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In the first half of the nineteenth century, the old colonial movement seemed to be discredited.  Let us briefly review what prior to 1815 had been its achievements. 

(1) Spain had overlaid with a veneer of Spanish Christian culture Mexico, Central 

America, most of South America (excepting Brazil), Cuba, Puerto Rico, and the Philippine Islands,—all of which she was to lose in the course of the nineteenth century.  

(2) Portugal not only had obtained footholds in southeast and southwest Africa, 

but also created a new Portuguese nation across the Atlantic in Brazil.  

(3) The Dutch were interested chiefly in exploiting the East Indian Islands (Java, 

Sumatra, Borneo, Celebes, the Moluccas, and New Guinea); . . . and the Dutch settlement of Cape Colony in South Africa . . . had fallen into the grasp of Great Britain. 

(4) [Of] her once magnificent colonial empire, France retained only five posts in India . . .Guadeloupe and Martinique in the West Indies, French Guiana, and several small islands; and the creation of a new French empire was only faintly foreshadowed by feeble efforts in Madagascar and on the western coast of Africa.

(5)  Great Britain . . . had attained the proud position of the foremost colonial 
and maritime power.  She had laid the foundations of empire in India, conquered Ceylon from the Dutch, and started the settlement of Australia; scant success had attended her colonizing enterprises on the African coast at Sierra Leone and Gambia, but in South Africa she had annexed the Dutch Cape Colony; Malta and Gibraltar insured her position in the Mediterranean; in South America she had taken part of Guiana from the Dutch; she had a foothold on Honduras; Bermuda, the Bahamas, Jamaica, Trinidad, and other islands in the West Indies were hers, as well as New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward Island, Upper and Lower Canada, and the Hudson Bay Territory.

In summary, we may say that the most conspicuous achievement of the old colonial movement had been the discovery and Europeanization of the New World.  Slight had been the progress, however, in the Europeanization of Asia.  Russia had long been groping her way eastward over the ice-fields and steppes of Siberia, but China and Japan had not yet been “opened up.”  Hardly any attempt had been made to penetrate the interior of Africa, the “Dark Continent.” . . . . To the “new imperialism” of the later nineteenth and early twentieth century was left the work of spreading the English language over Canada and all the United States, and the Russian tongue over all northern Asia, of exploring and partitioning Africa, opening up China, modernizing Japan, consolidating British India, developing Australia from an insignificant penal station into a thriving commonwealth, exploring frozen polar regions, and founding the new French, German, and Italian colonial empires.

By the “New Imperialism” we mean the awakening of a new interest in colonization during the nineteenth century, especially since 1870, and the marvelous progress which has since been made in the Europeanization of the world.  It would not be far from the truth to say that the New Imperialism was the most significant feature in the history of the last half-century.  The movement received its impulse form the Industrial Revolution and the French Revolution.  The former produced the railway, the steamship, the telegraph, and the telephone, which annihilated distance and made the occupation of distant colonies infinitely more feasible, their commerce more valuable, their administration easier.  The Industrial Revolution also enhanced the value of colonies as markets for manufactures and as sources of supply for raw materials and foodstuffs.  In yet another way the Industrial Revolution imparted a mighty impetus to imperialism by creating a class of capitalists who were willing to invest their money in colonial enterprises; for the business men who had realized fortunes from their factories or railways at home were ever eager to increase their wealth by building railways, organizing industries, or developing mines in Africa, South America, or Asia.

The debt of the New Imperialism to the French Revolution was twofold.  In the first place, the French Revolution, and the subsequent insurrections inspired by the French Revolution, meant in a general way the victory of the bourgeoisie over feudalism and divine-right monarchy, and enabled the bourgeoisie to control the government for the benefit of its own interests, that is, business interests.  These business interests . . .demanded colonial expansion.  In the second place, the French Revolution led to the development of such an intense spirit of national patriotism that all classes were proud to assist in making any colonial acquisition which might add to the glory, extent, and power of their nation.

In the latter half of the nineteenth century, when the harvest of the industrial and political revolutions was ripening to maturity, the new spirit of imperialism began to find expression.  In England, Benjamin Disraeli heralded the new imperialist movement by buying for the British government 176,602 hundred-dollar shares in the Suez Canal (1875) and by proclaiming Victoria “empress of India” (1876). . .  Meanwhile the Third French Republic had set itself with such zeal to seek compensation for the loss of Alsace-Lorraine that within thirty years three and one-half million square miles of territory, with twenty-six million inhabitants, had been added to its empire.  Imperially-minded Hamburg merchants converted Bismarck to their views in 1884, and the recently-founded German Empire speedily acquired a million square miles and fourteen million subjects in Africa and Oceania.  Italy had no sooner achieved national unification than she, too, entered into the scramble for colonial dominion.  Russia, Japan, the United States, Portugal, and Spain annexed new territories.  Even the diminutive kingdom of Belgium acquired in the Congo a colonial empire eighty times as large as the mother-country.

Before entering upon a detailed account of the foundation of these new colonial empires, it may be well to examine the economic, the patriotic, the missionary motives which explain the astonishing colonial activity of the hundred years from 1815 to 1915.
Consider first the economic motives for acquiring colonies.  We have seen how many Free Traders held that colonies were of little economic benefit to the mother-country.  In the second half of the nineteenth century, however, a pronounced reaction set in against the thorough-going free-trade doctrines . . . [The] idea of industrial “protection” was easily applied to colonies.  The protectionists 

argued . . . that a colony would usually buy manufactures from and sell raw materials to the mother-country; hence, the more colonies a nation possessed, the wider the market for its manufactures, the greater would be the expansion of the nation’s industries; and industrial expansion would bring wealth to the nation, earn profits for the manufacturer, and furnish employment for the laborer . . .  The last quarter of the nineteenth century, which witnessed the adoption of high protective tariffs by every industrial nation (with the exception of the United Kingdom), was the very period in which colonial expansion proceeded most rapidly . . . .

The real economic reason for imperialism was not so much the commercial advantage which colonies might afford to the mother-country, as the opportunities for gain which colonial enterprises offered to individuals in the mother-country.  Investments in colonial mines, rubber forests, plantations, and railways yielded interest at anywhere from five to fifty per cent.  The large profits to be gained from colonial investments naturally attracted capitalists; and it is not surprising that men with their money invested in colonies should become eloquent advocates of a vigorous colonial and naval policy, especially when the expense of such a policy would be borne by the taxpayers of the nation at large.  In every important nation there were to be found a group of bankers who were interested in colonial finance, liquor dealers who supplied the natives with alcoholic drinks often of an inferior grade, a handful of importers who specialized in colonial wares, and a larger number of owned shares in some colonial mine or industry.  All these people were ardent imperialists . . . .

Patriotic to a fault, the vast majority of people were always ready to applaud the annexation of new territory.  If the new territory happened to be a sparsely settled region, it would serve as an outlet for emigration from the mother-country; if densely populated, the new dependency was probably sadly in need of European culture and orderly government; if only a barren island, the new colony would at least be a valuable coaling-station for the navy.  And in any case, the average citizen felt a warm glow of satisfaction when he beheld the ever-larger blotch of red, or yellow, or purple that depicted on the map “our Empire.”  The American who was quite certain of the necessity of conferring the benefits of American civilization upon unwilling Filipinos, was inspired by the same patriotic egotism which convinced the German of Germany’s world-mission, and moved the Englishman to talk of the “white man’s burden.”  To every patriot it seemed obvious that the “manifest destiny” of his nation was to expand, to rule “inferior races,” to become a World Power.  Patriotic sentiment of this variety was invariably favorable to aggressive imperialism . . . . Some patriots went so far as to declare that a vigorous nation with a high birth rate had a moral right to conquer new territory for its rapidly enlarging population . . .

Along with the economic and patriotic motives for imperialism, there has pretty generally been a religious incentive.  The desire to convert heathen peoples to Christianity has been a striking characteristic of the Christian Church [i.e., Roman Catholicism] in all ages . . . The Jesuits, and the Dominican and Franciscan friars, preaching, baptizing, teaching, and, if need be, dying for the faith, converted most of the natives of Latin America, Christianized part of the Philippines, and established important Christian communities in India, China, Japan, in Africa, and in Polynesia . . . In 1910 there were more than 11,000 missionary priests (including some 5,000 native priests) at work in Asia, Africa, and Australasia.

Until the nineteenth century, the various Protestant sects took comparatively little part in the conversion of the heathen. . . . [Since the late 18th century] missionary societies, large and small, of every sect and of every nationality, numbering in the hundreds, were formed for the promotion of foreign missions.  Mission study clubs and periodical publications sprang into existence for the purpose of disseminating information about the quaint customs or outlandish manners of the heathen folk to whom Bibles, missionaries, medicine, and civilized clothes were being sent.  The importance of this missionary movement in stimulating imperialism can hardly be exaggerated . . . 

The aim of this brief general discussion of the New Imperialism has been to suggest the underlying motives—economic, patriotic, and religious—which have been largely responsible for the partition of Africa, the appropriation of the South Sea Islands, the spread of European civilization in Asia, and the development of the Americas in the century 1815-1915 . . .

In an earlier paragraph we suggested that nationalism, or patriotic pride, was one of the causes of imperialism, and that triumph of national sentiment in Germany, in Italy, in France was accompanied by colonial aggrandizement.  The very nations that had prized national freedom more highly than life itself, became the destroyers of freedom in Africa and Asia.  At the very close of the nineteenth century, which was preeminently the century of nationalism, Great Britain defied nationalism by her conquest of the two Boer republics in South Africa (1899-1902).  Italy, having liberated herself from Austria-Hungary, attempted to subjugate the free nation of Abyssinia.  It is a strange paradox that those who most cherished their own national independence, should least regard that of others . . .  The effect of imperialism on Democracy has been no less deleterious.  In dealing with their colonial possessions, even the most democratic nations have thrown Democracy overboard . . .

1) In your own words SUMMARIZE the major points regarding the New Imperialism.

2) COMPARE & CONTRAST the arguments presented here with the reasons for European expansion in your textbook [M].

3) Why is it useful to study history by comparing a variety of sources (primary & secondary)?  Explain.  Be specific.

Map of African Continent (Compton's Pictured Encyclopedia, vol. I., 1928)
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