actors.

After the ambiguity of the Utrecht settlement betwéritain and France
(discussed above), subsequent decades saw cogticantroversy over where exactly
the divisions between the two powers’ North Amaricalonies fell. Significantly, this
conflict often took the form of arguments direatlyncerning maps, the divisions
depicted in them, and where those divisions felttenground. This can be differentiated
from most contemporary territorial conflicts withdurope, in which map-based claims
were clearly subservient to textual descriptiongiggdictions.

This cartographic controversy began immediatelypWing the agreements at
Utrecht. In this period, the French saw mappintpaseans of declaring territorial
legitimacy in the face of English encroachment£t{® 2007: 100). In the first decade
after the agreement, several maps were producé&ddmch mapmaker Guillaume Delisle
to solidify political claims. In fact, such mapmagihad a directly propagandistic
purpose: “Delisle, as the official cartographettad court . . . was to make accurate
maps, and these printed maps were to be polibcéd to give precedence to French
claims” (Petto 2007: 106). These maps were notrigghby the other side, however, as
British authorities often took exception with thayin which boundaries were depicted
in French maps. For example, in response to thadaies depicted on a Delisle world
map of 1714, one British official wrote the follavg directly to the mapmaker: “Mr
Raudot begs you to remove from your platedbts that you have put in to mark the
limits of Louisiana, California, New Mexico, etchél'court does not agree to the limits
assigned by geographers, yet foreign nations usenaps against us when we discuss
important questions with thérfquoted in Petto 2007: 104; italics original).i¥hequest
illustrates the power of mapmaking within the cahtaf colonial political claims: Even
though this official does not want to use this map-perhaps any map—to resolve
territorial conflicts, he fears thather actors will do sdhence making the map and its
creator important shapers of the conditions withimch he must operate. In other words,

8 For example, this modern bias toward seeing mapgérinherently necessary to military or political
planning is common in writings about map use. S@egxample, this passage from Henrikson (1999): “I
order to have a political plan, statesmen must laageographical conception, which requires the
cartographic image of a map. . . . No military caigp, development project, or even, at a more atistr
level, diplomatic strategy or information prograende intellectually sustained or practically exedu
unless it is plotted spatially” (95).
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constraints on behavior are imposed on politicadradoy the cartography surrounding
them, whether they want it or not.

Another map by Delisle, this one of the Frenchitieny of Louisiana, led to a
similar controversy and “generated a boundary desthat lasted for at least fifteen
years,” even producing a direct appeal by the goveof New York “decrying the
impertinence of the French” (Petto 2007: 105).dadtof only complaining, however, the
British responded with maps of their own, includseyeral by cartographer Herman
Moll. The political bias of Moll's cartography isade clear by the differential treatment
given to areas involving British claims: “Moll’'s mapecifically overcorrected Delisle’s
map with regard to French and Spanish claims t@€C#relinas, yet left the Spanish-
French boundary in the Southwest (where Britisargdts were not directly involved)
intact” (Reinhartz 1997: 41). Maps, in short, weetng used by both sides to try to
secure or extend their opposing territorial claims.

The controversy arising from Utrecht over the dedition of French and British
control in Arcadia/Nova Scotia continued for deads well, leading to the
establishment of a boundary commission in 175@hése discussions, both sides evince
similar attitudes with regard to the political ugfecartography: “the mutually
acknowledged distrust of maps, the use and dismusd§imaps despite their unreliability,
and the continued rhetoric of possession in magdtair accompanyinmémoires
(Petto 2007: 108). Once again, maps are, in a starsed upon the political actors in
spite of their preference for not relying on th@e English, for example, wrote that
“maps are from the Nature of them a very slightdéwice, Geographers often lay them
down upon incorrect Surveys, copying the Mistaklesne another; and if the Surveys be
correct, the Maps taken from them, tho’ they magwskrue Position of a Country . . .
can never determine the Limits of a Territory” 8€2007: 108). And yet maps were
continuingly used by negotiators in the New World.

Another example of the political implications of psabeing imposed upon
political actors is provided by the events surrangdhe 1753 publication of a map of
North America by the Vaugondy family of mapmaker$-rance (Pedley 1992). This
map appeared to make newly extensive claims foFtaech, and was published while
the French-English boundary commission was in tlisnof its discussions.
Furthermore, although the map was a commerciaépt@nd was naifficial sponsored
or commissioned, its publication was dedicated pooeninent French foreign minister
(in keeping with the common practice of seekinggadge through dedicating
publications to socially or politically powerful @es). This led British officials to accuse
the French of making new claims in an official map.

All of this furor over the depiction of boundaries maps of the New World—
even unofficial ones—occurred during a period inclkhmaps of Europe depicted wildly
inaccurate boundaries without raising any contreyefs claims in the Americas were
made solely on the basis of cartographically degit¢erritorial exclusivity, however, a
map of this continent could be threatening politjcen a way that maps of Europe were
not. In the Old World, traditional notions of teary and jurisdiction continued to form
much of the basis of political organization, makmgps less of a threat.

The controversy inherent in making map-based palittlaims without accurate
or at least mutually agreed-upon cartographic médron continued throughout the
period of European colonialism. In the nineteerghtary scramble for colonies in
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Africa, for example, in spite of the advances inagraphic sophistication in the
intervening century, the tendency of map-basedanddo yield conflict rather than
agreement continued. One British official summedhgproblem well in the 1890s:
“We have been engaged in drawing lines upon magseuno white man’s foot as ever
trod; we have been giving away mountains and risaslakes to each other, only
hindered by the small impediment that we never karactly where the mountains and
rivers and lakes were” (Prescott 1987: 50). Thuo®d in spite of the fact that, by the
late nineteenth century, mapmakers often accomgaienial military expeditions and
produced maps as “part of the documentary evideaeded to claim protectorates by the
procedures agreed to at the Berlin Conference”d@a4994: 321). The controversies
continued to involve both official and unofficialapmaking. An example of the former is
provided by the diplomatic conflict that resultedrh the discovery that British and
German maps of a longitudinal boundary in Soutidrita put the boundary at different
positions on the ground (Seligman 1995). The pakfar unofficial maps to cause
conflict is illustrated by the response of Germéicials to a French newspaper map in
1890 that depicted extensive French claims withimcA—the belief in the legitimacy of
map-based political claims was so strong that eweanofficial map could be
threatening to opposing colonial powers (Bassedt1325).

Colonial interaction and conflict, therefore, wasdamentally structured by the
use of maps to make political claims and the resplidoption of a strictly geometric
conception of political authority.

* % %

The institutionalized interaction practices of rmi@ional political actors—which
constitute an important if often neglected fornmsp$temic constraint—were thus
transformed by the use of maps and the implementafi territorial exclusivity. These
examples illustrate the way in which the implem&ataof the new form of territorial
authority provided both constraints on and incesgito the actors in the system, thus
constituting a significant systemic change.

V. Decolonization and the Modern Sovereignty Regime

The ideal of territorial exclusivity as the basis political organization not only
drove the many processes of implementation andeictien discussed above; this ideal
was also in turn strengthened by that very impldatem. By the middle of the twentieth
century, newly created postcolonial states thugwern into an international system
wherein the ideal of territorial exclusivity wasoeptionally strong, making it possible
for these ostensibly weak political entities tochastituted and in some cases fully
supported by this ideal. This section examinesglosess, looking at the following: first,
the process of recursive causation involved inrberplay between structural ideas and
practices; second, the connection between thisrdiynand the existing literature on
“quasi-states” or “juridical statehood”; and thitte illustration of this process in major
periods of postcolonial state creation.

The recursive nature of this causal dynamic becareas if we examine the
long-term relationship between ideas and practitése international system. First, the
ideas constituting international actors and inteoacshifted during the early modern
period, mostly in the period 1600-1800, thanksangé part to the new ideational
resources and constraints presented by modern ntafg@en in chapters 4 and 5). Next,
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the actual behaviors of international actors aedr timaterial implementation were
transformed by the strengthening legitimacy ofitteas of territorial exclusivity, and the
decline in legitimacy in other ideas of politicaithority and organization (taking place in
the late 1700s and 1800s; discussed earlier irchapter). Third, this structural change
at the level of behavioral outcomiesther strengthenthe ideational foundation of
territorial exclusivity, as more and more actors laoth surrounded by others pursuing
goals according to this ideal as well as followinthemselves. This step, which involves
the effect of behaviors back onto ideas, took pfaeglominantly in the late 1800s and
into the twentieth century. Thus, by the time ofaenization following World War 11,
behavioral outcomes were further channeled in tteetion of territorial exclusivity by
the complete dominance of this ideal in the belegfall powerful international actors.

Therefore, the process moves from ideas (developaigarritorial exclusivity),
to behaviors (implementation of that idea), bacldeas (implementation further
strengthens the norm), and back again to practiees postcolonial states are
constitutedexclusivelyby this norm). As Murphy (1996) argues, the mbiag states
pursue goals based on the “sovereign territorigalid the more that such an ideal is
actually strengthened. This particularly applieth® nineteenth century, when territorial
adjustments were almost exclusively justified ia inguage of territorial exclusivity.
The multiply recursive nature of this process aaligsdditional layer to traditional
notions about the causal power of ideas over behavror instance, Krasner’'s (1993)
argument that ideas become instantiated in ingtrtstand thereby have causal effects
holds here (conceptualizing international practagstitutions), but with the further,
recursive, step that the behaviors created by timssieutionalized ideas will then add
further legitimacy and strength to the same ide&ling to additional institutionalization
and eventually behavioral outcomes.

The dissolution of European colonial empires yidlddarge collection of states
that were particularly weak in traditional termsvdéberian statehood, as they have often
been unable to secure an internal monopoly of fddescribing postcolonial states,
particularly in sub-Saharan Africa, as “juridica#ither than “empirical”’ states (Jackson
and Rosberg 1982), or as “quasi-states” (Jacksef)18ot only illustrates the
divergence of these political entities from thesaged norm of strong statehood but also
reveals the particular aspect of modern statehoatdibesmaintain them as independent
entities: the hegemonic ideal of externally recagdi territorially exclusive, linearly
bounded statehood. These political units could belyome viablafterthe
implementation of territorial exclusivity within Eope had made this ideal the
hegemonic norm of international society.

This role of territorial exclusivity as the founaat of weak post-colonial states
can be seen in the actions of rulers and goverrsnbath those in the new states and in
the strong states that had constituted this idephat of the system to begin with.
Territorial exclusivity formed both the languagepaistcolonial statehood and an
effective tool of government. This process has afeelin most examples and periods of
decolonization: the early nineteenth-century indeleece of Spain’s Latin American
colonies, the post-1945 decolonization of majordpean empires in Africa and Asia,
and in the 1989-91 breakup of the Soviet empird,tha Soviet Union itself, along
similar lines. As the rulers of newly independemtgoon to be independent) states, key
decision-makers took advantage of the strong idealilegitimacy of territorial
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exclusivity to create new political units using tféen arbitrary boundaries of colonial
powers, sometimes including what had been intexdalinistrative divisions.

The independence of Spanish Latin America in thy @@neteenth century was
an early example of this script. The four coloMaleroyalties were reconstituted as a
collection of independent states, as the hope€éotral or South American unity were
overwhelmed by parochial political interests in tleeades following the break from
Spain. Yet even if the boundaries of the statesidtdnatch the Spanish colonial
divisions exactly, these new political entities dabpt the exclusively territorial regime
of New World colonial rule, just as the United $&had decades earlier. The new
Creole-dominated regimes had no reason to attesnrpturn to a pre-colonial form of
rule, nor did they wish to invent something newtlesr authority was founded entirely
on the Spanish colonial structures.

This process of adopting colonial territorial prees and even boundaries was far
more direct in the case of many twentieth-centndependence movements, particularly
in sub-Saharan Africa. As Spruyt (2000) points thut,ideal of “sovereign territoriality”
served as an important resource for anti-colon@mements and post-colonial rulers,
justifying their new polities’ inclusion in the ertnational regime of sovereign equality
while at the same time ignoring potential sub-stemands for self-determination.
Rulers thus made a pair of conscious choices; fosadopt the European national state
as a model and, second, to maintain the coloniairadtrative boundaries as new state
borders. In the period of post-1945 decolonizatrempowerful ideational alternative to
the sovereign state existed, and pre-colonial fayfirale had been rendered either
illegitimate or ineffective by the time of indepergte. This deliberate adoption of
artificial boundaries is directly reflected in thehavior of post-colonial rulers, such as
the mutual agreement to ignore the often weak @egjiractual control over hinterlands
and thus to recognize a single authority withinhestate, no matter how fictional actual
control might be. International agreements amongynesdependent states also exhibit
this focus on static boundaries and the recognaiderritorial exclusivity, even in the
absence of effective control: A declaration frora 1964 meeting of the Organization of
African Unity on “boundary disputes among Africaatss” affirms that “all Member
States pledge themselves to respect the bordestsngxon their achievement of national
independence” (OAU 1964: 16[1]). This wholesale piitin of colonial boundaries
occurred in spite of the difficulties such bordposed to the effective imposition of
control (Herbst 2000: ch.4).

The collapse of the Soviet empire in Eastern Euskthe dissolution of the
Soviet Union itself in 1989-91 offers yet anothgample of imposed and often artificial
boundaries and territoriality being adopted by newtlependent states (Spruyt 2005:
ch.7). The “informal empire” over Eastern Europstaies (Wendt and Friedheim 1995),
though obviously diverging in many ways from Eurapeolonial rule in Africa, did
exhibit the arbitrary (re)drawing of borders poseid War II; borders that on the whole
have been accepted as legitimate by the postconstraugcessor regimes. Similarly, the
internal Soviet empire represented by Moscow’s owier the Union republics was
succeeded by independent states adopting inteonaldaries drawn decades earlier.
After Gorbachev’s reforms created political opesiingthe 1980s, the Union republics’
institutions “gave a distinctly national and spltiantent to the process of bargaining
over power and privilege” within the USSR (Bunc®985). Thus, when the Union was
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dissolved at the end of 1991, these formerly irgkElboundaries were the easiest means
for rulers of newly independent states to defirartpolities and assert control. Just as in
the 1960s in sub-Saharan Africa, territorial exieling and linear boundaries offered in
the twentieth century the only effective and legdate means of constituting a political
entity.

These collected examples illustrate the power ®tiggemonic ideal of territorial
exclusivity: Across regions and decades (or evaetuces), with extraordinarily diverse
legacies of colonial or communist rule, post-indegence political rulers have been
universally confronted with the imperative to adti political form of the sovereign,
territorially exclusive state. This level of institonal isomorphism cannot be explained
by rational interests alone (Meyer et al. 1997).

VI. Conclusion: Collusive Oligarchy and the Imposin of Territoriality

The implementation of territorial exclusivity ineghmaterial practices of
international politics continues today, as statehaod international relations are
continuouslyreconstituted by the actions of states. Thus, fongta, states today
continue to delimit, demarcate, and administerdim®undaries, as these lines form the
material foundation for a state’s identity as armed territorial unit. While the next,
concluding, chapter will consider the contempoiarglications of this process in more
detail, here | will highlight one question relatiedthe implementation of territorial
exclusivity: Was this process driven by the powledeas or by the power of actors?

On the one hand, the importance of ideas to thatesyic transformation is clear,
even though those ideas had no material effect tinety were instantiated in political
practices. The shift toward exclusive territorialiiccurred first in ideas of political
theorists and some centralizing rulers, beforedeonsolidated in practice in the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. Furtbexnthis ideational change was
essentiallysystem-wideand not simply a change in one or a few of thesumitactors
involved in European politics. Similar to the chaiea of some norm-driven changes in
contemporary international politics (e.g., Finneend996; Finnemore and Sikkink 1998),
this ideational change took place across the iateynal system, not just in a few units.
Unlike the processes described in most analysesratontemporary world, however,
this historical development did not rely on theatteing” of norms by specific
organizations or the purposive actions of “nornregeneurs.” Instead, the cartographic
transformation of political authority involved adad societal shift toward the extensive
use of maps and a resulting set of changes in figdsy actors throughout European
society.

Moreover, the very nature of the ideas constitigdartographic territoriality
supported their dispersal throughout the systendeviolinear boundaries, for example,
are inherently bilateral (or multilateral) and itw® an explicit agreement by both sides
as to the character, location, and administratiche political division. Thus interactive
practices such as these will inherently involve entvian one actor, thus encouraging
their dispersal throughout the international systéirhe same argument could be applied
to the modern practice ekchangingesident ambassadors.)

Yet the process was also, in part at least, exiglidriven by actors, particularly
in terms of the material implementation of ideassidered in this chapter. This was not
the hegemonic imposition by a single power, howghet instead involved the
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effectively oligarchic behavior of a collection péwerful political actors (formalized in
the nineteenth century in the notion of “great psidaving special privileges and
duties). The rulers of these territorializing ssataposed linear territorial authority, first
in the New World and later within Europe. The pNsipoleonic reconstruction of
European politics along exclusively territorialdmrepresented the consolidation of this
trend, and the end of the possibility of organizuugitics along other lines. Thus, in the
post-colonial era, the entire structure of inteioral organizations such as the United
Nations is founded on the territorialized rule ofateenth-century Europe: boundaries
are sacred, and the sovereign territorial indepecelef even the most materially weak
state is protected. In this institutional framewdHe powerful as well as the weak are
constrained by the hegemonic norm of territoriallesivity.

It is in this world of firmly cartographic territ@ authority that we find ourselves
in today, at least for the present. The implicagiohthis dissertation for the possibility of
contemporary or future change in the foundationgatitical organization and interaction
are considered in the next, and final, chapter.
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Chapter 8
Conclusion: Implications for Contemporary Change

It all moves so quickly now

These days it all changes

Nothing stable, Nothing static

Nothing to stand on or cling to

No maps for these territories

Though they are of our own creation

No myths for these countries of the mind
-William Gibson,Memory Palace

This conclusion shifts the focus from the histdricandations of the modern state
system to the contemporary possibilities for tia@sformation of that system. As
suggested by the epigraph above, from the sciectoenfauthor who coined the term
“cyberspace,” in this new world of digitized sogipblitical, and economic interactions,
there may literally be “no maps for these terréeri Such a possibility raises interesting
guestions in light of this dissertation’s analysighe interplay between maps,
territoriality, and political structures: Are thereally no maps for the new spaces and
authorities of the digital age? Although territérgs been understood and described
without maps in other historical periods, is t@mytconceivable without maps today? If
so, how? Finally, while passages such as this oggest a world in a state of
fundamental and perhaps incomprehensible fluxywareeally in such an era of epochal
change? If not, are there signs that we are apprmogone?

This chapter uses the theoretical insights fromm dmssertation’s historical
analysis in order to address these questions abday—or at least to reframe some of
them. Thus, the next section briefly reviews theémfimdings of the preceding chapters,
highlighting generalizable implications for studafssystemic change. The rest of this
chapter uses this lens to examine possible soarmkgynamics of contemporary
transformative change, focusing on the followinigbglization and the de-
territorialization of politics; the information-tenology revolution and its implications
for social and political change; and digital caragghic technologies and their political
impact. Re-examining these subjects using my focusleas and practices of political
authority both suggests tentative conclusions aframes some existing questions. In
spite of potential threats, the territorial exclityt of the modern state system appears to
remain firmly entrenched, for the time being aste&'et sources of potential future
transformation also exist, suggesting directiomddaher research on these rapidly
developing technologies and their social implicasioThus, this chapter concludes with a
discussion of directions for research that buildgndissertation’s theoretical and
empirical findings.

|. Generalizable Implications for Systemic Change

This dissertation has argued that mapping hadrafis@nt effect on the
development of the modern state system. New capdig technologies and their
increasing use in early-modern Europe fundamentaiinged how actors thought about
political space, political authority, and politicaiganization, eventually driving the
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creation of modern states and international rataticonstituted by exclusive territorial
sovereignty, linear boundaries, and formal equality

Maps and their use were not epiphenomenal to sacapolitical changes, but
instead drove many of the key transformations ¢bastituted the modern political world
as a collection of territorially exclusive, lineabounded states. The steps that this
transition went through can be seen historicalliyh wrogressively greater use of maps to
depict political authorityprecedingthe implementation of linearly bounded territories,
even the acceptance of such linear structureggaalaamong rulers and decision-makers.
The fifteenth century saw the rediscovery of PtolanGeographyand the gradual
adoption of techniques using the coordinate grich&p the world. The sixteenth century
witnessed the rapid adoption of printed maps aladed—depicting the world as a
homogenous surface with linear divisions. Yet iswat until the early eighteenth
century that ideas of how politics should be orgadibegan to take on our familiar
modern form of territorial exclusivity, and it wasly at the end of the eighteenth century
and in the post-1815 period that linearity and @siefity were fully implemented in the
material practices of European rulers on the ground

The character of this process is complex, as tlires a set of recursive
relationships between mapping technology, the ncegmted, views of space, and ideas
about political authority. Nonetheless, there aeeagalizable implications that can be
drawn out of this study, which can help us undexsthe relationships among
technological, social, and systemic changes manergdly. These are explored in the
paragraphs below, which focus on the following: ¢tbenplex, layered, and recursive
nature of the transformation; the importance oédiimation and elimination of
authority types to the process; the way in whiahghrticular character of the technology
in question has implications for its impact; theorance of contingent events and
phenomena to systemic change driven by technolbdgseelopments; and the peripheral
sources of institutional innovation seen in thecpss of colonial reflection.

Complex, layered, recursiv&he first implication of this study for understkmg
systemic change in general is probably the mosibolsy the way in which international
structure is transformed is complex, with multipteps involved and multiple
simultaneous directions and layers of change.

Particularly if we are looking at the effect ofexhnological development and its
use on political structures, there are a numbaertefvening causal steps between the
technological innovation and the political-systemitcome. Not recognizing the
complex and possibly contingent steps between tdogital innovation and political
outcomes risks telling a technologically deterntitiieory, drastically oversimplifying
the complexities of the process. First, the changechnology has to be adopted by
actors powerful or influential enough to shape galneocietal and political views. Then,
this use of a technology must drive a change iasgm this case, the society-wide
adoption of Ptolemaic mapping eventually altered laotors understood their world in
general, and political authority in particular. &y, this change in ideas about political
authority has to be implemented in the materiatfocas of political actors and subjects,
in this case with the demarcation of linear bouregaand the sole recognition of
territorial entities as legitimate. Thus, the kegight of this dissertation—that maps as a
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technological development drove changes in inteynat structural outcomes—is
generalizable, but only with the caveat that eatérvening step needs to be specified.

As this study has shown with regard to the earlyleno case, it can take
centuries for the total impact of such a technaallevelopment to become clear. While
one might theorize that technological changes hait diffusion are more rapid in
today’s world, and hence the impact of contempotaciinologies might be significantly
faster, the importance of generational turnovanajor ideational shifts cannot be
ignored (Deibert 1997). In the early-modern caseak several generations first for
Ptolemaic mapping to be accepted as the best (@mually only) means of depicting
the world, and then further generations for theanotf this depiction on ideas of
political authority to overcome the inherent infihat existing institutions tend to have.
These forms of ideational and institutional inesii®muld not be underestimated.

The process linking technological developments apping to ideas and practices
of political authority was alspecursive as demonstrated in chapters 4 and 5. Once
mapping technology changed, this altered the mapsdulation and eventually the view
that actors held of space in general and of palitithority in particular. This, in turn,
created new demands for mapping, both in termkeokind of maps being produced
(increasingly politically oriented) and the cartaghic technologies pursued (aiming
toward increasing accuracy of surveying and coatéihocation measurement). This
continuing development of the accuracy-focusednsifie nature of mapping, in turn,
further consolidated the notion of political spasegeometrically measurable, divisible,
and claimable, using these tools. The mutually tutive static relationship between
technologies of spatial depiction and understarglofgpace thus became recursively
causal after the exogenous introduction of new nmapiechniques. Thus, technologies
and ideas will often exist in a relationship of mltconstitution, which can turn into a
recursively causal dynamic if an external drivearoipes one side of the relationship.

Furthermore, old ideas and practices are rarebaced by new ones in a clean
break with the past; instead the new are ofterréadyen top of the old (e.g., Thelen
2003). Even in the imposition of European politicde on the supposedly empty New
World, new ideas and practices of territorial esolity were initially combined with
some elements drawn from feudal forms of rule. WitBurope, mapping and map-based
territorial authority were only slowly built on tayf the traditional notions of
jurisdictionally defined authority, with the layereoexistence of the two common. For
example, the French-Spanish boundary in the Pysesea®& two centuries of mixed and
contradictory jurisdictional and linear divisior@lbwing the 1659 treaty. Thus, changes
to political ideas—and the practices structuredimge ideas—should not be expected to
occur immediately and absolutely, but will insteaeblve the gradual layering of new
practices on top of old, resulting sometimes igrgtsesis of the two but other times in
one’s elimination.

A final point about the complexity of the procesiking technological change to
ideational and structural change concerns the itapoe of unintended consequences. In
short, major political-systemic changes can ocdtiout any actual constituency
favoring them. While all major social and politicklanges probably involve some
outcomes unintended by the actors involved, theptexity of this centuries-long
process was such that major changes occurred strilndure of international politics
without any single actor intending them. Mapmakei® drew linearly bounded,
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homogenous political units (where in reality digiss remained unclear) had no intention
of changing political structures, but instead weanienarily interested in selling maps in a
commercial market favoring aesthetically pleasirtgects. Political rulers who later
implemented linear boundaries were not consciouasigvating, but rather acting on their
sense that linear boundaries were simply moredinati’ than the long-standing enclaves
and overlaps along their borders. These rulersthiar words, were constrained by the
ideational structure that had been built aroundnthterough the societal shift toward
modern mapping and the territorially exclusive viefapolitical authority.

Elimination of existing forms of authoritphnother key implication of this
dissertation’s historical analysis is the impor&ot the elimination of ideas, practices,
and institutions. While often it is the constitutiof new notions of territoriality that has
captured the majority of our attention when exanurthe creation of the modern state
system, the disappearance of personal and jurigdattforms of authority was equally
constitutive of the shift to modernity. While thed processes are related—and, | have
argued, were both shaped in large part by the dpwednt and use of Ptolemaic
mapping—they are nonetheless distinct. It was woitly the final elimination of non-
territorial forms of authority that the modern ®ystof sovereign states was consolidated
in the early nineteenth century.

Thus, in order to understand systemic change mamerglly, we should look at
factors that undermine, delegitimate, and elimimatsting forms of authority or notions
of political community, rather than focusing exdclety on potentiahewforms of
organization. The inertia of existing institutiorsatangements, in fact, may make the
elimination dynamienoreimportant—only when current ideas and practicesvaade
untenable is it possible for a new structure tdutly implemented.

The character of the technology mattéfighile many technological developments
may have the potential to undermine existing autystructures, or support the
legitimacy of new ones, not every innovation ilikto have such major political or
social implications. As noted above, one cruciepsh the connection linking
technological change to political structural tramsfation is the adoption of a technology
by key actors.

Early modern cartography, for several reasons,apagaling to many influential
and powerful actors. For one, Ptolemaic cartograpbghed well with other societal and
intellectual developments of the time, first witletRenaissance tendency to combine
ancient authority with new discoveries and latehvihe Enlightenment fixation on
scientism, mathematical notions of accuracy, aogness. In addition, the global nature
of the Ptolemaic grid meant that the applicatiothef geometric understand of space to
one part of the world promoted its application tarts of the globe. Also, its lack of an
explicit center (as any point on the equator cahgs logically be the center of a world
map) made it possible for all actors to place tpaits of the world at the middle of the
geometric grid, thereby encouraging the adoptiothege techniques beyond Europe.

Although early modern cartographic technology wadely adopted—and hence
widely influential on notions of political spacedhauthority—not every technology is
likely to become so dominant. The character of teskniques, such as their adaptability
to diverse settings, can help predict whether sulbfoad influence is likely. The
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difficulty in generalizing this point, however,tisat any features of a technology that
favored its adoption and influence may be very ggedt may not be possible to

generate a list of categorical features of a teldgyathat would make it influential on
political ideas and structures without falling inttutological reasoning. Instead, it is
better to look at the specific technology in quastand its context, and consider the ways
in which the two might be complementary.

Importance of contingent events and factéddhough this dissertation has
argued throughout that the invention, disseminato use of Ptolemaic cartography
wasnecessaryo the constitution of modern territorial statesl amernational relations,
by no means was this technological developmertsomimediate ideational effects
sufficient Many other concurrent processes and driving foreere involved in the
constitution of modern territorial exclusivity, serof which have been examined in the
preceding chapters. For example, the extensiveantie of Ptolemaic mapping was only
possible because of the near-simultaneous prinéwnglution, represented by both the
invention of the printing press and the rapid gtoat a market for printed material, both
written and visual. In addition, the contingent bahtemporary events following the
European encounter with the New World played adagde in shaping the effect of
cartography on political authority, as the demaordafnew and useful means for making
political claims proved influential in the eventwldminance of territorial exclusivity.

The influence of Ptolemy in the medieval Islamicrlgdmffers a useful illustration
of this contingency. The geographic works of Ptolemere well known in Islamic
libraries during the Middle Ages, but the cartodragechniques therein were never
adopted, maps were not printed in mass quantéaresthe ideational effects of
cartographic depictions never occurred. This dagsnaicate any sort of European
exceptionalism or superiority, but instead dematet the key role played by the myriad
contingent or only vaguely related events and phresma in the development and
implementation of modern statehood in Europe.

Colonial reflection and peripheral sources of chan§§s has been seen in several
of the preceding chapters, many of the ideas aactipes constituting the modern
international system appeared first not in Eurdyue,in the actions and interactions of
European actors in the New World of the Americaacfces such as the linear division
of territory and cartographic claims to politicaitlority were used in America several
centuries before they were implemented within Eardyot only was this newly
encountered continent peripheral to European cdioeepof the world, but it was the
rulers of the two Iberian kingdoms, somewhat maagihemselves to late-medieval
European political interactions, who first implerteshthese innovations beginning in the
1490s.

This colonial reflection of linearly defined tewoitality serves as an example of a
larger category: the importance of peripheral sesifor institutional changes at the
center. The tendency toward institutional inersialways strongest in the places where
those institutions have been in existence the Isthgad where they serve to support the
existing power structures the most: that is, tylbyjcat the center. Peripheries, on the
other had, offer opportunities for innovation ie&$ and practices, or even create
demand for such innovation. New ideas and practioasot always remain isolated to
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the peripheries, however, and may eventually cano®hstrain even the most powerful
actors at the center as well.
* * %

In the next section examining possible contemposgsgemic change, these
patterns provide a new angle on questions relatigobalization, technological change,
and political transformation. In other words, howe aurrent transformative processes
being shaped by recursive dynamics, eliminatioexigting authorities, contingent
events, and peripheral innovations?

Il. Contemporary Technological Change and Internatnal Politics

The potential for technological changes to restmgcthe international political
system is not limited to early-modern Europe, lemains a constant throughout
history®® Today’s system is no exception, as the twentiethury’s explosive
advancement in transportation and communicatidmigogies may lead to changes in
international political structures. This issue—fiussibility of contemporary or future
change in international structures—has predomigpdogén approached in IR and related
fields through the lens of globalization. Yet thisrature, while extensive, has not
yielded anything resembling a cohesive set of goestlet alone answers, regarding the
possibility of contemporary systemic change.

The approach taken by this dissertation offerseduligpproach to this problem.
Instead of making broad predictions of state deafbersistence, we can ask narrowly
focused questions about the constitutive basi®ltigal organization in ideas about
legitimate authority: Is the fundamentally territdbasis of political authority and
organization being undermined? If so, is it beieglaced by a different form of
territoriality, by non-territorial forms of orgarazion, or by some combination of both?
Finally, are the new ideas being implemented inpifaetices of political actors?

The following sections suggest how these questiansbe applied to current
debates about the political effects of contempoeagnomic, social, and technological
change. First, | briefly position my approach visig discussions of globalization, de-
territorialization, and re-territorialization. Theiquickly outline the extensive literature
on the general social and political effects ofitifermation technology revolution,
particularly the possible shift toward more networlented forms of organization. The
subsequent two sections then go into more detaiorcontemporary technological
fields that are particularly relevant to my histatistudy’s focus on the representational
technology of cartography: first, cyberspace aswa form of (non)spatial interaction
and, second, digital mapping technology and itsipdes impact on political ideas,
practices, and structures.

lI.A. Globalization, territoriality, and politicalauthority. The discussion of
globalization and its impacts on international ficdi is too extensive to be fully
discussed here, but a brief summary of the extetieodebate is useful to distinguish the
approach suggested by this dissertation. The rahgews on globalization includes, on
the one hand, statements of the impending (or torepretreat, decline, or death of the

% Indeed, some argue that technological changesteeminvolved irall major socio-political changes
historically. For a non-technologically-determirgsjument along these lines, see Deibert (1997).
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state as we know it. Extreme views such as th@twhae (1995) are tempered by more
nuanced analyses of the undermining of state pawnority, and autonomy, such as
that of Strange (1996). On the other side, mangasthave argued that states are in fact
quite resilient, and remain key actors structuririgrnational politics. Mann (1997), for
example, notes that for all the contemporary prolléaced by territorial states, most of
the solutions to today’s international issues imedhe action of states themselves,
directly or indirectly, thus keeping these actagateal to international politics for the

near future. Many middle-of-the-road analyses abdet, such as the influential work of
Held et al. (1999) that sees states as survivihgdoatoriality potentially shifting as

well.

Instead of entering directly into this debate atadiag a particular position on the
state-death vs. state-persistence spectrum, ggertation suggests that we can usefully
interrogate possible changes by posing questiagegdang ideas and practices of
political authority and the factors that shape th&hus, instead of framing our questions
exclusively in terms of states and their charasties, we can consider the possible
changes to the authoritative structure of politics.

Contrasting my approach with Krasner’s influenéinblysis of sovereignty as
“organized hypocrisy” (1999, 2001) offers one meahiighlighting the usefulness of
my focus on the character of political authorityshort, Krasner argues that “Breaches
of the sovereign state model have been an enddniaacteristic of the international
environment . . . because logics of consequencesrdby power and interest trump
logics of appropriateness dictated by norms antcpies” (2001: 17). In other words,
the ideational structure holds little sway oveuatbehaviors and outcomes, and thus
sovereignty is both meaningless today and has alWwagn meaningless. There are
several reasons why this approach is less thasfaatry as a means of considering
contemporary (or historical) threats to sovereigietiood as the fundamental norm of
international politics.

Krasner’s logic is based on a “model” of soverestatehood defined by him, of
which he then finds numerous “violations.” Yet thogic rests on an implicit
counterfactual: Krasner is essentially arguing fumatereignty is a meaningless norm that
does little to shape political practices or outceraeless his model of sovereignty is
neverviolated in any way. But what would this countetted situation, where
sovereignty is never violated, look like? No stataild ever threaten, bargain with, or
impose anything upon another state, because istate were to do something internally
that reflected the will of another state, this wbabunt as a “violation” of sovereign
statehood in Krasner's mod&l.

Instead, a more useful approach to consideringnipact of ideas of sovereignty
or authority takes into account the constitutiieefof these ideas on system structure
and actor behavior. The repertoire of justifiald@ans is never unlimited but is
constrained by ideational resources, and evenrdimhal’ goals of political action are
constructed by ideas constituting the identityaibes (as, for example, territorial
“rationalization” only made sense to political astafter linearly defined territoriality
became the most legitimate means of assertingqadl@guthority). Thus even Krasner’s
rational “logic of consequences” is shaped by id&asrefore, it is more useful to

8 A related critique is made by Deibert (1997: ch.8)
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interrogate the conceptual basis for sovereighiraby avoiding the tendency to
conceptualize sovereignty or the “sovereign statdeti statically. Today’s economic,
social, and technological changes may lead torsfibamation of the very constitutive
basis of statehood and the state system, rathemtleaely a tendency toward more or
fewer violations of sovereignty. Thus, we shoulk #ee following: Is the foundational
ideational structure of political organization chary, through new forms of territoriality,
the undermining of territoriality, or new forms wbn-territorial organization? Is such
ideational change being implemented? If not, caubeé implemented in the foreseeable
future? These key questions are difficult to ansseelong as we continue to assume a
fixed definition of sovereign statehood and merglgstion whether or not that is being
violated, weakened, or supported.

One approach has interrogated globalization infdgkion, by asking if
increasing cross-border flows of information, ggaaisd people are changing the
fundamentally territorial basis of political orgaation. In particular, international
politics may be heading toward either de-territar&dion (as territory and boundaries
matter less and less) or re-territorializationt@story remains important but the scale or
character of territoriality changes). One early ariliential statement on this point was
made by Ruggie (1993), who argued that particuiartype European Union territoriality
was being “unbundled” in a return to “multiperspeat’ political forms.

One common argument that has followed has beenatien that, in the face of
globalization’s de-territorializing pressures, 8tate is losing its ability to fulfill its
functions and provide public goods, and hence nealp$ing legitimacy’ Yet the
inability of states to provide what is expectedi@m does not necessarily mean that this
territorial form of organization is inevitably iredline. First, there may not be any readily
available alternative to state organization—andheuat an alternative, political
institutions have potent inertia. Furthermore,dhgument that a failure of capability or
action directly leads to a decline in legitimacyldrence potentially the disappearance of
states is built on an implicitly functionalist lagithat is, states persist because they fulfill
certain functions, and once they stop fulfilling$e functions states will disapp&airet
the fundamental insight of historical institutioisalscholarship is that institutions often
persist longafter their original function has expired—if theyre consciously created to
fulfill a single function to begin with at all. TBuwe should not expect an automatic
disappearance of states because of their functfaihates. Instead, the potential for de-
territorialization is more usefully approached xamining the normative strength of the
conceptual basis for statehood (territorial autigprather than the function-derived
legitimacy of individual states.

Other analyses of globalization have also reveailgderous ways in which the
world is becoming anything but de-territorializéshderson (2002) and others have
pointed out the difficulty of conceptualizing afowof political community that is not
territorial, no matter the current failings of ttegritorial state. The notion that the world

8" This point has been made by many authors, inciu@ierny (1994, 1995, 1998), Ferguson and Mansbach
(2007, 2008), Clapham (2002), Taylor (1994, 1988y Axtman (2004).

8 For example, consider one extreme example of/kis, on the post-Cold War international system: “a
change in the state system in Europe was cleaglyimed: if the existing system was producing such
unacceptable levels of actual and potential destrucit was not performing its function. We shouiot,
therefore, be surprised to see a new system engér@ooper 1996: 8).

195



is becoming less territorial is built upon a cohfla of the specificallynodernform of
territoriality with territorialityin general only the modern form is built on linear
boundaries and geometric spaces. This specific &dri@rritoriality may or may not be in
the process of being undermined, but that is atguredistinct from the decline of
territoriality in general. Thus, the possible chesigp territoriality in the globalizing
world are not limited to a purely de-territoriahgi dynamic, but instead include
strengthening ties to territoriality, or re-territdization, if at potentially diverse scales
(Brenner 1999; Albert 1998). This reconfiguring arescaling of territoriality can be
effectively captured by my conceptualization ofiterial political authority, in which
authority can vary in terms of boundaries versudars, homogeneity, and so on. Just
because one form of territoriality may be weakenthigs does not mean that we are
necessarily entering a world entirely divorced frimmritorial considerations. Thus the
paragraphs below consider the potential for a $laifk to a place-focused form of
territoriality and the possible alternative sitesl dorms of political authority suggested
by de-territorialization and re-territorialization.

The possible shift toward a place-focused teraddy—related but not identical
to that of the Middle Ages—is suggested by the camthesis of an increasing
localizationof identity and thus, possibly, political authori§cholte (1996), for
example, notes that in the face of globalizing puess, many indigenous, city-based, or
otherwise local identities have been re-assertethyMbf the arguments positing a
nascent network form of organization, such as thbaj “network society,” also shift our
focus toward places rather than spaces, as thesmddeich global networks are place-
specific (the network concepts are discussed extgdelow).

Yet there are reasons to expect the boundary-fd¢spatially defined
territoriality of modern states to persist, in spiff these pressures toward global or local
identities and organizations. First, the very idgnif states—and of many people within
them—is still strongly tied to territory, define¢ boundaries. Territory thus continues to
be “valued independently of its strategic or ecomdmenefits” (Forsberg 1996: 367).
Even the challengers to the state, such as suly-gi@hs-state, or supra-state regional
organizations, are often territorially defined. fhermore, as Elden points out, today’s
world is imagined in the same spatial terms ag#s several centuries, at the most
fundamental level: “Globalization—ontologically—tssipon exactly the same idea of
homogenous, calculable space” (2005: 16). Sometihsspace is global rather than
national, but it remains a homogenous expansec#mbe geometrically divided.

Finally, the linear boundaries between statespite ©f their increasingly porous
character in some realms, still serve practicalgmdbolic functions. In more
interconnected regions, borders may no longer bd tesprevent flows of people or
information, but they instead serve a symbolic psgpof joining the two sides as the
point where those cross-boundary flows occur. Sboumdaries that allow goods to flow
freely, moreover, often are still used extensivelgontrol the flow of people, thus
continuing to define national identity (Rudolph 30®igdal 2004; Blake 2004; Paasi
1998; Andreas 2003). Therefore, many territoriestiooe to be defined as spatial
expanses, divided by linear boundaries, rather shiting back to a place-focused
localized notion.

For changes to occur in fundamental forms of pr@ltorganization, therefore, the
current system of states must face more than tleatthof porous boundaries or
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collective goods failures: alternativeformation must be imaginable as well. As
Chandler (2007) notes, “the lack of purchase dfiti@nal territorial constructions of
political community does not necessarily indicdie émergence of new post-territorial
forms of political belonging” (116). The Europeanibh is often posed as a possible
“post-modern” and alternative political structucetihe sovereign territorial state, but the
EU is still fundamentally territorial in its relaths to non-member peoples and states.
Within the EU, there has been some reshaping of ahational territorial identity
means, as members have a separate non-nationdeltity and citizenship that only
comes into play when they are outside the bounslafi¢heir state of citizenship but still
within the boundaries of the EU (Behnke 1997). bath notions—national versus
European identity, and within-EU versus outside4illitical space—are still territorially
defined by linear boundaries. Nonetheless, thebigtyaof such a complex form of
political authority, citizenship, and identity sweggs that other formations are possible,
and may become increasingly likely as pressurexriiay de- and re-territorialization
build.

Global or local identities completely divorced fraemritoriality are imaginable—
such as religious, class, race, gender, etc.—lesethave rarely gained the purchase of
national identities, which, even in their diaspfmanm, are still fundamentally tied to the
ideal of a territorial state (Scholte 1996). Furthere, many alternative sources of
authority may actually function synergistically tvigéxisting states, such as when non-
state actors fulfill functions that states are aragler able or willing to fulfill (Mason
2005). This actually supports state authority hasstate is both complicit in and partially
propped up by these non-state interventions. Maedke jurisdictional rights and
responsibilities, even when delegated away by state still defined territorially by state
authorities.

Thus, | would argue, the evidence for a fundamedeeterritorialization of
political authority and organization is relativelygak. Many examples of de-
territorialization or re-configuring of territoryctually involve little more than changes in
the scale of territoriality, upwards to organizasesuch as the EU or downwards from
the state to regional forms of organization. Yateof these represent a fundamental
change to the spatial basis of territorial autlyprthich continues to be defined by
boundaries—even if those boundaries are sometiménger official state borders.
Other aspects of contemporary technological deveéoys, specifically those relating to
the growing strength of electronic, social, andi$raational networks, may be more
threatening to the ideational foundation of statetoriality.

[1.B. Information technology and the network sociketChanging the focus from
globalization to recent decades’ innovations knasrhe information technology (IT)
revolution allows us to examine some other potéstarces of international political
change. Although many computing technologies hbagg brigins in the immediate post-
World War 1l era, the truly revolutionary implicatis of information technology first
appeared the 1970s, with micro-processor-based wi@ng) computer networks, and the
growing use of computers in many fields (Casteli8a). Just as with cartography in the
early modern period, the combination of fundaméyntadw technological capabilities
with their widespread adoption has the potentiarastically alter people’s ideas and
behaviors, and thus perhaps to transform polistaictures as well.
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Scholars examining the implications of the new tetbgies on social and
political ideas and practices have noted the ingmmeé of contemporary “time-space
compression,” the increasingly rapid pace of chaargemovement throughout the
world. Harvey (1990), for instance, argues thahguocesses “so revolutionize the
objective qualities of space and time that we aredd to alter, sometimes in quite
radical ways, how we represent the world to oues1¥240). One of the most influential
theorizations of the social and political effectshos compression is Castells’ (1996)
idea of the burgeoning “network society,” in whigimew “space of flows” is being
created alongside (or on top of) the existing “gpaicplaces.” This new network form of
global organization is structured by electronicugits, connections among major cities,
and the circulation of a global managerial elité2#). As Deibert (1997: ch.7) argues,
there may be a strong affinity between the de-camgedeas of postmodernism and the
“hypermedia environment” that we find ourselvesaohnologically. Yet merely pointing
to new networks does not indicate that the exidiomgn of political space is being
effectively undermined, as the power of the “spaicglaces” continues to be seen in
people’s identities as citizens of particular staad the localization of other identities
(discussed above). Sassen (2002) points out tigataldnetworks are embedded in . . .
actual societal structures and power dynamics”).3bide existing spatial, political, and
institutional order may not necessarily be chalezhgy new IT networks, but may rather
re-assert themselves in the new digital realms.

The potentiafor an increasingly networked world to undermingay's spatial
authority structures has been explicitly examimediscussions of networks among
globally connected cities. Magnusson (1996), fetance, argues that although the state
is not necessarily disappearing, there may noretbhdde a new level of politics
developing among global cities and their connestituiikewise, Taylor (2002, 2005) sees
cities and city-networks as a possible “alternatieenos” to the potentially defunct
nation-state, since the cross-national connectiom® accurately represent the global
impact of political decision-making.

In fact, the importance of cities and their conitetd may reflect a return to a
place-focused form of territoriality—and hence iterral political authority—as cities
are commonly imagined not in geometrically spagains but rather as unitary places,
bound by non-geographically determined ties. AlSaysind Roy (2006) explicitly note
the similarity between post-modern city networksheescity-focused political life of the
European Middle Ages, thereby questioning the fumelatal “newness” of post-
modernity. Yet the relative strength of these neked identities and authorities remains
minor when compared against the persistence afdtienal state—at the most these
city-networks appear to be a limited addition, anwek of point-defined territorial places
layered on top of the spatially extensive statéesys

[I.C. Computer networks, cyberspace, and politicgiace Cyberspace, while
subject to immense hyperbole in the past decads ihdfact pose new questions
concerning possibilities of novel political, socgiahd spatial arrangements. After all, if
there is a fundamentally new form of “space” tlsasimultaneously experienced by
people all over the globe, but is not explicitlgdded in any particular territory, this
could have implications for political territorialiand authority.
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For example, the internet provides space for néarsto emerge or existing
actors to find new tools and resources. Sasses tiwe cyberspace has become “a place
where non-formal political actors can be part & plolitical scene in a way that is much
more difficult in national institutional channel@002: 382). Diaspora communities have
also found new opportunities for increased orgdiumaand identity-formation online
(Newman and Paasi 1998). Criminal actors havetalsen advantage of the global reach
of the internet, such as when hackers targetinglpeo Western countries locate
themselves strategically in countries where theyuaulikely to be prosecuted, such as
Russia or Romania (Gilman 2009). As one analyst putin the era of the internet and
electronic commerce the issue is not jurisdictiammaflict, but whether the basic idea of
territorial jurisdiction is still relevant” (Kobri2001: 24).

This example of hackers engaging in a form of §dittional arbitrage”
illustrates both the possibilities offered by th&ernet for evading traditional state
authority, and also the continuing importance aitiarially defined authority in spite of
those evasions. Hackers know that boundaries amtmmatter, and thus consciously
place themselves within the physical borders ofpmsecuting states—boundaries that
are so porous to cybercrime are still politicaltyid enough to make it difficult if not
impossible for targeted states to reach the hackers

The internet and the very terminology of “cybersgdarther illustrate the
resilience of modern territoriality and the strdngt spatial understandings of the world,
even in such a new, not inherently spatial realiis*ironic that, even as the extension of
the Internet led people to declare the ‘end of gaglyy,’ the Internet continued to be
understood largely through metaphors of geograplaice, for example, superhighways,
teleports, server farms, home pages” (Zook 200%:\Grtual interactions are
fundamentally understood in (imagined) spatial &rdoing little to undermine the key
role of geometric spatiality in how we imagine therld. Nonetheless, the possibility of
a “no-place” where economic transactions, politaaivism, and social interactions take
place does present the possibility of undermintagesterritoriality, even if virtual space
is built on the same spatial metaphors as our nmodgerld.

The networking possibilities of cyberspace, of sayigo beyond the electronic
circuits of the physical hardware, and have regeatdheloped into a massive presence of
online social networks, such as Facebook, MySpawe other online applications of the
so-called “Web 2.0” generation. These new formsrganization—within which many
young people in the developed world spend muchaeif time and energy—suggest the
theoretical possibility of forms of community treae utterly non-territorial and non-
spatial, instead based on person-to-person tiagd@mnline personal networks
undermine the normative foundation of territoriatreority? While these forms of
community are easily entered into, they are veffycdit to grasp in their entirety—Who,
after all, is a member of one’s community defingdhese networks? Only those directly
connected, as “friends™? All others within a sindensely connected piece of the
network?

None of these questions are easily answered, plariz when compared against
the ease with which one can look at a political obfhe world and imagine where one
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state ends and the next bedih$he persistent strength of the socialization key th
“school-room” map (Migdal 2004)—literally duringtszol but also afterwards in the
media and elsewhere—may leave little room for c@xphon-cartographic forms of
identity, community, and authority to take holdtekfall, part of the popularity of
Facebook has been due to its tendency to highightonnections between people
within an already existing network or community—s&s a college or university. Thus,
although the fundamental technology of social néimg allowsfor complex, non-
traditional, or non-spatial forms of identity anahemunity, these websites often instead
serve to strengthen ti@gthin a pre-existing community, albeit perhaps allowiag f
broader or more extensive connections within iisTé similar to the way in which
diaspora communities use the potentially transféirreaommunication technologies to
strengthen their pre-existing national identitiad &es to their distant homelands. In the
end, such non-political forms of organization asdfmok are unlikely to threaten a
resilient political form like the territorial state

II.D. New cartographic technologiesNVhat about, then, the changes in
cartographic technologies that have occurred asopéne IT revolution? New
technologies and practices for making, distributioigplaying, and using maps may alter
the ideational structure that has been construnferenturies of institutionalized
mapmaking and map use. While pre-digital mapmakiag built upon standardization
and the abstraction of human space onto the priilémaic grid, computerized map
production and distribution offer the possibilitiyapening up those constraints to the
extent that the homogenization and geometricizasipace may be undermined. This
could yield new forms of territoriality or undernaiterritoriality as we know it
altogether, giving advocates of non-territorialrensities the representational tools
required to overcome our tendency to see the palitvorld as a color-coded, linear-
boundary-filled map. The following paragraphs exarthis possibility in detail,
focusing on the actual and potential impact of Gaplgic Information Systems (GIS)
and web-delivered digital mapping as the two mostmonly cited—and most widely
used—new cartographic technologies.

GIS is a set of computer technologies for gathestgying, analyzing, and
displaying spatially located data. While the gehiel@a is quite broad, this typically
takes the form of using either raster or vectoadatcreate multi-layered maps showing
particular variables, relationships, or dynamidse possibility of creating dynamic
maps, or a whole variety of maps from one datassefgests that this technology might
make possible altered notions of territorial auitlfypcontrol, or identity.

Although the technology was seen at first as a atiualy neutral tool for
geographic and social analysis, during the 1990symjaestion were raised about the

8 This is not to say that the tools of social netnanalysis could not be used to analyze Facebook or
MySpace networks to come up with measures of dégtrgroupings, etc. This has, of course, beenedon
(e.g., Ellison et al. 2007). But these “objectiVatyeasured characteristics of networks are ofteisible

to the people actually within them. While that sitility may add strength to their structuring powie
does not lead to subjective perceptions of commwticohesive organization. Thus members of those
groupings will not necessarily see themselves asgba cohesive group, even if network analysis ca
point out that they actually are. As the potertl@nges | am examining here are built upon acidesis of
new forms of authority and organization, this distion makes a fundamental difference.
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constraints and incentives imposed by GIS softeug, the debate in Pickles [1995]).
GIS was criticized for being too technologicallyvéin, making it nearly impossible for
people without extensive training to participatehe creation or analysis of these spatial
data sets and maps (Goodchild 2006). Thus, thebadigies may offer new means for
propping up existing social and political hieraeyirather than opportunities for
guestioning social relationships.

Yet this debate has suffered from technologicatmheinism on both sides,
ignoring the socially embedded nature of any seaofographic tools. As Chrisman
(2005) points out, proponents of GIS tend to arfgua teleological march of progress
involving these technologies, without realizing thgossibility of such technologies
being socially neutral. Critics, on the other hamalve presented the harmful social
effects of GIS as independent of any possibilitg@gial control or restructuring. Instead,
we should recognize the reciprocal relationshipvben a technology such as GIS and
societal norms and ideas (just as such a mutualigtdutive relationship existed in the
early modern period with regards to printed mapmgland spatial ideas).

When we take into account the potential for cairdhlence in both directions,
therefore, more interesting analyses come to lighit.example, one potential innovation
of computerized map-production using GIS is thditglib create maps that are less
focused on linear boundaries and existing politzghorities, particularly in the display
of social or demographic data. While a printed roba particular phenomena must take
just one form—often coding something like literdogycountry, which merely reinforces
the linearly bounded modern notion of political epa-a G1S-produced map could
theoretically display the data in more complex waget Crampton (2004) points out that
in some ways the adoption of GIS has actually eragmd cartographic simplifications
because the software makes certain types of mapbk gasier to create than others. This
illustrates that although it {gossiblefor the computerized mapping technology to display
information in new or more complex ways, this dnesmean it will necessarily be done.
Thus, the new technology may still reinforce thensanotions of space that printed maps
have for centuries.

On the other side of the society-technology refesiop, GIS is fundamentally
shaped by existing social ideas about space andthswrganized. For example, the
maps built into GIS are still founded on the Caaegoordinate system of modern print
mapping. Furthermore, Rose-Redwood (2006) pointshat the way in which digital
technologies such as GIS spatially code the wautdsupposes the existence of an
alreadygeo-coded world of house numbers, zip codes, antkd’ (470). This “geo-
coding” was largely implemented—and continues toddeforced—by a combination of
state action and private organizational initiativRus even new digital mapping
technologies are built on centuries of geographabeustanding, making it likely that they
will be shaped by those ideas and reinforce theimggorward.

One effort to make GIS technology (and its outprgpyesentative of a broader
set of actors and interests has been in the “GI&/2Popular Participation GIS”

(PPGIS) movements. These constitute “an attemg\atloping—imagining at least—a
more equitable, accessible, and empowering GISI€M2006: 189). This has
predominantly focused on increasing the involvenoémon-technically-trained
participants in creating GIS databases and mapst i&ctually making GIS software
more accessible to untrained persons (e.g., Dufi@)2This has been intended to

201



restructure the “power-knowledge” inherent in Gisl ahe maps produced by GIS, away
from control by the state (Crampton and Krygier @00/any of these efforts, however,
have fallen short of breaking down the technolddieariers to entry into GIS use, and
many of the GIS/2 proposals have been more aethed bf abstract or theoretical calls
for participation than actual practical solutioMil{er 2006).

An area of digital mapping that has opened up tohmwider participation,
however, is the web-based mapping involved in petgisuch as Google or Yahoo!
Maps, or Google Earth. Although the two Google piaid have only been publicly
released since 2005, they have seen enormous useli¢-urthermore, the Google
products have allowed for public participation lre form of so-called “mashups,” in
which users create additional information to beetag on top of the Google Maps base.
Miller (2006) argues that these combinations ofhssiirated but easy to use online
mapping with user-created content have offereditbereal example of the goals of
PPGIS or GIS/2 discussed above. For example, iw#ke of Hurricane Katrina, two
individuals created a website that allowed anyongldce information or questions about
particular locations hit by the hurricane on a Geddaps base. This website proved to
be very use for those trying to get information wutelatives or authorities concerning
their status and whereabouts. Miller sees this nyasls a repeatable model of
participatory digital mapping: “a technically mirdlagent builds a system that can be
used by the non-technically minded to generateertrtut of their own data or local
knowledge” (2006: 197).

This is merely one example of the possibilitiesdi$tributed mapping” systems,
in which users define and create on-demand mapis,only ephemeral map products but
more permanent digital “mapping environments” (Goéon 2003). Beyond enabling
map users to generate the maps they need fronsawee of geographic data, there are
more “open-source” forms of mapping, in which usdEs® are involved in creating the
base cartographic layers as well as occasionaénar®ne example is efforts such as
openstreetmap.org, which uses the wikipedia-styte@ach of allowing users to create
and edit the base street-map layer, so as to hpublee domain version of Google or
Yahoo! Maps (Crampton 2009). There are, in fatéarge number of ongoing efforts
involving “volunteered geographic information,” gang from street mapping to geo-
tagging photos. These projects have been madebpmbyithe web 2.0 model of
interaction as well as the increasing availabt\GPS devices and broadband internet.
Of course, while these open-source maps may na $@we of the same potential issues
of institutional bias as traditional mapmaking,\tlage subject to the problems inherent to
a system where the truth of claims is often singsdyerted by volunteers “without
citation, reference, or other authority” (Goodct2i@07).

To many analysts, these developments imply theingarp of cartographic
technology to the masses, and hence perhaps thef émeltendency of mapping to
reinforce existing institutional and social hietags:

Maps are no longer imparted to us by a trainedecatiexperts, but along with

most other information we create them as needeskbugs. . . . Open-source

mapping means that cartography is no longer irh#rels of cartographers or

GlScientists but the users (Crampton and Krygi€62Q5, 19).
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This optimistic reading of the impact of these raigital cartographic technologies can
be very convincing, particularly when the new teghes are compared against the
mapping possibilities of even one decade ago.

This is nowhere more true than in the ability td #alyers to Google Earth, and
remove them as well. Thus, linear national bouredacan be depicted in the traditional
fashion, as a fundamental feature of the physicddeg But by un-checking a single box,
the user can make those disappear. Layers and ftkeled by users, furthermore, can
add a wide variety of information, from displayssaofcial or demographic variables to
labels of specific points of interest. In 2009 Gledgarth even added the ability for users
to create “tours,” which can be programmed as flgratineraries, complete with music
and narration. This can turn the static contenhefsystem into dynamic content, all by
drastically increasing participation and user ingd control.

Yet the participatory control and emancipatory ptte of these technologies can
easily be overstated. Yes, everyday (if somewldhirtieally sophisticated) users can add
content, and can certainly change the way that tiey the mapped content that already
exists. These technological tools, however, doappear out of thin air, but are created
by technical experts with their own ideas and nomewen if not any nefarious agendas.
The “default settings” on tools such as Googleltare an inherent feature of any
software product, no matter how adjustable theasott is in skilled hands. Thus, what
the maps look like when the program is first usedd-he outer bounds of what can be
changed on them—is determined in the same way &gd@straditional mapmaking)
always has been created: by trained experts imsidestitution.

The most fundamental “default setting” of thesarmmapping tools,
furthermore, is the Ptolemaic basis for all of theappings in the Cartesian coordinate
grid. GIS maps as well as online digital mappinigstart with the geometric
understanding of space, defined by a coordinattilm on the surface of the earth. Even
though virtual globes such as Google Earth no Iohgee to flatten the sphere into a
map, they also treat space as a geometrically maalsiexpanse. Even replacing abstract
map images with satellite photography (as is péssiith most of the online tools)
merely moves one step closer to the Enlightennta iof a map reflecting reality in a
perfect “mirror.” While the tendency of printed nsajpwards linear (political) division
and homogenous (political) color-coding is reversgdeast potentially, the underlying
spatial understanding remains the same. Furtherrdmiéal mappings often continue to
use existing political divisions as their unitsaofalysis, simply due to the technical
sophistication required to do otherwise (Cramptoo4).

Nonetheless, some of the pressures toward absinaatid simplification inherent
in early modern map printing technologies are remaowas complex layerings and even
dynamic images are easily possible with digital piag tools. Furthermore, in spite of
the geometric foundation of digital mappings, sames these are unimportant to the
goals of popular mappings, as for example, withpibst-Katrina Google Maps mashup
discussed above: “The ‘standards and goals’ oparticipants had nothing to do with
Cartesian coordinate systems and only as muchtiatteio positional accuracy as would
be required for rescuers to locate an intersectranrow of houses; all relative positions”
(Miller 2006: 196). Thus the user-cartographersenest bound by Ptolemaic notions of
accuracy, but instead relied on a route-findingragph because it better served their
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purposes. Yet the representational foundationhis; eind for all other Google Map
mashups or Google Earth layers, remains Ptolemaic.

Efforts to use new mapping tools to represent #tevark nature of the post-
modern “space of flows” are another potential aeefon the cartographic restructuring
of ideas of political authority. After all, if lire#ly bounded states are losing their power
or functions to global networks of flows, effectiyeepresenting the latter could serve to
undermine the common notion of the political waakla set of territorially exclusive
states. New representations may thus be usefalj@r necessary:

Under these circumstances, the image of globahkspace as a complex mosaic

of superimposed and interpenetrating nodes, lesetdes, and morphologies has

become more appropriate than the traditional Cartesodel of homogenous,
interlinked blocks of territory associated with tme@dern interstate system. New
representations of sociospatial form are needethadyze these emergent pluri-
territorial, polycentric, and multi-scalar geogragshof globalization (Brenner

1999: 69).

But is this even possible? Can the complexity efdhace of flows be represented in a
way that both satisfactorily captures its dynanaied is comprehensible enough to
influence societal norms?

Efforts to map aspects of the global networks ekist are less than revolutionary
in their depictions, and hence in their implicasoRor example, Dodge and Kitchin’s
Atlas of Cyberspac@001) maps numerous aspects of the global compaterork, but
tends to use one of two techniques: either layemgtgiork information or representations
(sometimes in three dimensions) over existing Rtale maps, or creating complex non-
geographic network diagrams of nodes, hubs, akd IHwhile these may capture many
features of these networks, the former will dddito undermine existing conceptions of
space and the latter may be too abstract for Imgldew notions of identity, community,
or authority. After all, the very simplicity of dgrmodern mapping was one of its most
persuasive assets, just as simplicity and easeroprehension remains one of the most
ideationally powerful features of today’s politicabps, with their clean linear
boundaries and homogenously colored spaces.

Thus, in many ways, these new technologies aréy/rba ultimate refinement of
the existing cartographic paradigm, which has fedysince at least the European
Enlightenment, on improving map accuracy, defined perfect geometric relationship
between the Earth’s surface and the map image.tNeless, there are ways in which the
new technologies may be revolutionary enough tlid hovel representations and ideas
could arise. In particular, three-dimensional agdainic maps may break down the
single-viewpoint foundation of traditional mappirag may the possibility of almost
everyone to create their own maps. Thus, in spiteeocontinuing foundation provided
by Cartesian space, new possibilities for how sjgoepresented and understood may
arise.

A separate line of inquiry concerns the use ofdheswy tools, not by the general
public, but by traditional international politicattors, such as states and their
representatives. For example, international neiotia have increasingly made use of
digital mapping technologies. At the Dayton nedadizs in 1995, for instance, GIS and

% For an analysis of the issues surrounding makiagsof cyberspace, see Zook and Dodge (2009).
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other computer-based mappings were used extengidaiyson 1999). This relatively
early use did see its share of problems—both \kightéchnologies still being relatively
low-resolution and with some negotiators beingstasit to moving away from their
paper maps—»but it represents the general trendrtébugang these digital tools. The
guestion remains, however, as to whether or netll lead to any potential changes in
theoutcome®f negotiation, particularly at the level of therfoof territoriality being
discussed. So far at least, digital maps have meexn used to further efforts toward
achieving traditional goals, such as drawing claadisputed linear boundaries between
territorial jurisdictions. In spite of thechnologicalpossibility of visualizing more
complex or layered notions of political authoritysmvereignty, the normative strength of
the traditional concept of territoriality appeasseémain firm.

In the near term, however, there are two paralielcontradictory tendencies that
may be among the outcomes shaped by digital mapeatiques: 1) the destabilization
of some settled boundaries as increasing exactiaazls inconsistencies and reduces
the range of politically useful ambiguity; and Betpotential stabilization or settlement
of divisions that previously were impossible toales. Bothtendencies are the result of
the same trend toward perfect geometric accuraayaipping.

First, the technological trend toward increasinguaacy and reduced cost in
location-finding and map-making may yield situagan which the previously existing
“wriggle room” for resolving negations in no longerailable. For example, during the
early modern period, many agreements on divisibm®litical claims were made in the
face of great uncertainty or ambiguity regarding &lctual divisions on the ground, a fact
that made these resolutions easier, not hardagHigve. In the 1520s, Spanish and
Portuguese officials met to try to resolve the posiof the anti-meridian to the line
drawn by the Treaty of Tordesillas—that is, to tesavhere the mutual division of the
world between these two powers would fall on theeoside of the globe. Because of the
contemporary impossibility of determining longitugtesea—and extraordinary difficulty
of determining longitude even on land—no technsmdiition to this question was
possible. Yet this technical ambiguity made a paltagreement possible, as claims
were traded without either side having to admit thay were giving away anything on
their own side of the line. This dynamic persistedarly modern European peace
settlements, as treaties were signed without ha@sglved the exact nature of the
boundary, allowing complex local solutions on fierg to emerge that might have been
impossible at the highest negotiating level. Todeythe technological ability to find
one’s position with pin-point accuracy and refeeeitdo detailed maps is increasingly
available, the recourse to ambiguous but workabviigidns is less available.

A countervailing trend, however, may enable efiexthargaining over currently
difficult divisions, and thus their resolution. Themplexity of determining, mapping,
and displaying information about spaces other thad surfaces—such as the oceans or
underground resources—have made the effectiveutesoland enforcement of
agreements on such issues difficult. Yet with tetbgies for measuring and displaying
detailed information increasing in accuracy andeasingly affordable and available,
certain divisions may be more easily effected. €hdenensional mapping of oceanic
resources (both in the water and under the seg fbwf underground resources are part
of this, as is the ability of moving maps to digpthe dimension of time. Thus, spatial
claims that are more migratory in character (aeclaim to a space during a certain,
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regular time period but not otherwise—such as ellgatorbit) can be easily displayed.
The importance ofasyandfamiliar means of displaying these patterns or data is key,
because most often the actors doing the negotiatemgot personally at the forefront of
technological use—but with techniques for displagytime information in user-friendly
formats such as Google Earth, the negotiatinggmarteed not be particularly technically
proficient. This may end up making certain previgusdivisible spaces or resources
divisible in new ways.

Both potential trends are the result of the sitghelency toward perfect
geometric accuracy in spatial representationstiebutcomes could be very different:
stable arrangements becoming unsettled, while pusiy difficult settlements becoming
easier.

* % %

In sum, there are two approaches to evaluatingaissible effects of
contemporary technological changes on internatipahiical structures and outcomes.
First, we can take the current evidence of chaagtslly occurring, and ask how much
of that is driven by technological developmenta jprocess similar to that of cartography
in early modern Europe. On this issue, major copta@ary changes analogous to the
medieval-to-modern shift do not appear to be oaegyior at least to have occurred as of
yet. States today continue to structure much oftwheurs throughout the world, in
terms of political, social, and economic interacioEven if states are no longer acting
entirely alone in this role, the importance of Anstateboundaries, control ovetate
territory, andstatemilitary action remains clear. For all the possiia@s of conceiving
new forms of political community, authority, or argzation, few seem to have gained
much traction as of yet in terms of actual impletagan, and territorial exclusivity
remains the order of the day.

As a second approach, we can consider some possilnlees for future changes
to international structures, based on current teldgical trends. After all, as Caporaso
points out, “If and when the system changes .e will only know it long after the time
has past” (2000: 25). Although this is a bit pessiim about our ability to recognize
systemic change, it does serve to remind us tleatdinly modern transformation took
centuries, particularly for the final consolidatiohterritorial exclusivity, and that many
of the driving technological changes were widelg@atdd long before the systemic
restructuring occurred. In fact, those cartograjpleicelopmenttad to beadopted for a
long period in order to reshape fundamental idéasiigpolitical authority—this sort of
technologically and ideationally driven change dyrgannot occur overnight. Thus, if
some of the current developments in informatiohmtedtogies eventually lead to a
restructuring of the international system, we daleast attempt to discern possible
patterns for that change.

Attempting to predict future developments, a pattegcomes clear in the
discussion above of some of today’s IT advancesogeaphic technologies appear much
less likely to lead to fundamental changes in mstiof authority than do non-
cartographic technologies. The clear influenceasfagraphic developments on the shape
of the modern state system makes it appealingggesi that today’s revolutionary
developments represented by digital cartographlyhaile equally revolutionary effects
on political territoriality and authority. But thignores the fundamental continuity
between the Ptolemaic cartography of the early moded Enlightenment periods
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(which led to the constitution of states as teridty exclusive entities) and the digital
cartographies of today. All are built on an effilarunderstand space in terms of
geometric “accuracy” rather than any other expéiaébasis, and all tend to undermine
non-territorial notions of organization.

Information technology developments outside ofagndaphy may actually be
more likely to lead to the kind of fundamental chas we are interested in, but this
category is both broad and subject to hyperbobessments. From the “Declaration of
the Independence of Cyberspace” (Barlow 1996)days social-networking web 2.0,
the internet has often been hailed as the newiéignthere existing social, political, and
economic structures will no longer apply. Whilesthssessment is overenthusiastic (as
was discussed earlier), these technologies do mrpsssibilities however remote, of re-
shaping ideas, and hence eventually practicesgecoimg political authority. But the
possibility of an online-network-constructed forfmpolitical community, let alone
authority, is still very remote today. It is unalghurthermore, exactly what such a form
of organization would look like, or if we would aveecognize it as political.
Nonetheless, the potential for fundamental chatmesiginate in unexpected areas is
one of the insights suggested by the early modase,and thus these possibilities should
not be entirely dismissed.

lll. Conclusion: Directions for Future Research

In sum, this chapter’s analysis of contemporarynglean the international system
offers some support for both optimistic and pesstimpredictions. One the one hand, the
potentialfor change is obvious: new information and commaitn technologies open
clear possibilities for new understandings of paditidentity, authority, and
organization. These possibilities could theorelycdfive changes in political structures,
should fundamental ideational changes actually teite and be implemented in political
practices. On the other hand, the achrasenceof fundamental change is, so far at least,
extremely limited. States may no longer fulfill efitheir purported functions, but
nonetheless territorial authority and boundariesaia firmly entrenched in both the
ideational apparatus of political actors and inrteetual material practices. While
change has been limited thus far, however, thestoamative potential of new
technologies, and of globalizing trends more gdhemaeans that this issue is anything
but settled, suggesting a few directions for fut@search on contemporary change.

First, continuing research is needed on the uskgihl mapping technologies by
state and non-state actors. How are government@d\énd other actors using
developing cartographic technologies, and howas tise possibly altering the direction
of technological change? This topic representsrgrortant, but rapidly changing,
subject of research.

Boundaries also need to be investigated more dbrefhile the past two
decades have seen some increasing focus on boymdatices, narratives, and norms
(e.g., Newman and Paasi 1998; Nicol and lan Towah€&ault 2004), most of this has
been from fields other than international relati@ingeresting exceptions include Migdal
[2004] and Gavrilis [2008]). Considering the foutidaal importance of territorially
exclusive boundaries for the very character ofitbernational system, this inattention
needs to be remedied. Taking an explicitly politaggproach by considering the structure
of political authority at boundaries—in ideas amdgtices—may allow us to shed new
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light on important questions: Is political authgntveakening or changing at state
boundaries, or do authority structures remain stiarspite of the increasingly porous
character of some frontiers? Will changes at grdewd! in boundary regions lead to the
undermining of territorial exclusivity of the modestate system? Are new forms of
boundaries being implemented, or even imagined?

This topic can probably be most fruitfully investtgd through case studies of
boundary regions and the local-level practicesidads therein—an approach that will
generate insights about the potentially increasargety of boundary norms and
practices. After all, the conceptualization and lenpentation of homogenously linear
boundaries formed a key part of the constitutiothefmodern state system, so changes
to those ideas and practices could be constitafiwystemic transformation.

Yet we should not focus solely on boundaries aed ttossible changes, since
there are other sources or sites of potential foamstion that do not explicitly cut
through or alter boundaries but instead have ngttardo with territorial divisions
whatsoever. This includes most prominently the bssetwork forms of organization,
as these could be entirely non-spatial. New netwoglanizations may not directly
undermine territorial exclusivity, but by offeritige possibility of ignoring territorial
authority structures, networks may perform a cotw@pend-run around territoriality
altogether. Although it would be very difficult &mgue that a true “network society” has
arisen and displaced territorial authorities agedf research should continue into the
practical implementations of networked politicalrfs. The impact of networked
technologies can also be examined in terms of $keotidigital technologies in warfare,
as the possible “virtualization” of the battlefiglthy be as transformative as other
military revolutions throughout history have be@&e( Derian 2000; Demchak 2003;
Singer 2009).

In any case, the conceptual apparatus suggestishyissertation will prove
useful for approaching these issues of contempgalifical change. Specifically,
focusing on conceptions of political authority ahdir implementation in practices
makes it possible to measure change in a meanirgfidugh entirely qualitative—
fashion. This dissertation has shown that manhefeixisting approaches to explaining
historical systemic change have mis-measured tteome of interest, often projecting
modern states back into historical periods strectuny entirely different ideas and
practices. Focusing on changes in authority shawaitthe shift to modernity was slower
and more uneven than many think, and also poitegt drivers and dynamics of
change. Thus, in our studies of today and predistabbout tomorrow, we should
maintain this emphasis on the authoritative fouiodadf politics, bringing into focus
possible changes in the ideas and practices tihatitute the international system.
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