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  Introduction
Jamie Rae Bluestone and William D. Phillips, Jr.
Religion occupied an important, even central position in the global history of the early modern period, with all of the major religions of the world in expansive phases from roughly 1350 to 1750. Islam was spreading throughout Asia and Africa south of the Sahara. Buddhism found new adherents in central and East Asia. Hinduism expanded and influenced indigenous cultures in southeast Asia. Christianity gained large numbers of converts in the Americas and the Philippines and smaller numbers of new followers in Africa and parts of Asia. In the process of expansion, these major religions interacted with one another through conflict and accommodation, the two primary themes of this book.
There also were conflicts and the need for accommodation within each of the world religions, as political and religious leaders sought to define and enforce conformity. In Europe, the Protestant Reformation split the ranks of western Christians, heightening religious fervor on both sides of the confessional divide. A similar but more long-stand­ing division existed within Islam; Sunnis and Shi’ias continued the battle for ideological supremacy and control of the faithful they had begun in the late seventh century. Other religions experienced similar internal conflicts, though on a smaller scale.
To assert the significance of religion in the early modern world may seem self-evident, yet for most of the twentieth century the academic community largely neglected religion or downplayed its historical and contemporary importance. Many academic scholars were con­sciously or unconsciously children of the Enlightenment and shared the critiques of organized religion enunciated by Voltaire and the contributors to the Encyclopédie, among many others. Viewed from that perspective, religion not only was full of superstition but it also inspired internal religious strife and external wars. Therefore, these scholars reasoned it should be removed from its pedestal as the ulti­mate source of knowledge and morality and be made subject to human reason as one branch of philosophy.
It is easy to see how this could happen. The United States and France, as two examples, were and are secular republics, with legal barriers attempting to separate religion and politics. Constitutional monarchies such as Britain, even with official ties between the head of state and the established church, also experienced a drastic secu­larization of society that was common throughout the western world. Scholars in the western countries often took the view that the Enlight­enment project of marginalizing religion and confining it in a corner from which it could cause no harm was useful and admirable. This was especially the case for Marxist scholars in those decades when Marx­ism was fashionable.
This outlook, of course, failed to take into consideration that reli­gion remained strong and influential around the world, even within the increasingly secularized states of the West. Dramatic events involving religious leaders and their more zealous followers have intruded on the world’s stage in recent decades and brought renewed attention to religion as a significant player in modern society. Religion is no doubt still inspirational for large numbers of people, from peaceful believers to militants and terrorists, and so it has become increasingly difficult to ignore contemporary manifestations of belief and, by extension, to overlook historical precedents.
Hence the inspiration for this volume, derived from a lecture series and symposium organized by Marguerite Ragnow and William Phil­lips at the Center for Early Modern History, University of Minnesota, in 2003. The papers cover a variety of topics focusing on religious conflict and accommodation in various places around the world in the early modern period. The individual cases, though from an earlier time, adumbrate, sometimes explicitly, the challenges facing the early twenty-first-century world as religious belief and practice again inspire both conflict and accommodation.
The volume opens with a scene-setting article by James D. Tracy, who takes issue with common tendencies to project on earlier centu­ries modern attitudes of toleration and mutual religious respect and instead draws our attention to the reality of conflicts. Emphasizing the expanding  early  modern  Islamic  polities — from  the  Ottomans in the west to the Mughals in the east, with the Safavids of Persia in between — Tracy discusses the battle between Christianity and Islam in Eastern Europe and Mediterranean Basin, what he calls the back­ground war of the early modern period. This “conflict of civilizations” was ongoing and involved commercial rivalry and a persistent cultural contest, along with repeated raids across religious frontiers and occa­sional outbreaks of major warfare. Although “only occasionally at the forefront of attention” because participants on both sides “were preoc­cupied by enemies or rivals of their own faith,” the struggle between Christendom and the Islamic world was nevertheless a continuing reality. Indeed, the two groups of believers were long-standing ene­mies, a fact of which Tracy does well to remind us. “How [else],” he asks, “can we understand contemporary Muslim fears about the domi­nance of the infidel West if we fail to appreciate how much a Christian West once feared the dominance of infidel Muslims?”1
Despite ongoing hostilities between Christians and Muslims, there were individual believers whose personal faith in and scriptural understanding of their religion led them to take a more accommodat­ing position. One such Christian, Juan de Segovia (d. 1458), is the sub­ject of the essay by Anne Marie Wolf. In fifteenth-century Christian Spain, Segovia, a prominent but not politically influential theologian, came up with an array of ideas for Christian interaction with Muslims that closely approached an appeal for true toleration three centuries before the Enlightenment. He lived at a time of heightened competi­tion between Christianity and Islam in the Mediterranean world and achieved fame as a leading figure at the Council of Basel. His contem­porary Christian theologians and Christian rulers and their courts were shocked and disheartened by the Ottoman conquest of Constantinople and the final demise of the Byzantine Empire. Many advocated a return to the Crusades and a military offensive against the Turks. In a set of letters to his fellow theologian Jean Germain, Juan de Segovia argued that the correct attitude of Christians and Christian polities toward the Muslims should be dialogue, not militant confrontation; drawing heavily on scripture, he argued for increased Christian efforts to convert Muslims by peaceful means, abjuring confrontation and violence.
The Mughal emperor Akbar, who ruled from 1556 to 1605, advo­cated a similar effort at accommodation, as Stephen Blake illustrates in his article. Blake examines Akbar’s attempt to forge some sort of mutual understanding among the multiple cultures of his realm in India, a project established by his Mughal predecessors to build an imperial system similar to the contemporary Ottoman and Safavid empires. Akbar created a House of Religious Assembly in his new cap­ital city of Fathpur Sikri with the intention of appealing to Muslim and non-Muslim audiences by bringing together Hindus, Jains, Chris­tians, Zoroastrians, and Jews to meet with the politically dominant Muslims. His attempt, while achieving a certain degree of success dur­ing his lifetime, had no lasting impact, perhaps because of the faction­alism present among the followers of different interpreters of Islam.
Conflicting interpretations of Christianity, as reflected in the dis­cord among Protestants and Catholics, was a frequent challenge for the sixteenth-century French monarchy. Denis Crouzet demonstrates how political imagery changed to reflect evolving political and reli­gious configurations in sixteenth-century France. Early on, the mon­archy’s self-representation was that of strong and warlike authority, intended to encourage obedience throughout the kingdom. Then, as the horrors of the Wars of Religion (1562-1598) became apparent and a need for reconciliation between the parties was deemed necessary, Henri IV rebranded the monarchy as a conciliatory accommodator with the ability to bring together the warring factions by non-violent means.
In eastern Europe in the same period, the principality of Transyl­vania had an even greater religious complexity, but it did not devolve into the civil war experienced in France. Graeme Murdock contends that violence is not the “inevitable result of the breakdown of religious uniformity,” as is so often argued for France and other places, and offers early modern Transylvania as the perfect counter-example.2 In the early sixteenth century, the traditional Catholic and Orthodox varieties of Christianity were joined by new persuasions — Lutheran, Reformed, and Anti-Trinitarian. Murdock shows how Transylvanian rulers were able to negotiate accommodations among the differing groups, which resulted in a high degree of successful interaction and civil peace that lasted as long as the political independence of the prin­cipality endured.
The relationship between religion and politics played out much dif­ferently in the Philippines. Timothy Brook examines a confrontation between Spanish and Chinese communities in seventeenth-century Manila that was not prompted by religious conflict, but instead took on religious overtones only “as the economic and political costs of the conflict rose.” In early 1640, following a series of violent episodes prompted by drought, a bad harvest, an epidemic, and over-taxation, the Spanish and Chinese were at a stalemate. Entrenched in their posi­tions, each side drew upon its religious identity in the hope of securing victory. The Catholic Spaniards chose Christ, who was “a god of war, a god of state, and a god of empire,” while the polytheistic Chinese chose Emperor Guan, who “was a god of war too, but only in name.” As Brook describes, the once political-economic battle had now become “a battle of the gods,” a conflict that Christ eventually won, with not a little help from the Spaniards’ more advanced military technology.3
The ultimate domination of a Catholic Christ in the seventeenth­-century Philippines was no guarantee of similar success during the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries in the North Atlantic region, where members of the Catholic Church were not politically recog­nized and often legally discriminated against by Protestant political leaders. Catholic Christians were certainly not in the majority, but, as Luca Codignola argues, they also did not crumble in the face of external pressure and internal crises. Through his study of disparate Catholic communities found throughout the North Atlantic and their responses to multiple crises, Codignola identifies a common charac­teristic that not only helped Catholic Christians to endure, but also seems to have actually fortified the Church as a whole. “An overall conservatism, a deeply ingrained interest in maintaining the status quo concerning political power” is what held together three genera­tions of Catholics.4
In the volume’s final essay, Frederick Asher shows how early modern religious conflicts still have twenty-first century reverberations. Throughout the world, there are geographical locales that have been seen as holy places, both because of their physical presence and because they were the sites of transforming religious events. There are several such holy places in India, including one where dramatic events took place in the last decade of the twentieth century, events that harkened back to the sixteenth century. In 1992, a mob inspired and backed by prominent Hindu groups destroyed the mosque of Bahri Masjid at Adohya. This was the second oldest mosque of the Mughal period, constructed in 1528-29. The focus of Hindu wrath was the belief that the mosque was built on the birthplace of the god Rama and that the Muslims in the sixteenth century had destroyed a Hindu temple to do so. Asher indicates that the events at Adohya fit within a context of efforts to exalt the Hindu presence in the Indian republic and to replace and supplant reminders of other religions, all in the name of righting perceived early-modern wrongs.
The essays in this volume examine aspects of the complexity of reli­gious belief and practice that contributed to life in the early modern period. Defense of faith and religious privilege inspired a wide range of conflicts, from local disputes to wars. Yet accommodation was pos­sible and often successful. September 11, 2001, inspired scholars of the University of Minnesota’s Center for Early Modern History to begin a dialogue about faith-inspired conflict. By seeking to understand religious conflict and accommodation in the past we hope to better understand the centuries-old tensions that continue to cause upheav­als today.
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  The Background War of the Early Modern Era: Christian and Muslim States in Contest for Dominion, Trade, and Cultural Preeminence
James D. Tracy
One reason history always has to be rewritten is that histori­ans start from preoccupations of their own moment in time. In our moment of time bookstores receive a steady stream of studies on Islamic history. As a Europeanist, I admire colleagues who work in those difficult languages beyond my ken -- Arabic, Turkish, and Persian. Yet I also have reservations about one of the main trends in current research on the early modern era. While an important new overview of Europe’s interactions with the Islamic world in this period sees a gradual repudiation “of the entire conception of a warlike relationship between Christendom and the Ottoman empire,”1 mono­graphic studies tend to emphasize the peaceful contacts that brought Christians and Muslims together,2 or the propagandistic hostile images of “the other” that helped keep them apart.3 Needless to say, no one of any sense wants to see in our times a “clash of civilizations” between the Islamic world and the West.4 But by playing down the reality of conflicts in the past we may create the false impression that achiev­ing peaceful coexistence in today’s world is a simple matter of mutual good will. How can we understand contemporary Muslim fears about the dominance of the infidel West if we fail to appreciate how much a Christian West once feared the dominance of infidel Muslims?
From about 1500, three Islamic empires bestrode the Eurasian con­tinent: the Ottomans; the Safavid empire of Persia, founded in 1501 by a dynasty of Shiʻite shahs; and the Mughal empire in India, starting from Babur’s conquest of Delhi in 1526. Thriving ports in these realms passed on to the West only a small fraction of the silks and spices of the East. Their rich agricultural lands supported immense armies, steeled by the discipline of slave-soldiers, yet flexible in adopting new weaponry developed in the West, like musketry and field artillery.5 Of this layered Islamic power, stretching deep into Asia, the Ottomans were the spearhead of advance into infidel Europe. At first just one of many Turkish dynasties fighting for control of western Anatolia, the Ottomans gained a foothold on the European side of the Bosporus in the 1350s, and most of Serbia fell into their hands at the battle of Kos­sovo Pole in 1388. Though Belgrade resisted two sieges, in 1455 and 1464, Sultan Mehmet II realized a millennial Islamic dream in 1453 by conquering “Rome,” that is, Constantinople. To challenge Venice’s hegemony in the eastern Mediterranean, Sultan Bayazit II (1481-1512) built a mighty war fleet.6 By defeating the new Shah of lran (1514), Sul­tan Selim I (1512-1520) extended his boundaries to the limits of the modern Turkish Republic. By defeating the Mamluks, a rival Muslim empire based in Cairo (1517), he became ruler of Syria, Lebanon, Pal­estine, Egypt, and parts of Arabia, including the holy cities of Mecca and Medina. Selim’s son, Suleiman the Lawgiver (1520-1566), sub­dued Belgrade in 1521, and the next year his war galleys drove the Knights Hospitaller of St. John from their island fortress of Rhodes, long a base for corsair raids in the crusading tradition. In 1526, the sultan and his huge army overwhelmed the forces of Hungary, leav­ing King Louis II Jagellio and some 15,000 of his men dead on the Hungarian plain.7 Archduke Ferdinand of Austria, Emperor Charles V’s brother (1503-1564), was left to claim what he could of the old kingdom of Hungary, not including Transylvania, a province hence­forth ruled by Magyar princes who paid tribute to the Sublime Porte.8 In 1534, Suleiman extended his rule in North Africa by co-opting a North African corsair chief, Kheireddin Barbarossa, as his Admiral of the Sea; meanwhile, in a lightning strike from Mosul, he subdued Baghdad. Suleiman thus bequeathed to his heirs a dominion that ran from Algiers to the Persian Gulf, and from the Red Sea to the northern shore of the Black Sea.9
Charles V, Holy Roman Emperor (1519-1556) and king of Cas­tile and Aragon, presented himself as Christendom’s champion. But if Castile, his richest realm, had annual revenues of about 2,500,000 Spanish ducats,10 the receipts of Sultan Suleiman’s state treasury were credibly estimated at about 7,000,000 Venetian ducats,11 not counting land-taxes that supported  tens of thousands of cavalry,12 or the jew­els and gold bars accumulated over generations in the sultan’s private treasury.13 The tercios of Italy -- some 5,000 to 6,000 Spanish and Ital­ian veterans, normally on garrison duty in Milan and Naples -- gave Charles a formidable strike force, so long as he kept up their wages.14 Suleiman had 87,000 regulars who were almost always paid punctually, four times a year,15 including the Janissaries, a corps of slave infantry rarely bested by infidels.16
Yet by about 1700, the world had a very different look. When Poland’s King Jan Sobieski broke up the second and last Ottoman siege of Vienna (1683), European counter-attacks followed: armies of the Holy Roman Empire advanced into Hungary and Transylvania; Sobieski reclaimed formerly Polish lands along the lower Dniester; and Venice planted the standard of St. Mark in southern Greece and the Aegean. Some of these gains were rolled back, but Hungary and Tran­sylvania were lost to the Ottomans for good.17 This military advance by states facing the Ottoman Empire was paralleled by a growth in the mercantile power of European states facing the Atlantic. By about 1700, England and the Dutch Republic were the dominant trading nations throughout the Ottoman lands,18 even as the merchant ships from the East India Companies of these same two nations, bristling with guns, enforced their trading privileges by blockading Surat, the Mughal Empire’s greatest entrepot.19 One thus sees an overall shift in the balance of power, from the Muslim East to the Christian West.
How does one explain a change of this magnitude? Europeanists have often argued, in the language of business plans, that occiden­tal institutions had some competitive advantage, whether in military technology,20 or the social organization of warfare,21 or a system of property rights guaranteed by law,22 or the economic rationality of state-chartered corporations, like the East India Companies.23 Otto­manists, while rejecting the idea of a general “decline” in the empire’s capacity to maintain itself,24 have pointed to reasons for “decadence” or “destabilization” in particular spheres, such as Sultan Suleiman’s decision to favor the succession of an incompetent younger son (the child of his beloved wife),25 or the debasement of the currency under Sultan Murad III (1585/1586),26 or the decision, from the 1590s, that future sultans should be reared in the seraglio, with no experience of the world outside.27 Institutions do matter in history, and so do the decisions and the personalities of individual rulers. But arguments of this kind entail a certain determinism, that is, a tendency to think that precedents once established have an enduring power either to stifle normal human creativity, or to guard against the consequences of nor­mal human incompetence. In fact, if Asian or Islamic economic insti­tutions were inferior, why did Europe’s chartered companies compete successfully against Indian merchants only in those trades where their naval power was of some use?28 If Asian or Islamic military institu­tions were inferior, how was Kara Mustafa, the dynamic grand vizier of an indolent sultan, able as late as 1683 to bring the Ottoman army within sight of a great victory at Vienna?29 If Asian or Islamic politi­cal institutions were inferior, why did French and British observers see in the Indo-Afghan empire of Nadir Shah Afshar (1741-1745) an achievement others might emulate?30 If we need analogies for compe­tition among states in the past, let us think not in terms of a business plan, but a retail season: only at the end of the season can one dis­cern the circumstances that prove decisive, but are seldom foreseen by any business plan. In other words, instead of a sociological history that looks in the past for institutional forms that can be used to pre­dict the future, we need, dare I say, a historical history, one that takes the kaleidoscopic shifting of events on its own terms, looking not for explanations of human behavior in general, but for an understanding of outcomes specific to the past.
In working toward a descriptive history of this kind, one must start with the fact that Europe’s Christian states pursued distinct and often conflicting strategies in their dealings with the Ottomans. At a mini­mum, one may speak of a “Habsburg” pattern (Spanish or Austrian), with endemic border fighting punctuated by major wars;31 a “French” pattern, involving an alliance with the Porte that sometimes extended to military cooperation against the Habsburgs;32 a “Venetian” pattern, in which the effects of constant border fighting and occasional major wars were tempered by fear of provoking a powerful neighbor, and by deep involvement in the Levant trade;33 and finally an “English”34 or “Dutch”35 pattern, featuring trade and friendly relations with the Ottomans, but also a commercial strategy that undermined the trade not only of European rivals but of the Ottomans themselves. To get a sense of the larger picture, I use the correspondence of ambassadors from rival European states at the Sublime Porte.36 This essay offers a preliminary overview. What I see is a pattern of conflict between two worlds, each of which shared a religious identity -- in other words, a conflict of civilizations. Yet this conflict of civilizations was only occa­sionally at the forefront of attention; more often, statesmen, mer­chants, and religious thinkers, European and Ottoman alike, were preoccupied by enemies or rivals of their own faith. Thus the wider confrontation between Christendom and Islamdom is best described as a background war, an ongoing conflict that usually came to the fore only when others were in abeyance. I will briefly describe four dimen­sions of this background war: cross-border raiding, holy war, com­mercial rivalry, and a contest for cultural preeminence.
I. ENDEMIC WARFARE: BORDER RAIDERS AND CORSAIRS
Border zones between hostile states were inherently dangerous. The fundamental problem was that warfare was on both sides a business proposition: commanders kept their men contented with booty.37 As one Habsburg diplomat with experience of the Hungarian frontier put it, those responsible for raids back and forth across the border were men who “obey neither the sultan nor the king of the Romans,38 but give themselves license to do as they please.”39 A further problem was that frontier-dwellers always saw themselves as innocent victims of unpro­voked aggression,40 while holding in high regard those brave captains who from time to time exacted from the vile infidel a just retribution.41 In the 1580s, there was a sancak or district-governor in Ottoman Dal­matia whom Venetians accused of personally organizing raids into their territory with as many as 300 armed men. In response, Ottoman officials gathered testimony of a previous raid by 500 armed Venetian subjects; these reports, according to Venice’s bailo (ambassador) in Constantinople, were surely a fabrication.42 Meanwhile, far to the east in Podolia, along the lower Dniester, raids by the Tatars of Crimea, an Ottoman vassal state, were repaid with interest by the Zaporizhian Cos­sacks, Ruthenian (Ukrainian) in language and Orthodox in religion, but subjects of Poland-Lithuania.43 Far to the west, Habsburg Spain’s Moriscos, expelled in 1609, helped found a new corsairing base at Salé on Morocco’s Atlantic coast.44 All along the border between Christen­dom and Islamdom one finds populations whose way of life was shaped by raiding.
The border zone where “the two competing military machines were at their most extensive” was in Hungary. Here, the Ottoman thrust cre­ated a large semi-circular salient, governed for the sultan by the pasha of Buda,45 whose border with surrounding Habsburg lands extended for hundreds of kilometers (Ferdinand and his captains held western Croatia, western and northern Hungary, and, in the east, the valley of the Tisza river, dividing Transylvania from Ottoman Hungary). By the middle of the sixteenth century, some 17,000 Habsburg troops, divided among 120 border fortresses, faced off against 30,000 Ottoman regu­lars, plus another 10,000 garrison soldiers.46 In Croatia (a province of Hungary), people driven out by Ottoman raids gathered in the small, inaccessible mountain town of Senj; from the 1530s, these “Uskoks” (from a Croatian word meaning “to jump in”) supported themselves by plunder in Ottoman lands.47 The Hayduks -- Calvinist peasants who had also been dispossessed by the Ottoman advance -- evolved into a disciplined force whose fighting qualities were much appreciated by Habsburg captains (except when Ferdinand wanted to enforce a truce with the Ottomans).48
Not surprisingly, there was no end to hostile incursions from both sides. In 1545, notwithstanding a temporary truce granted by the pasha of Buda, the duchy of Carniola49 was assaulted by a force said to consist of 6,000 cavalry, authorized by the sancak of Bosnia; “seventeen vil­lages were devastated and put to flames,” and “hundreds of souls car­ried off into captivity,” with their flocks and other belongings.50 On the other hand, Habsburg officials professed to have no control over Count Nikola Zrinski, the ban of Habsburg Croatia, and his followers: “these men say openly they are not subject to your majesty [Ferdinand], or to the emperor of the Turks; their ancestors lived from banditry, and they intend  to pass this manner of life on to their heirs.”51 The Ottomans had the better of things -- the pashalik of Buda continued  to expand its borders, e.g., after Ferdinand failed in an effort to gain possession of Transylvania (1552). But in the correspondence between the court in Vienna and its envoys at the Porte one finds not just repeated lists of fortress towns wrongfully taken by the Turks,52 but also transla­tions of complaints from the pasha about the lawless incursions by Habsburg castellans, including one who had his men dress in Turkish garb.53 In 1547, the two sides signed an eight-year truce. Oghier Ghislain de Busbecq, the ambassador who would subsequently publish a much­-read account of the Ottoman realm, went to the Porte in 1555 and finally brought back a renewal of the truce in 1562.54 Yet real peace was an illu­sion. Geza Palffy characterizes the period between 1568 and 1591 as “the era of small war [Kleinkrieg].” In 1576 alone, Habsburg officials counted some fifty Ottoman incursions in Hungary; but rather than measuring his army against that of the sultan, Emperor Rudolph II (r. 1576-1609) chose to open discussions for another renewal of the truce.55
The sea lanes lying between Christian and Muslim powers were no safer. Uskoks and Cossacks were especially known as raiders on the sea, using small, swift barks that could outrun Venetian galleys in the Adriatic, or Ottoman galleys in the Black Sea.56 For govern­ments of this era, piracy was evil only up to a point. While corsairs who raided one’s own merchants or maritime villages were heinous criminals, the daring mariners who gave infidel dogs a taste of their own medicine were heroes of the nation and defenders of the faith. The Uskoks, though Habsburg subjects, enjoyed wide support in Venetian Dalmatia, so long as they refrained from attacking fellow Christians. Similarly, in the harbors of Ottoman Greece, corsairs who carried on the war against the infidel were warmly received by Turkish officials, despite the sultan’s commands against piracy.57 In the 1570s, Francesco de Medici, grand duke of Tuscany (1574-1587), wanted Florence’s mer­chants to have the same advantages as other nations trading in the Ottoman empire. Yet he also had a duty to the military order founded by his father, the Knights of St. Stephen,58 whose four war galleys often went corsairing with those of the Knights of St. John, now based on Malta. Thus the Capitulations of 1578 provided that Florentine mer­chants would not be molested because of harm done by the galleys of St. Stephen, so long as the grand duke armed no other vessels against the sultan.59 One may assume that the reason Ottoman officials were so accommodating was that they understood the grand duke’s dilem­ma.60 The men identified as pirates by European envoys often were Ottoman squadron commanders; they made sure the sultan’s officials had a share in the profits of their private sailing ventures.61
These local battles on land and sea fitted into a bigger picture by giving the self-professed standard-bearers of Christendom and Islam­dom -- Habsburg Spain and the Ottoman Empire -- opportunities to harass the infidel without having to go to war. The reason that Sultan Suleiman extended his protection to Kheireddin’s Barbary corsairs was to encourage raids from Algiers and Tunis, and keep Charles V’s galleys too busy in home waters to go adventuring into the eastern Mediterranean.62 In the 1620s, Spain subsidized Poland’s Cossacks, so as to keep busy in the Black Sea Turkish galleys that might other­wise descend on the coast of Spanish Naples.63 Finally, if statesmen on either side wanted a full-scale war, incessant border raids and corsair plundering meant that there were always fresh atrocities to provide a plausible pretext. In Hungary, the era of “small war” (1568-1591) gave way to the Long Turkish War of 1591-1606.
II. HOLY WAR IN THE SIXTEENTH AND SEVENTEENTH CENTURIES
Christian and Muslim versions of the idea of holy war emerged simultaneously. The Quranic idea of warring on the path of God -- often called the lesser jihad -- evolved amid struggles between the Prophet’s men and their Meccan kinfolk, after the hijra to Medina (622).64 Mean­while, Emperor Heraclius, known to later Christian warriors in the East as “the First Crusader,” made his campaigns against Sassanian Persia (622-628) a holy war against infidel fire-worshippers who had stolen the True Cross from Jerusalem.65
But the question is whether these ideas from the past were still per­tinent to a sixteenth-century world whose hard-headed statesmen were mainly concerned about enemies closer to home, among their co-re­ligionists. The Porte looked anxiously toward eastern Anatolia, where Shiʻite Islam was deeply rooted, and where Iran’s Safavid dynasty had much support among Turkoman warrior clans. This “threat to the very foundations of the Ottoman Empire”66 explains the campaigns against “heretic” Persia by Selim I (1513/1514) and Suleiman the Law­giver (1533-1536, 1548-1552).67 When high officials told French envoys seeking a campaign against the Habsburgs that Persia was a more important problem,68 they were not just making excuses. In 1555, the shah’s ambassador brought a richly embellished Koran, asking to be shown the verses that proved that Shiʻite worship contravened the laws of the Prophet. Sultan Suleiman would not give heretics the courtesy of a debate. Instead, he had the Chief Mufti issue a fetwa authorizing Muslim warriors to take slaves in the lands of heretic Shiʻites, no less than in the lands of infidel Christians.69 If it took two months for an Ottoman army marching from Istanbul to reach Habsburg Austria, the Persian frontier was even farther from the capital, roughly a four month march.70 Nonetheless, while large Ottoman armies campaigned in Hungary or Austria during twenty-one years between 1520 and 1640,71 during the same period Ottoman armies were either marching toward Persia or engaged in active fighting for thirty-six campaigning seasons.72
As for Europe, most wars from about 1500 to about 1650 had to do at least in part with rivalry between the Habsburg dynasty and its many foes. Charles V’s direct descendants controlled Spain and its overseas empire, plus the Low Countries (until the revolt that began in 1568), much of Italy, and, from 1580 to 1640, Portugal and its overseas empire. Their Austrian cousins, the Holy Roman emperors, controlled Austria, Bohemia, and parts of Hungary. French dip­lomats saw Charles V and his successors as aspiring to a “monarchy” over all of Europe, if not the whole world.73 France thus maintained a long-term alliance with the Porte. Venice, as the major independent power in a peninsula where Spain and her clients held sway, regarded the Habsburgs with a profound suspicion that was repaid in full from Madrid. In 1571, just days before the battle at Lepanto, mutual recrim­inations between Spanish and Venetian commanders almost erupted into open fighting.74 Moreover, since Habsburg Spain championed the Catholic Counter-Reformation, Protestant states like England and the new Dutch Republic made common cause with Catholic foes of the Habsburgs, as during the Revolt of the Netherlands (1568-1648), and the Thirty Years’ War in Germany (1618-1648).
Are we to conclude, then, that a medieval era of holy war had given way to a modern and secular world, whose only law was reason of state? Not quite. One problem with textbook formulations of this kind is that the Middle Ages were not so simple. Most wars fought by medieval European states also sprang from rivalries close to home -- France vs. England, Castile vs. Aragon, or Venice vs. Genoa; one might describe the Crusades75 as the background war of the medieval era. Moreover, Crusades in the formal sense -- wars against the infidel proclaimed by the popes -- did not end with the fall of Acre in 1291. Some later campaigns ended in disaster, like the rout at Nicopolis in modern Bulgaria (1396), but others, like the defense of Belgrade in 1455, retarded the Ottoman advance. Between the relief of Smyrna (1344) and the great victory of Venetian and Spanish galleys at Lepanto (1571), there were thirteen latter-day crusades.76
Emperor Charles V took little part in the struggle against Ottoman power, until his alliance with Andrea Doria, the Genoese admiral, gave him a capacity to project naval power into the eastern Mediterranean.77 The great age of Mediterranean naval warfare began with Kheireddin’s conquest of Tunis for Sultan Suleiman (1534), and ended not with the great Christian victory at Lepanto in 1571,78 but with the Ottoman reconquest of Tunis from Spain in 1574. On the Spanish side, naval commanders of this period functioned as independent contractors, hiring oarsmen and soldiers for their galleys, and keeping the men content with their own credit whenever royal payment orders were slow in coming.79 By contrast, when war galleys were to be fitted out at the Ottoman arsenal in Pera, oarsmen were found by decreeing an avariz, an extraordinary provisioning tax that was never to be levied in successive years in the same province.80 Venetian observers thought this system allowed the Turks to arm war fleets as often as they liked, and “at little cost.”81 Indeed, in the forty years between 1534 and 1574, the Ottomans had fleets of between 100 and 300 war galleys at sea during nineteen sailing seasons.82 But neither the Ottoman Empire nor Spain could continue to sustain Mediterranean naval warfare at this level of intensity. In Anatolia, Ottoman officials had trouble getting localities to meet their quotas of oarsmen, and the cash they sent instead was not enough to attract volunteers for the back-breaking and dangerous work of rowing a war galley.83 By the turn of the seventeenth century, the galleys that could be manned and put to sea were often needed in the Black Sea, either to ferry supplies to armies on the march to Persia, or to combat Cossack raiding, a threat to the grain supply of the capital.84 Between the 1570s and the early seventeenth century, Spain’s galley fleet shrank from an average of 116 vessels to an average of 68; the Atlantic fleet, challenged first by the Dutch and the English, drew off more and more of the kingdom’s resources. With both empires having new priorities, Spain and the Ottomans concluded the first of many truces in 1578, thus diminishing their Mediterranean commitments.85 Partly in consequence of this partial withdrawal of the great powers, from about 1580, Mediterranean corsairing degenerated into “a systematic plunder transcending religious barriers.”86 No one could tell any more who was or was not a corsair: mariners from Marseilles dressed as Knights of Malta to go corsairing, and Turkish pirates hired English galleons to “prey on the nation of merchants.”87
Yet the disengagement of the great powers from Mediterranean warfare did not mean an end to major fighting across the religious frontier. In fact, the most protracted struggles between Ottoman and Christian armies came after Lepanto, not before. In the Long War of 1591-1606,88 Ottoman and Austrian forces fought to a standstill. In 1645, the Turks invaded Venetian Crete, quickly capturing all but the great fortress of Candia; they took Candia, too, but only after a siege that lasted twenty-four years.89 Finally, in 1683, Kara Mustafa’s march up the Danube was ardently promoted by a renowned court preacher, Sheikh Mehmet Vani Effendi, even as Marco d’Aviano, a fiery Capuchin friar, traveled Europe’s roads like the preachers of old, rousing Christendom’s fighting men to take up arms for the faith. When Jan Sobieski charged down from the Vienna Woods to break up the siege, he understood himself as a crusader.90
More so than the Venetian-Spanish victory at Lepanto in 1571, Sobieski’s charge may be reckoned a turning point in Europe’s long struggle with the Turks. But, without minimizing the importance of military outcomes, scholars interested in weighing the relative balance of power tend to give particular attention to the phenomenon of attrition, the gradual wearing-down of a state’s capacity for making war. In Spain, the price of nearly continuous warfare during the sixteenth century was first a devolution of the crown’s fiscal resources into the hands of aristocrats and entrepreneurs, and second, bankruptcy for some of the Genoese firms that had financed the king’s wars. Spain fought on into the seventeenth century only because the Cortes of Castile was prevailed upon to vote new taxes managed by the deputies, and new bankers were found to float even larger loans.91 On the Ottoman side, by contrast, the state treasury contained riches beyond the imagining of any European ruler.92 One Venetian bailo judged, not unreasonably, that the Grand Turk had enough treasure on hand to fight wars “for thirty years.”93 But not even this treasury could sustain the series of major campaigns that Ottoman armies fought against the Persians (1578-1598), then against the Austrians (1591 -1606), and against the Persians once more (1624-1639). To make matters worse, the so-called Çelali revolts that broke out in 1596 and lasted for a decade impeded collection of the land tax that supported the regular cavalry, at least in Anatolia.94 Still, officials at the Porte put the budget on a new footing by converting the revenue allotments formerly held by military men to tax farms, thus enabling the sultan’s armies to fight on into the seventeenth century.95
This was why the claims of European diplomats about an imminent collapse of the Grand Turk’s empire must be put down to wishful thinking, as will be noted below. Yet I wonder if they might not have been right on one point. In Europe, governments had long been accustomed to fighting their wars on credit, placing future revenues in the hands of lenders.96 Since no sovereign prince could be constrained to keep promises to creditors, prospective lenders often demanded supplementary assurances from intermediary bodies acting on the crown’s behalf, like town councils, or provincial parliaments, or corporations of crown officials.97 By the latter decades of the sixteenth century, the Ottoman government, too, had to start borrowing against future revenues; there are references in the secondary literature to forced loans or other credits provided by merchants and officials,98 and the sultans also made payments to the public treasury from their private treasury, classified as loans, but evidently not repaid.99 But French and Venetian diplomats reported that officials acting for the Ottoman state treasury could not find lenders in local capital markets.100 This was not because the sultan was less trustworthy as a borrower than any other ruler of the age; lenders everywhere knew better than to put their trust in a piece of paper signed by the sovereign. The point is that the Ottoman state seems not to have had the kind of quasi-autonomous intermediary bodies that could (as in Europe) calm the fears of prospective lenders by interposing their own credit. This apparent distinction between east and west is worth pondering, not merely in its own terms, but also because it brings out the close connection between a state’s war-making capacity and its capacity to draw on the wealth of its subjects.
III. COMMERCIAL RIVALRY
According to a noted historian of world trade, the idea that the interests of merchants and states could be ‘fused together’ began with the rivalry between Genoa and Venice during the medieval centuries.101 Each city, with a network of armed settlements in the east, sought to control the sea lanes along which merchants brought luxury goods from Europe, like soap and high-grade woolens, in exchange for silk, spices, and grain. For the best families of both cities, a mercantile apprenticeship in the east was often the first stage of a long and honorable career.102 But this Italian hegemony in the Levant trade was a function of naval power; it depended on the fact that regional states of the era were seldom able to challenge Genoa’s war galleys in the Black Sea, or Venice’s war galleys in the eastern Mediterranean.103 This was why the rise of the Ottoman empire created a whole new environment for trade. Immediately following his conquest of Constantinople in 1453, Mehmet II signaled a change by granting trading privileges not merely to his Genose allies but also to their Venetian rivals.104 For the Ottoman treasury, trade with western nations boosted customs revenues in Istanbul, and in Anatolian entrepôts like Bursa or Smyrna. Subsequently, by conquering the empire of the Mamluks (1517), Sultan Sehim I also gained control of customs at Damascus (later Aleppo), where traders brought silk from Persia, and at Alexandria, site of the Venetian factory or trading compound that had long supplied Europe from Asia. But trade also had a political dimension. By Islamic law, strangers from “the Abode of War” could be granted amnesty, permitting them to travel freely within “the Abode of Islam,” once they had pledged friendship and goodwill.105 Sixteenth-century Ottoman policy aimed at rewarding infidel states that were, in fact, friendly to the Porte -- mainly the European powers that lined up against the Habsburgs: first Venice and France, later England and the Dutch Republic. By contrast, once Andrea Doria allied with Charles V (1528), the Genoese were not welcome. Meanwhile, the sultan’s admirals made the Black Sea an Ottoman lake, and picked off, one by one, the island bases that Venice used to secure its routes to Syria and Egypt; from about 1500, they also increased the size of their war fleet.106 At Prevesa (1538), Kheireddin Barbarossa was able to inflict damage on a larger Habsburg-Venetian war fleet and escape unharmed;107 by now, the sultan was master of the Levantine seas as well as of the Levantine lands.
In each region of this vast empire, European merchants adapted to new circumstances, some more willingly than others.108 In the Balkans, the Republic of Dubrovnik (Ragusa), an Ottoman tributary since 1438, took full advantage of intermittent warfare between its Ottoman patrons and its historic foe, the Republic of Venice. Though tonnage estimates remain somewhat speculative, it seems that in the middle decades of the sixteenth century this tiny state had the largest merchant fleet in the Mediterranean. Ancona, in the Papal States, was Dubrovnik’s partner; the short trajectory across the Adriatic was increasingly preferred by merchant-shippers, because it obviated the growing dangers of a long sea voyage.109 To counter the Dubrovnik-Ancona connection, Venice had to tone down its historic antipathy to Jewish merchants, who now came to Italy in increasing numbers, bringing goods from Ottoman lands.110 Split (Spalato), in Venetian Dalmatia, had hitherto been a port of merely local importance. But in 1589, the Senate accepted proposals made by an Iberian Jew based in Bosnia: Venice enlarged Split’s harbor facilities and trading privileges, and the pasha of Bosnia guaranteed the security of caravan traffic to and from Sarajevo. By 1620, the Sarajevo-Split-Venice route -- with Venetian woolens and Murano glass moving in one direction, Turkish camels and hides in the other -- was responsible for about 25% of the value of goods entering the Venetian harbor.
For European traders, the vast entourage attendant on the sultan at Topkapi Palace was important as a market for high-grade silks and woolens. Coastal regions to the north and south of the capital (the Black Sea and the Aegean) were vital as sources for much-needed grain. But as the sultans nurtured their capital from a population of 40,000-60,000 under the last Byzantine emperor to about 500,000 in the 1520s,111 its care and feeding became a state priority. This was bad luck for those who depended on grain from the east, especially the Venetians.112 Once the Ottomans secured the mouth of the Dniester (1484), westerners had no access to or egress from the Black Sea, save by permission of the sultan’s officials. The Aegean, too, was now an Ottoman lake, though not to the same extent: Ottoman garrisons were thinly scattered among many islands, some of which (especially those with Latin-Christian populations) welcomed traders from the west. Through the first half of the sixteenth century, trade in grain continued in the Aegean, sometimes involving shipments from the estates of Ottoman officials. Thereafter, threats of scarcity prompted a general ban on exporting grain to the west, even if regulation did not always prevent the Venetians and others from getting what they wanted: they cultivated ties among Greek skippers, and offered prices higher than those officially decreed. On one occasion, a grand vizier not unreasonably accused the Venetians of taking away vital grain supplies in exchange for mere “fripperies,” like fine silks. The bailo, noting his interlocutor’s brocade vest, had a ready reply: “Indeed so; we take away grain in exchange for such fripperies as Your Magnificence is wearing.”113 Meanwhile, Venice’s import trade was threatened by merchants from Marseilles -- subjects of the sultan’s faithful ally, the king of France -- who brought customers at the Porte fabrics that counterfeited the best work of Venice’s silk-weavers, at lower prices.114
Syria and Egypt always had been the center of gravity for Venice’s Levant trade, and in both areas Ottoman rule created a more favorable environment for doing business. By incorporating within the limits of one realm both the eastern marches of Anatolia, and the formerly Mamluk province of Syria, the sultans encouraged caravans of Armenian merchants to bring their silk from Shirvan to Aleppo, where (from 1548) Venice’s consul for Syria fixed his residence; meanwhile, Europe’s growing industries demanded larger and larger quantities of raw silk, including the Persian variety. By the 1590s, sixteen Venetian trading houses were represented in Aleppo, each doing 100,000 to 200,000 ducats a year in trade. In Alexandria, Venice’s spice trade had been undermined as Portugal seized control of traffic in the far-off Spice Islands, culminating in the capture of Melakah (1511).115 But the Ottomans were better than their Mamluk predecessors had been at projecting their power into the Indian Ocean; though defeated by the Portuguese at the coast of Gujarat (1538), they conquered Basra (1546) and Aden (1548), thus keeping open the sea lanes that fed into major caravan routes to the Mediterranean. The revival of Alexandria’s spice trade (especially for pepper, whose sources of supply were not controlled by the Portuguese) was a direct result.116 By 1560, the value of Venetian spice exports from Alexandria was greater than it had ever been. In 1585, Philip II of Spain, in his capacity as king of Portugal,117 offered to sell his royal monopoly on spice imports from the Indies. But Venice declined; with an estimated 4,000 Venetian subjects living in Ottoman Egypt or Syria, it was not thought prudent to make this kind of bargain with the sultan’s Portuguese foes.
Until about 1500, trade between east and west was largely managed by Italians. Under Ottoman rule, Ottoman subjects who controlled particular routes or commodities -- Arabs, Armenians, Greeks, Jews and Turks -- were in a better position to bargain with European merchants. In fact, under these conditions both the value and the volume of traffic in key commodities like silk and spices reached new highs. This will not be a surprise to economic historians, for whom a pooling of the local knowledge of various merchant communities could be expected to promote trade, by reducing transaction costs.118 But what struck Italians of the time was their loss of control over the movement of goods. Young men of noble or patrician background stopped going east to begin their careers,119 and the Venetians in particular complained bitterly about the “decline” of their Levant trade.120 But worse was still to come.
Because Portugal’s trade to Antwerp was disrupted by the Dutch Revolt, English merchants started coming to the Mediterranean for spices and other goods around 1580.121 They came in the heavily armed, high-sided Atlantic galleons known in the Mediterranean as bertoni.122 In seas where war galleys had long been the main source of firepower, ships of this type could do as they pleased.123 Thus the ban on grain exports, at best difficult to enforce, was now a dead letter; one hears of a Greek entrepreneur who hired a bertone to go about commandeering grain from smaller ships, or of a “great Genoese ship” (built in the new style) that calmly drove off three galleys of the Ottoman empire’s Aegean squadron as it loaded grain on Chios.124 There was, thus, less grain available for urban populations exposed to periodic grain shortages, and for Ottoman armies marching off to the Hungarian or Persian frontier. Atlantic galleons also began taking over the transit trade, even for the hallowed pilgrimage to Mecca.125 Meanwhile, in Syria, English and French merchants started bringing cheaper broadcloths that undercut Venice’s staple trade in fine woolens; also, unlike the Italians, they were willing to pay cash for their silk instead of insisting on a trade in goods.126 Finally, from the 1590s, the Dutch East India Company challenged Portugal’s hegemony in the far-off Spice Islands. By about 1615, the Honorable Company, applying Portugal’s strong-arm methods with a Dutch thoroughness, had become Europe’s sole supplier for fine spices, and was beginning to dominate in the supply of pepper.127 In Alexandria, while Arab merchants shifted from the spice to the coffee trade, the Venetians went home, to pursue investments in other sectors of the economy.128 In Venice itself, silk-weavers looked for work in other lands, including England,129 and Jewish merchants relocated from the Venetian ghetto to Livorno,130 England’s favored port in Italy.
In sum, while the Habsburgs (and sometimes Venice) measured their war-making resources against the Ottomans in a battle of endurance, Christian states friendly to the Porte -- the English, the Dutch, and to a lesser extent the French -- undermined the eastern Mediterranean trade on which the prosperity of the empire depended in no small degree. English and Dutch merchants never imagined themselves to be working hand in glove with Spain, or with Cossack corsairs on the Black Sea. But to understand the great shift in the balance of power that occurred during this period, trade must be seen as working in conjunction with warfare and piracy. European observers were often impressed by the speed and efficiency with which the vast resources of the Ottoman empire could be mobilized in time of war.131 Yet how could any sultan or vizier deal with an array of rivals, each conspiring against all the others, yet somehow combining to undermine the Ottoman state? In the end, Europeans came to outmatch the Ottomans not by working together, but by working at cross purposes.
IV. THE CONTEST FOR CULTURAL PREEMINENCE
Governments competed not just on battlefields and in customs houses but also in the carefully managed creation of favorable public images. For the princely courts of early modern Europe, the study of public ceremonies and festivities has become “something of a growth industry.”132 To be sure, the political implications of royal ritual have long been understood; the guiding conceptual framework was worked out at German universities decades ago, before the catastrophe of the 1930s.133 The recent flowering of interest in such matters reflects broader scholarly trends.134 For example, political scientists now argue that favorable public opinion represents a “soft” power that is in some ways no less important than the “hard” power based on military strength.135 But current studies of European princely festivals -- while broadly comparative -- make little or no reference to the Ottoman court ceremonies that always made a vivid impression on European observers. In fact, the Ottomans, too, competed on this terrain, and they were better at the game than any of their European rivals.
To judge from European accounts, it would seem that sultans of the first half of the fifteenth century showed little interest in the trappings of majesty. For example, when Murad II (r. 1430-1451) was approached by an ambassador from the duke of Milan, the sultan graciously rose from his throne and took him by the hand; the ambassador tried to kiss his hand, but Murad would not allow it.136 The conquest of Constantinople (1453) was long thought to have marked a turning point; Mehmet II (r. 1451-1481), the Conqueror, was also the builder of Topkapi Palace, larger and more splendid than any Byzantine palace.137 But Konrad Dilger has shown that the “Book of Laws” attributed to Mehmet II -- with a description of the ceremonies to be observed at court, and of the sultan’s audience hall -- cannot have been written prior to the 1530s.138 According to Dilger, the decisive change in court ritual came under Selim I (r. 1512-1520), the greatest of all Ottoman conquerors. Bartolomeo Contarini, sent from Venice to Sultan Selim in Cairo (1519), is the first European envoy known to have been subjected to what would henceforth be a required routine: to his great surprise, Contarini was grabbed at the arm by two strong attendants and carried before the throne, where he was made to kneel and kiss the sultan’s hand. In effect, soft power reflected hard power; Selim I and his successors demanded a new level of respect from infidel envoys because “they now deemed themselves far superior to the Western powers.”139
During the reigns of Selim’s successors (Suleiman I, 1520-1566, and Selim II, 1566-1574), European accounts of embassies to the Porte make it clear that this obeisance to “the ruler of the world” was meant to be the climax of a great public spectacle.140 In the first court of the Topkapi seraglio, 4,000 Janissaries stood at attention, “without making any noise, or moving a muscle.” In the second court, some 6,000 soldiers and officials were placed according to rank, each with its distinctive garb and headgear. To the left, under a small portico, the grand vizier and his five colleagues held public divan or council four days a week, dispensing the sultan’s justice; behind them stood secretaries and keepers of the state treasury, ready to execute documents or payments as ordered. In the magnificent third court, through the Sublime Porte, the sultan received foreign dignitaries in his audience hall, seated on a bejeweled throne, surrounded by “his principal gentlemen” and court eunuchs vested in gold and silver, each slightly bowed, hands folded across his chest “in token of great reverence and submission.”141
Ottoman subjects (and foreigners) who never set foot in the palace could see much the same spectacle enacted every time the sultan made a solemn entry to his capital, as in April 1560, when Suleiman I and his court, accompanied by the Persian ambassador and his suite, made an occasion of returning from the hunt. The van was made up of persons of lesser rank, like the sultan’s 500 falconers, or the 800 slaves of his grand vizier, Rüstem Pasha, “well dressed, but without the gold caps” suitable for a higher station. The Admiral of the Sea turned out 2,000 of his war-galley soldiers “in beautiful order,” in ranks of arquebusiers, archers, and pikemen, adding, says a European observer, to his favor with the sultan. After the sons of leading Turks, vested in cloth-of-gold, because “they are not slaves,” like other soldiers, came 6,000 Janissaries, with swords and arquebuses and “very unusual pikes,” with the points “so high they are taller than a man on horseback.” The civil officials were led by the fourth and fifth pashas, followed by 60 treasury clerks, garbed in various cloths of gold, “for since they are seen by the sultan every day they have to be clothed honorably.” Surrounded by the men of his guard the sultan rode “a gorgeous horse, with a gold saddle full of jewels.” The Italian author adds details about the rich fabrics that marked officials of different ranks, many of which would have been supplied by Venetian merchants.142
Charles V could claim to rule even more of the world than Suleiman I, and in his entourage, too, there were men who claimed for their master a “world” or universal monarchy.143 While the emperor’s grandeur was proclaimed in various ways, Charles’ three dozen public entries to cities made him the European “champion” for public spectacles of this kind.144 One finds in these rituals visible results of the Renaissance study of ancient Rome.145 Here they are important in affording comparison with Ottoman ceremony, and there are indeed similarities. For the emperor as for the sultan, local dignitaries showed their respect by advancing some distance beyond the city walls to greet him.146 In both cases the ruler rode at the mid-point of a long train whose successive units embodied, for all to see, his invincible military might and his impartial justice. At Bologna (1529), where Charles was to meet Pope Clement VII, he processed through Porta San Felice in the midst of his army, each unit recognizable by a distinctive garb and array of weapons; the emperor, surrounded by his chief officials and great nobles, carried his scepter, and rode a horse caparisoned with cloth-of-gold, embroidered with jewels.147 The effect on spectators was surely comparable to that of a grand Ottoman display. In 1539, when political circumstances permitted Charles to progress through France en route from Spain to the Low Countries, the city of Paris paved streets along the route, and arranged for guilds, ecclesiastical corporations, and civic bodies to march out to greet the emperor in the Faubourg St. Antoine -- a procession that lasted several hours. Along the procession route onlookers crammed every vantage point -- streets, windows, and roofs148 -- just as they did in Constantinople whenever it was announced that the sultan would make an entrance.149
But there were also important dissimilarities. If Suleiman made his entries into a capital that was greater by far than any city in Europe, Charles had as many as eight capitals,150 and thus made entries to many different cities, each of which orchestrated and paid for the ceremonies. Charles reciprocated with a courteous curiosity: coming to a triumphal arch, he would often pause for an explanation of its decorations.151 This is but another way of saying that Charles’ empire -- unlike Suleiman’s -- was made up of heterogeneous territories that preserved important elements of political autonomy, and fiscal responsibility. Charles also lacked the wherewithal to maintain, in any of his residences, the kind of magnificence that was regularly on display at Topkapi Palace. In his report to the Venetian Senate (1573), bailo Francesco Badoer seems to have gotten things right: “All Christian princes must yield in magnificence to the Ottoman Porte, for I do not believe any other court, even with great labor and preparation, can match what is to be seen on an ordinary day in the seraglio of the Gran Signore.”152
If neither Charles V nor his European rivals could support a court worthy of comparison with Topkapi Palace, they and their loyal subjects had other resources for waging a campaign in the theater of public opinion -- foremost among which was the printing press. In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, Europe’s presses churned out a vast descriptive literature about the Ottoman world.153 These accounts often represent the individual adventures of a merchant or a former slave,154 and only a small fraction of them had anything to do with the service of a particular prince.155 But, with or without official sponsorship, works of this kind had a polemical edge, even when an author’s portrayal of Turkish life and culture was on the whole sympathetic,156 and they provide a necessary intellectual background for European diplomatic correspondence from the Porte. To be sure, for those who had lived for a time in Ottoman lands, many of the conventional stereotypes were no longer credible. For example, although published works routinely described Turkish law courts as corrupt, diplomats had to make use of Ottoman due process in order to safeguard the interests of their nationals.157 But men accredited to the Porte also knew (or at least were told by high-level sources) that continuing penetration into infidel Europe remained a settled policy of the empire.158 Diplomats were thus well placed to frame Europe’s collective brief against the Ottomans, and this they did in good portions of their reports back home.
There is space here for but one strand of this argument, having to do with the idea of a law of nations that is recognized among Europeans but not among Turks. Habsburg envoys sent to the Porte had to contend with the fact that Ottoman officials professed no respect for the confidentiality of official correspondence.159 In 1566, when the grand vizier demanded to see a letter carried by the emperor’s ambassador, the latter insisted on giving it to the sultan to whom it was addressed, for by “the law of nations” this was an ambassador’s duty.160 A few years later, Venice’s representatives contended that a disputed Dalmatian town could not be a “territory,” as that term was used in a draft treaty, for “all nations” understood that a town was a “territory” only if it had villages under its jurisdiction.161 When a Turkish merchant claimed that the Venetian consul in Cairo had insured his cargo, subsequently lost to corsairs, he could not be correct, for “all men in all places” agreed that for valid maritime insurance there had to be a written contract, with a quotation of the rate.162 In 1615, the Dutch ambassador reported to the States General on how “high lords of this empire” had been tyrannically abused by the pasha of Cyprus; “Their High Mightinesses” must understand that it would be futile to send a consul to Aleppo, in the expectation that representatives of “Christian foreign nations” would be treated any better.163 In 1620, when the grand vizier levied a fine on the bailo and ordered him to pay it immediately, the French ambassador intervened on his colleague’s behalf: not giving the bailo time to consult his principals, he said, contravened “the law of nations.” When the Polish ambassador was imprisoned, the same French ambassador got him out; to superiors in Paris, suspicious of Poland, he explained that he was merely preventing “the law of nations” from being trampled underfoot.164
In these texts, Europeans claim that what they see as right is right because it is accepted as such by the consensus of civilized peoples. In the ancient Roman understanding of law, valid law had to be promulgated by a constituted authority, but it also had to be known and accepted by the free citizens who were subject to the law. Rather like the philosophical idea of natural law, first developed by the ancient Stoics,165 the juristic idea of a law of nations fulfilled the second of these conditions if not the first. To be sure, the ancient authors were read in the Muslim east as well as in the Christian west; Greek philosophy was preserved and studied by Arab scholars long before it was taken up by scholars in Latin Europe. But while study of the ancient authors remained a focus of education in Europe, even more so as the Renaissance humanist curriculum took hold, it was over time marginalized in Islamic schools, where the Qur’an provided the foundation for legal reasoning.166 Trained in the humanist classicism of their time,167 European diplomats at the Porte were, in effect, claiming for Europe the heritage of Greco-Roman civilization: Europe thus stood not just for the Christian religion, but also for certain universal truths, including an ethos of civility first articulated by the ancient pagan thinkers. The point was to set off Europe’s heritage of lawfulness against Ottoman arbitrariness. Incidents that seemed to confirm this contrast were carefully recorded. For example, in 1566 the grand vizier, disregarding the imperial ambassador’s assertion about the law of nations, had his letter-casket broken open; while others might have their laws, he said, this was how things were done at the Sublime Porte. In 1615, the Dutch ambassador at the Porte put things in more general terms:
I must remind Your High Mightinesses how different the government of these lands is from all Christian polities, in which one has a care not only for what is profitable but also for what is honorable. Here, by contrast, nothing is done for the sake of honor [propter honestum], and everything is done for profit [utilitatis casusa]; private good takes precedence over the common good and the welfare of the people, for even in matters of justice it is a custom among the Turks to begin and end each proceeding with gifts.168

If Europe’s ways truly were founded not just on the Christian religion, but on a universal sense of what is lawful and right, did not justice demand that Europe must triumph sooner or later? In fact, the writers of diplomatic letters and memoranda often asserted that the mighty Ottoman empire must eventually be brought down by its own indolence and arbitrary power. In the 1530s, a Venetian secretary claimed that despite their natural bravery, Turks would never make soldiers as good as Germans or Spaniards, “for it has ever been the style of the Ottoman prince to abase his subjects.”169 In the 1550s, bailo Bernardo Navagero drew hope from his observation that the Ottoman army had an order of march, but no order of battle (ordinanza); one could thus expect European troops fighting in proper battle order to prevail, for “one sees clearly from histories ancient and modern that he who confides too much in the number of his soldiers, not in their quality, comes out the loser.”170 In the 1570s, bailo Antonio Tiepolo saw how difficult it was to recruit oarsmen for Turkish galleys; he also had reports of villagers relocating from Ottoman Greece to Venetian Corfu, so as to escape the devshirme, a periodic levy of Christian children for training as slave-soldiers. In his report to the senate, Tiepolo fused these incidents into a picture of an empire “despoiled of inhabitants” by the tyranny of its rulers; “God willing, there is some beginning of decline.”171 Twenty years later still, the French ambassador, Savary de Brèves, saw an empire governed by men who were both “stupid” and “foolishly proud.” By these “signs of disorder in this empire,” he believed, God was calling on France to resume her historic role, not as the Porte’s principal ally in Europe, but as the leader of Christian princes in a great war against the infidel Turk.172 In light of the staying power of the Ottoman empire, all such predictions of decline must be seen as wishful thinking.173 But wishful thinking or not, they give voice to a cultural offensive in which all Europeans -- Habsburg or Habsburg-foe, Protestant or Catholic -- spoke a common language.
CONCLUSION
This essay has covered a broad canvas, but it should be even broader. The one major European power that has not figured in this account is Muscovy. Czar Ivan the Terrible’s conquest of the Tatar Khanate of Astrakhan (1556) brought Russian authority down the Volga, to the borders of the Caspian Sea. This made the Tatar Khanate of Crimea, Astrakhan’s neighbor across the steppes, Muscovy’s natural enemy. The Porte took note of these developments,174 especially after a Russian raid in 1559 reached the mouth of the Don and the Sea of Azov. Nonetheless, major confrontations between Russia and her Muslim neighbors -- Crimea, the Ottoman Empire, Iran, and the Khanate of Bukhara -- did not come until the eighteenth or nineteenth centuries; in typical European fashion, Muscovy first had to deal with Poland-Lithuania.175
In the Indian Ocean, local conflicts along Islamdom’s southern border were often drawn into the rivalry between Ottomans and Europeans. At the northern tip of Sumatra, the sultan of Aceh, Alauddin Riayat Syah al-Kahhar (1539-1571), built a spice- and pepper-trading empire to rival that of the Portuguese. Seeking Muslim help for a planned attack on Portuguese Melaka, he sent an embassy to the Sublime Porte in the 1560s; the Porte sent cannon-founders and artillerymen to help Aceh counter Portuguese firepower.176 In the Red Sea, Ottoman authorities in the Hijaz supported the imam of Adal, Ahmad ibn Ibrahim al-Ghazi (1527-1541), in his campaigns against Christian Ethiopia (1527-1541). King Lebna Dengel (1508-1540), overcoming suspicions of Portuguese interference, summoned help from Lisbon; four hundred musketeers led by Christovão da Gama (son of Vasco da Gama) helped defeat the imam’s forces (1541).177
Finally, on the Indian subcontinent, Muslim sea-going merchants were the natural foes of European interlopers. In the face of Portuguese aggression, one Mamale (d. ca. 1528) led Mappila traders of the Malabar coast in taking over the port of Cannanore, to battle the infidels at sea; his collateral descendants, known as the Ali Rajahs of Cannanore, fought the Dutch and the British when they took over this region from the Portuguese.178 In Madurai, the Tamil-speaking Maraikayyar merchant community, led by the family of Shaykh Abd al-Qadir, sometimes resisted the rising influence of the Dutch East India Company, and sometimes allied with the company against their common enemy, the Catholicized Paravas, who were supported by the Portuguese.179 In Gujarat, merchants of the Islamicized Bohra community were the chief indigenous rivals of the European companies. In the great entrepôt of Surat, Muslim and Christian traders kept their distance, each group preferring to use Hindu or Jain merchant-bankers for credit, and for contacts with local producers of indigo or cottons.180 Throughout the Indian Ocean region, even in places where Muslim and Christian merchants dealt with one another as a matter of routine, Muslims referred to Europeans as “Franks,” using a terminology derived from the Crusades, while Europeans referred to Muslims as “Moors,” using an even older terminology, derived from the Muslim conquest of Spain. This instinctive mutual hostility did not imply a lack of enlightenment, or some deficiency in the milk of human kindness. It simply recorded the fact that Muslims and Christians were indeed enemies, in a background war that spanned much of the globe.
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	HHSA-Turcica, I-12, Konvolut 2, fols. 272-75v, Vranĉić, Zay and Busbecq to Ferdinand from Constantinople [undated, but prior to Busbecq’s return to Vienna in August 1555]; I-13, fols. 32-35, Archduke Maximilian to the pasha of Buda, 14 February 1558; I-14, Konvolut 3, fols. 10, Ferdinand to Busbecq, Vienna, 2nd letter of 10 July 1559; I-14, Konvolut 3, fols. 72-74, Ferdinand to Busbecq, 11 November 1559.
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  Pleas for Peace, Problems for Historians: A 1455 Letter from Juan de Segovia to Jean Germain on Countering the Threat of Islam
Anne Marie Wolf
Given all the interest in the past decade or two in the marginal and the “other” in both the medieval and the early modern periods, it is perhaps surprising that so much still awaits exploration concerning Christian perceptions of Muslims. Norman Daniel’s classic Islam and the West documented the central themes of Christian thinking about Islam in such a way that readers are left dumbfounded by the persistent inaccuracy and intense animosity that have characterized Christians’ portrayals of Muslims and their beliefs.1 Possibly because Daniel so thoroughly exposed the long tradition of Christian intransigence toward Islam, Christian perceptions of Muslims have not benefited from as much painstaking analysis as the Christian discourse about Jews. According to John V. Tolan, author of a recent book on the subject, Daniel’s own reaction to the image of Islam that he studied was “to shake his head in sad consternation.”2 Indeed, Daniel’s presentation of a long tradition of vitriolic disdain, masterful and learned though it is, leaves readers with more consternation than understanding. My very bright students one summer, for instance, were incredulous at the steady stream of invective that Daniel documented. They wondered why so many people actually believed and perpetuated those medieval writers’ portrayals of Islam. Their reaction was understandable; Daniel offered no explanation for these habits of thinking. 
Tolan’s welcome addition to the scholarship on Christian portrayals of Islam addresses the question of how a long and intransigent tradition of vitriolic disdain had explanations other than stubborn irrationality or simple intellectual weakness on the part of Christian Europe. Arguing that individual European authors wrote with specific audiences and aims in mind, Tolan nonetheless offered the general observation that these writers found themselves perplexed before the mystery of a highly advanced, expanding Islamic civilization. This was a mystery because it begged the question of how God could allow Christian Europe to be defeated and challenged. European writers argued vigorously that their own faith was superior because they needed to discourage conversions to Islam and justify their leaders’ military endeavors against the Muslim threat. Their disdain for Islam was rooted in social and geopolitical realities rather than irrationality or intellectual weakness.3
Any attempt to survey centuries of widely-held perceptions necessarily paints the picture in broad strokes. Regardless of whether Europeans’ notions of Muslims were driven by incomprehensible blindness, as Daniel seems to suggest, or by political and social circumstances, as Tolan explains, a set of core themes emerged in European thought on Islam, and it dominated subsequent centuries. It is tempting to impute, as some have, a certain inevitability to the caricatures and misinformation perpetuated about Muslims, as if Europeans could not help themselves. Perhaps, some would argue, their patterns of thought were too parochial, too dominated by Christian paradigms, for them to conceive of a truly new approach to their neighbors to the east and south. According to this line of reasoning, Europeans did not possess the textual tools or habits of thought that might have enabled them to lower the volume on their venomous rhetoric and seek more accurate information about the other faith tradition. After all, the reasoning goes, there must be some explanation for the consistency, over centuries, in Christian writers’ perspectives on Islam. 
However, the very tenaciousness and consistency in the canon of images about Islam raises an even more vexing question: What explains the fact that some individuals did think differently, especially after centuries of warfare had conditioned most to see Muslims as perpetual enemies? Did those whose thinking took new paths have different political ties or economic interests than their contemporaries who perpetuated such negative portrayals and urged war against these menacing “others”? On what did they base their unconventional perspective? Thinkers who struggled against the currents of their day to encourage fresh thinking about Islam offer modern scholars fresh perspective on the foundations of such concepts as tolerance, traditionally associated with the Enlightenment.4 Because they were thinking in ways that were so atypical, they also raise questions about the role of social context in determining one’s inclinations toward other Religions. 
One such thinker was Juan Alfonso de Segovia (d. 1458), a Spanish theologian best known to scholars of the late medieval Church. He was one of the leading conciliarists at the Council of Basel (1431-1448).5 In the final years of his life, he left other works unfinished and dedicated his time to writing on the proper Christian stance toward the Muslim world. Segovia had been interested in Islam earlier, but he turned to this topic in earnest when news arrived at his alpine priory of the fall of Constantinople to the Turks in 1453. From his retirement in Aiton, in modern-day France, he wrote to Cardinal Juan de Cervantes in Seville, Nicholas of Cusa, French theologian Jean Germain, and Aeneas Sylvius Piccolomini, who was soon to be Pope Pius II.6 Segovia knew all four personally from his years at Basel. In these letters, some of which were quite lengthy, he argued vigorously that Christians should not wage war on Muslims. Though he enlisted historical precedent in his arguments, reminding his eminent readers that previous crusades had not succeeded, the authority he relied upon most heavily was undoubtedly scripture. This paper will explore the reasoning of this prolific and creative Castilian intellectual, focusing on his use of scripture in the arguments that he made to Jean Germain in December, 1455.7
Juan Alfonso de Segovia’s letter to Germain, dated December 18, 1455, was not his first contact with the French bishop and theologian concerning Christian Europe’s stance toward Islam. In July of that year, Juan had sent Germain a brief letter outlining his thought on the matter, together with a copy of a letter on the same subject that he had sent to Nicholas of Cusa a year earlier, a document of twenty to thirty folios, depending on the script.8 In the materials, Segovia had proposed a high-level dialogue between Christian notables and their Muslim counterparts and an end to war and calls for a crusade. He had argued that Christians should strive not to kill Muslims, but to convert them, a task best accomplished through peaceful presentation of the true teachings of Christianity.9 Germain’s reply was not what Segovia had hoped. No copies are extant, but from the Castilian’s response to it we can infer that Germain scoffed at Segovia’s proposals. In his December 1455 letter to Germain, Juan wrote that his correspondent had called them “difficult, not useful, dangerous, and scandalous.”10 It is Juan’s objection to the last two of these charges that offers the most striking glimpse at the scriptural foundations of his proposals for peaceful dialogue. 
In arguing that the dialogue he proposed was not dangerous, Segovia could have pointed to diplomats already operating in Ottoman lands or other such mundane examples of dialogues taking place with no harm to the parties involved. Instead, he reminded his French counterpart that, as the apostle Paul had stated, Christ would give the words and wisdom needed in order to be successful against all adversaries.11 In addition, he argued, any danger would be a danger only to the body. Had not Paul proclaimed that nothing, including danger or the sword, would separate Christians from the love of Christ? The apostle even wrote that because of Christ each day they were like lambs to the slaughter.12 Indeed, Segovia pointed out, the mission he proposed would not be any more dangerous than sending a few sheep out among wolves, which Christ himself had done. In fact, it would be less dangerous than engaging in wars. In adopting the way of peace and teaching instead of that of war, he wrote, Christians would be trusting not themselves, but God. This was precisely what their fathers had done, and they were freed from great dangers and gave thanks to God.13
Juan was at his most indignant when answering the charge that his proposals were scandalous. He compared the idea that converting the Muslims through the peaceful means of teaching was scandalous to an angel of Satan being transformed into an angel of light, or a person being scandalized by his own foot or hand. According to Segovia, nothing could be farther from the truth than the notion that peaceful teaching of the faith was scandalous to the Church.14
Contrasting his proposal with Germain’s call to arms, he conceded that Christ had sent his disciples out initially with no sack, bag, or shoes, but at the Last Supper had told each of them to take up a sack and a bag and to sell his tunic to buy a sword.15 This might seem to support those who would take up a sword against the Turks, but Segovia spent the next several folios explaining that the sword was not advisable and not likely to succeed. At the end of this discussion, he offered a new concept of sword that Christians could take up. The sword that Christians should brandish, he insisted, was the word of God, the two-edged sword that was more effective and more penetrating than all other swords. This sword had the power to divide souls and bind spirits and hearts together, and to detect innermost thoughts and intentions.16 So effective was this sword that if the Muslims heard the word of God, there could be little doubt that it would produce abundant results.17 He recalled that God had said that his word would not return to him empty, but would accomplish those things it was meant to do.18
Segovia was confident in his proposal that Christians should convert Muslims through peaceful preaching. His confidence came from the certainty that his plan conformed to God’s will as expressed in scripture. As he stated repeatedly, he was only advocating the approach that Christ himself had taken and urged on his followers. He wrote to Germain that the one who had told his disciples to go forth into the whole world and teach all nations had also promised to be with them until the end of time.19 Surely they could not fail. Those who read the gospel find there a command to love their enemies, do good to those who hate them, and pray for those who persecute and falsely accuse them.20 Segovia wrote that it was a malevolent soul that was saddened when an enemy who had been set on the right path escaped punishment.21 He reminded Germain that it is more loving to desire the transformation of enemies than to desire their punishment.22 Moreover, God did not support the quest for vengeance. Juan wrote that scripture taught that “whoever seeks to be avenged will find punishment from the Lord.”23 He acknowledged that there might be plenty of human laws that defined the circumstances under which a war was just, but he insisted that it was more worthy to act according to the laws of God and to recognize that God had reserved judgment to himself.24
Segovia’s path of peace would not only be preferable to that of war and closer to God’s own plans. It would be consistent with the very highest command that Christians had from Christ: to love. Reminding Germain that the command to love one’s neighbor as oneself was of paramount importance, Juan declared that nothing could be more loving than to work for the salvation of a neighbor’s soul.25 Germain had wondered how anyone could think of seeking peace with Muslims after what had happened in Constantinople, and Segovia dismissed this concern by recounting how Jesus had responded to those who had wronged him. Jesus had died on a cross in order to bring his persecutors around, and had even prayed that God would forgive them because they did not know what they were doing.26 Segovia thought this consummate act of God through Christ was particularly helpful in the crisis that confronted his world because the root of the Muslims’ animosity toward the Christians was precisely that they did not know what they were doing when they were killing Christians. They mistakenly thought that Christians worshipped more than one God.27 Juan’s proposed legation of peace would clarify the matter.28 He noted that Christ’s act of sacrifice on the cross had caused people to recognize their sin and error,29 suggesting that if Christians followed this path, the results would be same. The implication is that if Muslims were to see Christians as they really were, they would stop waging war against them. Peace would reign. If peace is of God, it could not be a scandal for those who love God’s ways.30
Juan de Segovia was surely not advocating a “live and let live” policy toward the Turks or toward Muslims more generally. In fact, in some sections of his works he reiterated the very denunciations of Islam that had become standard by his time. His goal was to persuade Christians to devote more energy to converting Muslims, if only through peaceful means. Thus his proposals would not fit most conceptions of religious tolerance. Nevertheless, his response to the events of 1453 differed dramatically from his peers’, and one cannot help noticing that his attitude toward Muslims, at least as expressed in passages such as those cited here, bordered on benevolence. Moreover, he did not set any deadline by which these conversion efforts must succeed, after which a more forceful approach would be justified. On the contrary, he argued that since peace and teaching were better strategies of conversion than war, haste had no place in the plans.31 Segovia was not arguing that peaceful dialogue aimed at conversion ought to be Christian Europe’s first line of defense, before more bellicose approaches were adopted. His argument was that peaceful teaching was the only approach that Christian scriptures supported. 
His strategy of drawing his support so heavily from the Bible complicates the conventional thinking on the intellectual origins of toleration. According to the standard narrative, this position became possible with the Reformation and the subsequent emergence of rationalism and the work of such thinkers as John Locke and John Stuart Mill.32 Juan’s letter to Germain lends further support to efforts such as those by Nederman and Laursen to challenge the conventional account of when (and indeed whether) the West embraced religious tolerance. Segovia’s argument cannot properly be called tolerance. Perhaps it is closer to what Cary Nederman and John Christian Laursen called concordance, in which one temporarily acknowledged and permitted other faiths to exist, yearning all the while for the ultimate triumph of the "true faith."33 Nevertheless, the Castilian theologian’s argument leans far enough in the direction of tolerance to suggest that European thinkers possessed sufficient textual and conceptual tools to arrive at theories of tolerance well before the traditional narrative claims that they were supposed to have them. The texts that Segovia cited and the arguments he advanced, taken to their logical conclusions, certainly would have supported a stance of religious toleration. It would not have been much of a leap. 
Others have insisted that discussions of interactions between religious groups need to focus on social history. In a recently published article, Charles Parker presented an examination of tolerance and violence under Dutch and Ottoman rule from just such a perspective and reminded us of recent scholarship that has focused on social interactions.34 The social and political context out of which Juan de Segovia emerged warrants our consideration, especially since scholars are quick to point out that, in Spain, Christians were more likely to interact with real Muslims than elsewhere in western Europe. Certainly the milieu in which Segovia spent the first decades of his life included Muslims, although apparently not many. He estimated that in the whole town there were barely fifty Muslims, and he described the great efforts he undertook ca. 1430 to find a Muslim interlocutor informed enough to discuss theology with him.35
The situation of the religious minorities in Castile, and Muslims in particular, in the early fifteenth century resists easy description. The traditional view has been that subject Muslims, or Mudéjars, typically lived in rural areas and earned their livelihood in agriculture and the building trades and thus existed outside the mainstream of Castilian social and power circles. Recent scholarship has shown that this view is distorted, and that the Muslim community included some whose connections with powerful noble families gave them a role in shaping political decisions in the kingdom.36 The fact that Christians in Spain could interact with Muslims at all made them an exception among western Europeans at the time, and it would be reasonable to expect that this environment, if any, would produce thinkers able to envision a less bellicose position toward the Muslim world. 
This was not the case. The fifteenth century saw the implementation of new measures aimed at separating Muslims and Jews from Christians and diminishing the position of these confessional minorities. During Juan de Segovia’s youth, Fernando de Antequera and Queen Catherine of Lancaster, co-regents during the minority of Juan II (1406-1419), imposed toughened restrictions on non-Christians in Castile. The preaching of Vincent Ferrer throughout the kingdom in 1411 prompted many baptisms and helped to create an atmosphere of suspicion toward Castile’s religious minorities. The war with the Muslim kingdom of Granada, which shared Castile’s southern border, continued off and on.37 The interaction between members of different faiths afforded by fifteenth-century Spanish society did not lead most intellectuals to cite the gospels in support of a policy of non-violence toward Muslims. In fact, most endorsed violence, not restraint.38 One could argue that the ongoing war and social tensions of fifteenth-century Castile contributed to the repeated calls for war found in many treatises at the time, but one could not then argue that this same milieu led Juan de Segovia to reject that approach. If social context is the proper place to search for the roots of animosity or accommodation toward another religion, we must also recognize the limits of its explanatory power. There is no context, social or historiographical, into which Juan de Segovia fits nicely. 
Instead, Segovia serves as a respite from the dumbfounded consternation that Norman Daniel’s work elicits, since his proposals were unconventional enough to muddle the narrative of longstanding bellicosity and disdain toward Islam. However, he also is an enigma for those who want to enlist social context as an explanation for violence to explain Segovia’s stance. The only scholars whose arguments are corroborated by Segovia’s works are those who aspire to challenge the conventional periodization of religious tolerance and question whether such a development really depended upon Enlightenment philosophy for its intellectual scaffolding. His arguments to Germain in 1455 show that Europeans had ample conceptual tools for arriving at such a stance, and that at least some were inclined to use these tools for a goal not all that distant from tolerance.
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  Religious Conflict in Early Modern India: Akbar and the House of Religious Assembly
Stephen P. Blake
Mughal India (1526-1739) was a land of bewildering cultural diversity. While the followers of the Mughal founder Zahir al-Din Babur (r. 1526-30) were Sunni Muslims, Jalal al-Din Akbar (r. 1556-1605), Babur’s grandson, faced the daunting challenge of trying to fashion an imperial system that would engage the energies and loyalties of the many different religious, ethnic, and tribal groups of early modern India. To institutionalize Mughal rule over a country as rich, populous, and diverse as India, Akbar had to reorganize both the military-administrative and the economic systems. For the imperial soldiers and officials he introduced the mansabdari system, a finely graded hierarchy of ranks and offices. Since the Mughal Empire had a predominately agrarian economy, Akbar began to reorder the land revenue system. By measuring the arable land and establishing a table of crop rates, he was able to dramatically increase imperial income, transforming the new system into a lucrative career for his newly-recruited officeholders. It is within this context of military-administrative and economic reorganization that Akbar’s approach to the problem of religious conflict must be examined. For a variety of reasons -- his own curiosity, the beliefs and practices of his Rajput (Hindu) wives, and the sense of crisis surrounding the end of the first millennium of the Islamic era (in 1592) -- Akbar constructed a House of Religious Assembly (Ibadat Khana) in his new capital city of Fathpur Sikri. During the period 1575-79, the emperor discussed issues of philosophy, belief, and practice with representatives from a wide variety of religious and sectarian persuasions -- Hindus, Jains, Zoroastrians, and Christians, as well as Muslims of both orthodox and heterodox inclinations. 
On ascending the throne in 1556, Akbar was a callow, untested thirteen-year old under the thumb of his guardian Abd al-Rahim Khan-i Khanan. In 1560, finally able to assert himself, he began construction on a new palace-fortress in Agra, the capital he had inherited from his father. Over the decade of the 1560s, however, none of his wives was able to provide him with a son and heir. In 1569, therefore, the young emperor sent his pregnant Rajput wife to Sikri, a village twenty-three miles west of Agra, where the leader of the Sufi Chishti order, Shaikh Salim Chishti, had his hermitage. Akbar had been a frequent visitor to the shrine of the Sufi saint, Muin al-Din Chishti, in nearby Ajmir, and he hoped that the Shaikh’s presence would prove auspicious. And so it turned out, when several months later Akbar was presented with a son, Salim, who later ruled as the emperor Jahangir. 
In 1571, when Jahangir was two years old, Akbar laid the foundations in Sikri of a new palace -- the center of a new capital city named Fathpur Sikri (or Sikri, place of victory). While the official histories point to the birth of Jahangir and the presence of Shaikh Salim Chishti as the controlling factors in Akbar’s decision, the desire for a new center of rule -- site of his far-reaching military-administrative and economic changes -- must also have played a role. In 1572, Shaikh Salim Chishti died, and in 1573, Akbar finished his conquest of the rich province of Gujarat. The following year, he erected a magnificent congregational mosque near the palace and, in 1575, construction began on the House of Religious Assembly. In 1585, a mere fifteen years after settling in the area, Akbar left his new capital for Lahore and the northwest, to meet the threat of the Uzbeks. For the remaining twenty years of his reign he returned to his new capital but once, for a brief visit.1
Akbar’s decision to build the House of Religious Assembly and to initiate a series of religious discussions was sparked in part by the approaching end of the first millennium of the Islamic era (1000 A.H. was 1592 CE). In late-sixteenth-century India, as in the Safavid (1501-1722) and Ottoman (1299-1922) empires, there was an upsurge in extremist religious activity. The leaders of several heterodox sects challenged the political as well as the religious status quo. Many claimed to be the Mahdi (Guided One); they proclaimed the end of the old political and religious orders and the beginning of something new and completely different. Of this phenomenon Ibn Khaldun, the fourteenth-century world historian, wrote: 
It has been well known ... by Muslims in every epoch, that at the end of time a man from the family ... will without fail make his appearance, one who will strengthen the religion and make justice triumph. The Muslims will follow him, and he will gain domination over the Muslim realm. He will be called the Mahdi. Following him, the anti-Christ will appear, together with all the subsequent signs of the hour.2

Echoing this sentiment, the historian Abd al-Qadir Bada’uni, a disappointed officeholder and critic of Akbar, wrote that the emperor, like many of the extremist prophets, believed that the imminent end of the millennium would mark the end of Islam, at least in its traditional form. Reflecting the charged atmosphere of the time, Bada’uni quoted the Ismaili poet, traveler, and religious revolutionary Nasir-i Khusrau (1004-78). 
I see in 992 [1584] two conjunctions, 
I see the sign of the Mahdi and that of the Antichrist; 
Either politics or religion must change, 
I clearly see the hidden secret.3

While the general sense of the poem is obvious -- the Great Conjunction of Jupiter and Saturn heralding revolutionary change -- Bada’uni probably intended a more specific meaning. For Khusrau, the eleventh-century radical, the revolution foretold for the late sixteenth century was necessarily vague. For Bada’uni, on the other hand, the moment was at hand, and he was quite certain about one of Khusrau’s protagonists. For him Akbar was the Antichrist (not the Mahdi), and it was a religious upheaval that he foresaw and feared. 
It was in this turbulent time of political, economic, social, and religious upheaval that Akbar initiated the House of Religious Assembly sessions. In the first three years (1575-77) the participants were primarily mainstream Muslims discussing traditional topics: the beliefs, customs, and practices of orthodox Islam. Scheduled on Friday, the major religious holiday, these discussions often lasted all night and into the next day. Akbar sat in the middle of the assembly and the other participants filled the four surrounding alcoves: the nobles to the east, the descendants of the Prophet to the west, the religious leaders to the north, and the religious specialists to the south.4
For Akbar, however, these early discussions proved unsettling. Driven by curiosity, the troubled tenor of the times, and the need to craft an imperial order hospitable to a wide range of ethnic, cultural, and religious beliefs and practices, the emperor found the petty wrangling, hide-bound conservatism, and parochial outlook of the orthodox extremely repugnant. Because of this experience Akbar decided to increase the number of participants and to expand the range of topics. By 1578, according to Abu al-Fazl, the sessions included “... Sufi, Philosopher, Orator, Jurist, Sunni, Shia, Brahman, Jain ... Nazarene, Jew, Zoroastrian, and others …”5
To get a sense of the atmosphere surrounding the House of Religious Assembly sessions and the challenges Akbar faced in crafting a solution to the problem of religious conflict, following is a brief look at some of the sectarian and religious groups at the Mughal court. 
MAHDAVIYYA
The Mahdaviyya sect was founded in India by Sayyid Muhammad Jaunpuri (1443-1505). A pious Sufi of the Chishti order, Sayyid Muhammad arrived in Ahmadabad in 1497, proclaiming the end of the age. Identifying himself as the Mahdi, he recruited a substantial following from the political and religious elite of western India, initiating a period of political and social upheaval. The sultan of Gujarat expelled Jaunpuri from his state in the early sixteenth century, and he emigrated to Khurasan in eastern Iran, where he died in 1505. Sayyid Muhammad’s followers in Gujarat formed residential communities modeled on Sufi hermitages. Sayyid Khundamir, Sayyid Muhammad’s successor, challenged the legitimacy of the later Gujarati sultans: “It has now become a general religious duty,” he wrote, “for all -- men, women, slaves, and freemen -- to unite and defeat the oppressors so that the faithful might be victorious.”6
Shaikh Mustafa Gujarati, Sayyid Khundamir’s successor and the Mahdaviyya leader of Akbar’s day, recruited followers from the disaffected Afghan tribal chieftains of Gujarat, but when the Mughals took over the province in 1572-73, his Afghan disciples were defeated and dispersed. Shaikh Mustafa’s father and eight other members of the community were executed, and Mustafa and his sons were imprisoned. In 1574, the Shaikh was brought to Fathpur Sikri, where he stayed for two years, participating in the House of Religious Assembly discussions and talking privately with Akbar. He died in 1576 at the age of 52. A fairly lengthy correspondence between Mustafa and Shaikh Mubarak, the father of Abu al-Fazl (author of The Akbar Nama), suggests that Mubarak was at least a sympathizer and possibly for a time a disciple. Furthermore, Shaikh Faizi, Abu al-Fazl’s brother, commissioned a biography of Sayyid Muhammad Jaunpuri, the Mahdavi founder. It is interesting to note that Bada’uni, in his discussion of the House of Religious Assembly, identified Shaikh Abdallah Niyazi Sirhindi, whose abandoned cell was the central room of the new building, not only as a Chishti disciple but as a Mahdaviyya as well. Thus, it appears that the radical, millennial ideas of the sect were much more popular and widespread and probably had a much greater influence on Akbar and his court than has heretofore been recognized.7
NUQTAVIYYA
The Nuqtavi sect was founded by an Iranian, Mahmud Pasikhani Gilani (d. 1428). Leading a life of piety and asceticism, Mahmud visited the holy cities of Mecca and Medina. He rebelled against taqlid (simple adherence to Islamic tradition) and, like many of the other messianic leaders, preached the need for tajdid (religious renewal). Mahmud maintained that the traditions and practices of traditional Islam had become outdated, and he preached a queer mixture of philosophical and religious ideas: There would not be a day of judgment, creation was eternal, and the Qur’an was the work of Muhammad. He also believed in transmigration and the spiritual significance of the sun (a Zoroastrian doctrine). His disciples called him the Shaikh-i Wahid (Unique One) and the Insan-i Kamil (Perfect Man) and, because he believed that the life span of Islam was 900 years, he claimed to be the Mahdi, the harbinger of a new age.8
In late-sixteenth-century India, the most important Nuqtavi leader was the Iranian Sharif Amuli. His Iranian followers had proclaimed him the Mujaddid (Renewer) of the Millennium, but he was expelled from the Safavid state in the late 1560s or early 1570s. He spent some time in Balkh, in Central Asia, and then emigrated to one of the Shiʻite states of the Deccan, probably Bijapur. While we don’t know much about his earlier life (either in Iran, Central Asia, or the Deccan), he burst into prominence soon after arriving in Fathpur Sikri in 1576. A skilled astrologer and a compelling speaker, he had no interest in the rituals and beliefs of traditional Islam. All of this made him very influential in the wide-ranging, heterodox discussions in the House of Religious Assembly, and he rose rapidly in the military-administrative hierarchy. In 1586, he was appointed Poet Laureate and Amin (Revenue Chief) and Sadr (Head of Religious Charity) of Kabul, and in 1591, he was sent to Bengal to fill the same two posts. In 1598, he was given the province of Ajmir as his revenue grant and soon after was raised to an exalted rank. Under Jahangir he was given a further promotion.9
At the Mughal court, Amuli and his followers enthusiastically promoted Nuqtavi beliefs and practices. Shaikh Mubarak was thought to be a member of the sect, and Iskandar Munshi, the court chronicler of the Safavid ruler Shah Abbas I, identified Abu al-Fazl as a fellow-traveler.10 Akbar patronized two prominent Nuqtavi poets, Vaqui Nishapuri and Tashbihi Kashani, and espoused (at least according to Bada’uni) several of the heretical Nuqtavi beliefs.11
In 1582 C.E. (990 A.H.), Sharif Amuli declared that Mahmud Pasikhani’s prediction of 150 years earlier referred to Akbar, and that the Mughal emperor was the Lord of the Age predicted by the Jupiter-Saturn Grand Conjunction of that year. Akbar, Amuli stated, would preside over a social and religious revolution, inaugurating a new era in which all religious differences would be abolished.12
AHMAD SIRHINDI
Another millenarian, eschatological figure at Akbar’s court was Shaikh Ahmad Sirhindi (1564-1624), the self-styled “Mujaddid (Renewer) of the Second Islamic Millennium.” While some nineteenth- and twentieth-century ideologues portrayed Shaikh Ahmad as an opponent of Akbar’s policy of religious toleration, to many orthodox Muslims of the late sixteenth century, the Shaikh, like the Mandavi and Nuqtavi leaders, was a heretic -- claiming an exalted status for himself. Sirhindi’s principal influence has usually been dated to the reign of Akbar’s son, Jahangir, and the most important of his writings, the Letters (Maktubat), were not begun until after his initiation into the Naqshbandi Sufi order in 1599 and the death of Akbar in 1605. However, recent research suggests that as a young and promising scholar he was invited in the early 1580s to Akbar’s court to assist Abu al-Fazl. At Fathpur Sikri he composed a work in Arabic on Islamic prophecy and, in the preface, described a debate he had with Abu al-Fazl, criticizing Akbar’s tolerant attitude toward Hindu beliefs and practices. Although Sirhindi’s criticism of the emperor may have pleased the orthodox, his later claim to be the “Renewer of the Second Islamic Millennium” did not. One of the famous Sufi leaders of Akbar’s time, ‘Abd al-Haq Dihlawi, wrote that Sirhindi, like the Mahdavi leader Sayyid Muhammad Jaunpuri, claimed to be the Mahdi.13
SHAH ISMAIL
For the orthodox Sunni scholars, teachers, and mosque officials of late-sixteenth-century India, the Shiʻite emigrants from Safavid Iran were just as heretical as the local Nuqtavi and Mandavi converts. Shah Ismail (r. 1501-24), founder of the Safavid Dynasty, had absorbed the extremist, millenarian atmosphere of the age. In his poetry he proclaimed himself to be the Mahdi, a reincarnation of Ali and a manifestation of God.14 Beginning his career as the charismatic master of the Safaviyya Sufi order, Ismail parlayed his semi-divine status into military and political success. While his claim to be divinely anointed was weakened by his defeat at the hands of the Ottomans in 1514, Ismail’s successors, Tahmasp and Abbas, retained a measure of his sanctity. Abd al-Qadir Bada’uni noted that many of Akbar’s supporters had urged him to follow Ismail’s example,15 and the author of the Maʻasir al-Umara, the mid-eighteenth century biographical dictionary, observed that the members of Akbar’s order compared him, in his role as master, to Shah Ismail.16 Finally, Abu al-Fazl wrote: “At the close of the millennium why didn’t Akbar make use of the sword like Ismail.”17
After the fractious but enlightening discussions in the House of Religious Assembly (1575-79), Akbar decided to develop a new policy to deal with the religious conflicts among the members of his new imperial order. This approach, called “sulh-i kull,” emerged during the period 1579-82 with the help of Abu al-Fazl and his father, Shaikh Mubarak.18 Usually translated “universal peace” or “absolute toleration,” the phrase is better rendered, it seems to me, as “lasting reconciliation” or “definitive treaty.” The secondary meaning of “sulh” -- “reconciliation,” “treaty,” or “truce” -- captures more completely Akbar’s intent, which was not to establish perfect harmony among the competing religious and sectarian groups at the Mughal court, but rather to achieve a kind of modus vivendi. 
The emperor aimed his new policy of “lasting reconciliation” at two quite different audiences: the one non-Muslim and the other Muslim. In 1578-79, Akbar had become more interested in the non-Muslim religious groups of the subcontinent -- Hindus, Jains, Zoroastrians, and Christians. Because Muslims were a decided minority in Mughal India, Akbar decided early in his career to conciliate the Hindu majority. In 1563, he abolished the pilgrimage tax on Hindus, the next year he eliminated the jiziya (canonical head tax on non-Muslims), and in 1565, he gave a land grant to a Hindu temple. After 1579, Hindu mystics and Brahmin priests began to frequent the discussions in the House of Religious Assembly and to engage in private conversations with the emperor.19 During this period also, Akbar began to appoint high-ranking Rajputs to important state offices: Todar Mal was made prime minister in 1582 and Raja Bhagwant Das was appointed governor of Punjab in 1583. Although Akbar had always allowed his Rajput wives to follow their own customs, in the 1580s he began to participate in their religious ceremonies himself, commemorating the Hindu festivals of Diwali, Dussehra, Vasant, and Holi.20
The other three non-Muslim religions of the day -- Jainism, Christianity, and Zoroastrianism -- carried less weight. Although Akbar had met Jain monks as early as 1568, the Gujarat campaign of the early 1570s was his first introduction to Jainism in a serious way. After returning to Fathpur Sikri, he began to include Jains in the religious discussions, his interest peaking in 1583 when he invited the Jain monk Hiravijaya Suri and sixty-seven of his followers to the capital. The order which he issued in the late 1580s prohibiting animal slaughter during the twelve days of the principal Jain festival and, of course, his adherence to the doctrine of ahimsa (non-killing) are the most obvious examples of Jain influence.21
The Portuguese Jesuits of Goa and Surat also came to Akbar’s attention during the Gujarat campaign. The first Jesuit mission arrived in Fathpur Sikri in 1580 and remained for about two years. While the Christians participated in the discussions in the House of Religious Assembly, the conflicting accounts of Father Monserrate, a member of the delegation, on the one hand, and Bada’uni and Abu al-Fazl, on the other, make forming an accurate judgment of their influence difficult. The emperor seems to have been impressed by the piety and simple lifestyle of the priests. Although Akbar had the Gospels, Psalms, and Pentateuch translated into Persian and allowed the priests to build churches in Agra, Fathpur Sikri, and Lahore, they were certainly self-deluded in thinking that he was about to convert.22
Apart from Hinduism, the non-Islamic religion that had the greatest impact on Akbar was Zoroastrianism, partly because of its Iranian origin: the language of the scriptures and priests was Persian, the lingua franca of the Mughal Empire. The Zoroastrian belief in the sacredness of the sun, symbolized by the perpetually burning sacred fire, also reinforced a Hindu doctrine that had attracted Akbar. The emperor first encountered Zoroastrian holy men during the Gujarat campaign, and in 1578, he invited the distinguished scholar Dastur Mehrji Rana to come to Fathpur Sikri and join the newly-expanded religious discussions. Some of Akbar’s innovations in the 1580s also suggest Zoroastrian influence. In 1584, he established a new solar era using the 30-day months of the Zoroastrian calendar. He also decreed that the ancient Iranian festival of Nau Ruz (New Year) on 21 March mark both the first day of the new year and the first day of his reign. In addition, he ordered Abu al-Fazl to maintain a Zoroastrian sacred fire at court, before which the emperor prostrated himself.23
The second part of Akbar’s “lasting reconciliation” policy aimed to mitigate religious conflicts among Muslims, who comprised the overwhelming majority of Mughal officeholders. The first step took place in June 1579, when Abu al-Fazl and his father convinced Akbar to read the khutba (Friday sermon) in the central mosque of Fathpur Sikri. While the accounts of the two principal historians -- Abu al-Fazl and Bada’uni -- differ on Akbar’s performance, this reading marks, it is important to note, the beginning of Akbar’s efforts to impose order on the quarreling Muslims of his court. The second step followed closely: two months later, in August, Abu al-Fazl and his father drafted a mahzar (a document attested by others) that proclaimed Akbar the adjudicator of religious disputes -- both those between Sunnis and Shiʻites and among the representatives of the four schools of law. Since the emperor’s decisions had to follow the broad dictates of Islamic law, the document was signed by the leaders of the religious establishment. As the result of these conditions and the fact that Akbar never actually exercised the authority granted by the mahzar, it is an anachronistic overstatement to call the document, as some have, an “infallibility decree.”24 Rather, it was part of his larger effort to bring order to Indian Islam. 
The third and most controversial part of Akbar’s program was the Tauhid-i Ilahi (Divine Monotheism), the sufi-like imperial order that he founded.25 This order has been misunderstood by the earlier generation of scholars -- in particular H. Blochmann, the translator of the Ain, and Vincent Smith -- as Akbar’s attempt to end religious conflict in Mughal India by starting a new religion -- a misinterpretation reflected in their use of Bada’uni’s phrase “Din-i Ilahi” or “Divine Faith” for the new group.26 While I do not want to review the entire literature or to revisit all of the arguments, it seems to me that Akbar’s new order is best understood in the context of his “lasting reconciliation” strategy, as a way of mitigating conflict among the Muslims of his court. 
Most of the early, high-ranking members of the new order were Muslim (eighteen of the nineteen named in the Ain.) While some later members were Hindu, the Tauhid-i Ilahi in its organization and ceremony was primarily modeled after the Sufi mystical orders of northern India. In the Ain-i Akbari, Abu al-Fazl discussed Akbar’s new order under the rubric “rules for the disciples (ain-i iradat-i guzinan).”27 “Iradat” was the Sufi term for discipleship and in the contemporary sources the members of the new order were referred to as “disciples” (“murids”) and their relationship with Akbar as “discipleship” (“muridi”).28 In early modern India, initiates into a Sufi order had to meet four conditions: acceptance by the master, shaving the beard, investment with a cloak or hat, and swearing an oath.29 Akbar’s Tauhid-i Ilahi seems to have been based on this model. Akbar himself and many of his followers shaved their faces and, like Sufi novices, the Mughal candidates placed their heads at Akbar’s feet, receiving a picture of the emperor (instead of the usual cloak), and agreeing to abide by certain rules of conduct. Akbar touched the candidate’s turban and then replaced it on his head. 
Akbar expected his disciples to be in the vanguard of his “lasting reconciliation” movement. The author of the Maʻasir al-Umara wrote that “The dictum of sulh-i kull was honored at the court ... .”30 And Jahangir, Akbar’s son and successor, singled out one Shaikh Ahmad Lahauri “who from my princehood had filled the relationship of service and discipleship (muridi) ... .” For Jahangir, such a disciple (murid) “must not confuse or darken his time with sectarian quarrels, but must follow the rule of sulh-i kull in his relations with men of different faiths.”31
The emperor Akbar faced a tremendous challenge in his effort to create a new imperial system in Mughal India. While the opposition to his reorganization of the land revenue and military-administrative systems was wide-spread, the sectarian and religious conflicts among the members of his new state were even more intense and divisive. The majority of his followers were orthodox Muslims and their certainties had been shaken by the millenarian movements of the time as well as by the emperor’s tolerance of the local non-Islamic groups. The sessions in the House of Religious Assembly seem to have been intended, at least in part, as a way for Akbar to gauge the breadth and intensity of the religious and sectarian divide. After five full years of inquiry and debate Akbar was spurred to action, developing a wide-ranging and broad-minded policy that required, at least among the higher-ranking officeholders, an unusual degree of religious and sectarian tolerance. While the emperor’s strategy of “lasting reconciliation” didn’t fully outlive the reign of his successor, it is a fascinating example of an unusually open-minded approach to the problem of religious conflict in an extraordinarily crowded and explosive religious and sectarian milieu.
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  Violence and the State in Sixteenth-Century France
Denis Crouzet
The purpose of this paper is to show that, in different ways, the relation of the monarchic state to violence underwent a decisive change that had two phases. During the first part of the sixteenth century, monarchical power was defined as violent power. Then, at the time of the Wars of Religion, it came to be represented as a preeminently non-violent power.1
A VIOLENT KING
The imagery of the monarchy in the early Renaissance, contrary to what one might think, was built on images of violence, intended to create a sphere of legitimacy and thus obedience. As we know, the king possessed a kind of sacredness conferred on him by his coronation, which made him the living representation of Christ on earth, whose mission was to maintain peace and justice among his subjects. From the reign of Charles VIII (r. 1483-1498) on, there was a perceptible tendency towards what may be called over-sacralization of the king’s person.2 Violence was at the heart of this tendency, for it gave dynamic force to the sanctity claimed by the sovereign.
The Italian wars were caused by the assertion of claims to the Kingdom of Naples and the duchy of Milan, but also, and equally so, by a necessity for the king to show himself to his people as a king of violence, who, like Charles VIII or François I (r. 1515-1547), did not hesitate to expose his body to enemy blows.3 In French chronicles of the Battle of Fournoue against the Italian confederates (1495), it was shown as an act of justice accomplished by the king with divine help.4 When the arm of the king struck down the enemies of France, chroniclers saw justice punishing the disloyalty of forsworn enemies. It was thus a victory over sinful men, the enemies of God. Accounts describe the king at the forefront of the battle, in the midst of a storm, his sword in hand. He, himself, killed two Venetian patricians, and put three others to flight, which left him cut off in the midst of the combat. Even though his knights and the army also were fighting, the narrative centers the description of the battle on the king’s actions and his willingness to sacrifice himself. The outcome of the battle showed, say the texts, how the king as the elect of God defeated evil men who followed their passions, in a time and space that became sanctified. The Battle of Fournoue is seen as a miracle which, through the violence used by the king and his army, confirmed the holiness of the sovereign: There was in him a force exercised by God himself.
All French kings of the early Renaissance had themselves presented through an imaginaire in which they appeared as warlike sovereigns who fulfilled a divine will for justice by leading their nobles into Italy. They claimed to be instruments of the will of God. The blood of enemies spattering their armor was like a second anointing with holy oil. Louis XII at the Battle of Agnadelo (14 May 1509) is shown as feeling neither doubt nor fear as he rained down blows on the enemy. If exhaustion prevented him from continuing to fight, he was still believed to be under divine protection, since he escaped from all who sought to attack him.5 The battle was a judgment of God. It proved that the king of France was the elect among Christian princes, just as David was the elect of God.
François I marks the apogee of this type of representation of the royal person as a manifestation of divinity. His victory of Marignano in 1515, on the feast of the Holy Cross, consecrated the king as another Constantine, prefiguring the coming of a universal monarchy. Here too, the king was a king of total violence, not afraid of the disarray of combat, a king who had ignored and scorned death.6 Even his defeat at Pavia in 1525 was transformed by royal mythographers into a divine sign. The king was defeated, to be sure, but the official narrative arranged a kind of historical recovery operation. The chronicles describe how dead bodies piled up around François I and all his commanders were killed by the imperial forces. But he refused to surrender; he continued to fight and to risk death; he fought “until his strength was exhausted” and if, finally he was taken captive and did not die on the field of battle, it was because he was too exhausted to be able to fight any longer, not because he surrendered or gave up. He was shown as resembling Christ, wounded, his face stained with blood, mocked by enemy soldiers. His being made a prisoner did not mean renouncing the sacrificial exposure of himself to violence. Death did not want to take him, say the texts; a shot from an arquebus was shown to have struck a relic of the Cross that he wore around his neck. This was a judgment from Heaven;7 by saving him God showed that, in spite of the warning given by the defeat, he was His representative as king on earth. The defeat was only a trial that he had to undergo, to test him and bring him closer to the sufferings of Christ. It did not indicate a lack of holiness, but on the contrary, showed that he, of all Christian monarchs, was the closest to God. Its purpose was to draw attention to the great sins of his people, which were the cause of the catastrophe. The judgment of God was turned into an affirmation of royal grandeur and power.
One sees, then, that war partook of the sacredness of the Renaissance king, who used it to demonstrate the virtus divina (divine power) that made him an intermediary between his people and God. Royal violence, in battle, allowed the sovereign to demonstrate the nearness of his earthly being to God.8
The emblem of the salamander chosen by François I also illustrates how royal violence was central to the political representation of the monarchy. The motto accompanying the creature with flame issuing from its mouth was: “I feed on good fire and I extinguish evil fire.” The salamander destroyed the fire of harmful and destructive passions that prompted subjects to vices and foreign princes to unjust wars. It indicated that violence was necessary so that the king could realize the mission providentially conferred upon him by God, a mission recalled in prophecies describing how the destruction of infidels and unbelievers was to be accomplished by the French monarchy. War was shown as a duty, as an act of purification. Its counterpart was the good fire that nourished the salamander, the fire of charity. The war king of the early Renaissance also was a charitable prince; indeed, it was his duty in charity to expose his body, on behalf of his people and all Christian peoples, in the dangerous and turbulent world of battles. His violence, when used, was seen as absolutely just, directed against allegedly impious rulers, such as the kings of Naples (under Charles VIII), the blasphemous and arrogant Venetians and a corrupt pope (Louis XII), or a traitorous emperor (François I).9
Through the orchestration of royal imagery, violence played a large part in the equilibrium in political development achieved during the first half of the sixteenth century. From the 1550s on, it also was apparent that the period of the Italian wars coincided with an era of serenity for the aristocracy and nobility. The monarchy was no longer confronted, as it had been in the fifteenth century, with conspiracies and revolts of nobles that threatened its stability.10 The one exception was an abortive uprising made by the Constable of Bourbon in 1523.11 The monarchic state seemed to have harnessed to its purposes the nobility’s potential for violence by giving it free exercise in the European conflicts. The nobility thus found itself integrated into the logic of an imagined world centered on the holy wars of the king.
Laurent Bourquin’s work on the Champagne region has shown that the reign of François I led to a blossoming of personal relations between the king and local noble lineages. The great nobles of Champagne fought in the Italian wars in great numbers, carried along by a historical movement, which may seem in retrospect like a royal stratagem for social control. The nobility was led to satisfy its ontological need for glory and honor in the sacral exaltation of a monarchy renewed by war. Bourquin describes the creation of a kind of “brotherhood in battle” with the king.12 Having a role in society’s wider purposes, nobles were no longer so aggressive in seeking royal favor. War was thus beneficial to state power. It was certainly a test of the sacred role of the king, but at the same time it created a common epic adventure; it allowed the nobility to acquire honor, and capitalize on it from generation to generation.13
Here too, violence seems to have been necessary for the construction of a renewed royal state. It was a means for the state to reduce the violence that traditionally had menaced its existence, and to appropriate or cannibalize it.
Finally, it should be noted that there was another aspect to the relationship between the pre-1560 royal state and violence. According to absolutist theories of monarchy, the king had both the right and duty to put down with his sword of justice all who opposed the mission of monarchy. It was his duty to act against heretics. Already in 1518, François I had received a Raphael painting, sent by the pope, which showed Saint Michael striking down the devil. He was being asked to contemplate his own role, and being encouraged to persevere in it. In 1559, the engraver Jean Duvet identified Henri II with the archangel casting the enemies of God into infernal darkness.
In 1535, François I made his position clear in a speech in which he compared heresy to a poison that could kill the body politic. If his own arm were infected, he would cut it off; if his own children were tainted, he would sacrifice them.14 It was thus vitally necessary to prosecute the heretics, who were an insult to God and a public scandal, and punish them with fire and sword. This repression was portrayed as a remedy for violence. Heresy was a crime of lese majesté against divine and human authority, because the heretic was an emissary of the devil. The heretic was a seducer, who, by attracting souls to him, caused their spiritual death. He was performing a violent act and royal justice had to act against him because the sovereign was responsible to God for the souls committed to his care.
At the head of the punishments available to the king was the stake. As with the violence of battle, the violence meted out at the stake “expressed the signal quality” of the divine grace possessed by the king, and displayed it in dramatic form. Capital punishment as an expression of the law “comes from the capacity of the Magistrate to hand out death while himself transcending it.” It was a discourse on the sacred function of the monarchy and on the monopoly of violence which that implied. As with battle, it occurred rarely; in the jurisdiction of the parlement of Paris there were twenty-four executions between November 1534 and December 1535, thirty-nine between May 1547 and March 1550. According to David El Kenz, it was a political demonstration of sovereign authority, of the king’s ability to purify the realm by carrying out a sacrifice.15
FACTORS OF CHANGE
After 1559, the imagery of relations between the monarchy and violence changed radically, for several reasons. First, the Treaty of Cateau-Cambrésis (1559) brought a sudden end to the Habsburg-Valois wars, and thereby broke a dynamic of representation. There had been a system in which war was expected to go on forever, because it allowed the king to dramatize and thus consecrate his sacred nature by offering himself as a sacrifice, but Henri II now put an end to the system. The reactions, which can be found in the memoirs of contemporary nobles, are very significant. With one stroke of the pen the king erased a past full of honor and glory; the texts say he deprived his nobility of the honor and glory they had won on the battlefields of Italy.16 The peace with Spain also deprived the king of some of his sacred quality; it hinted at latent conflict between the king and the nobility, even in the dreams of one of Henri’s favorites, Montluc. When Henri was killed in a tournament by a blow from the count of Montgomery, Montluc was far away from Paris, but he saw the king’s death in a dream the night before it happened. Certainly this was a traditional type of dream warning, but it is impossible not to read it as a Freudian expression of a repressed desire, indicating an unconscious conflict with the king who, in making peace with Spain, had broken the thread of history and broken the imagery of his own power, by depriving the nobility of the opportunity to seek honor.17
The image of the self-sacrificing monarch also suffered a destructive shock from the king’s death. The Calvinists saw a link between his death and the persecutions that the followers of the Gospel had suffered in his reign, particularly after the Chambre Ardente was established in 1547.18 The king was a persecutor, they maintained, and God had chastised him in a biblical way. The right to use the sword against the Huguenots, which he asserted, was contrary to the divine will. The sacrifice that the monarchic state claimed to be performing for God, by burning heretics, was a sacrifice against the will of God. Here was a fundamental inversion of meaning: in the Huguenot discourse royal violence became a negative sign, showing that the king lived in ignorance of God, in evil. At the other extreme, after 1561, Catholic preachers and apologists maintained that a king who tolerated heretics in his kingdom brought divine justice down on himself. They made the holiness of the king conditional on his ability to exterminate the Huguenots. Thus, on both sides of the religious divide, factors that destabilized the royal ideology were at work.
This destabilization can be seen working along several axes. The first was spectacular. In 1558, a Chancellery clerk, named Caboche, flung himself on the king, knife in hand, shouting, “Coward, I must kill you.”19 It seems that he was acting on religious motives, as his two brothers were imprisoned as heretics at Meaux. The king, hitherto a dispenser of violence through the strength given his sword by God, suddenly became an object of violence. Even apart from the conspiracy of Amboise in March 1560, which was an attempt both to take control of the person of the king and to present him with a Calvinist confession of faith, trouble was spreading through the kingdom. Both Catholics and Protestants used violence in defiance of royal ordinances and edicts demanding civil peace on pain of judicial punishment for violators. The Huguenots were increasingly committing acts of iconoclasm and occupying churches to turn them into Protestant temples. Royal officers either stood by passively or were powerless to stop these public deeds. The violence was not, it is true, explicitly directed against royal authority. The Catholics, meanwhile also were breaking the civil peace; groups of militants organized in confréries to attack Huguenots who were gathered for communion services, and massacred some of them according to rituals that showed a victory of divine justice over demonic forces conjured forth by Satan. The full monopoly on the use of violence claimed by the monarchy was now lost.20
Further, even though the official discourse on both sides never directed violence against the person of the king, who was shielded from attack while his evil councilors were denounced, it still can be decoded in a more radical way on a symbolic or unconscious plane. The Calvinists, in 1562, when they were destroying wooden and stone images in churches in the towns they controlled, sometimes went further: at the Hôtel de Ville in Orléans the sculptures of kings were thrown down and destroyed. At Notre-Dame de Cléry the statue of Louis XI was broken. The heart of the young king, François II, was exhumed and then chewed by some soldiers. The same may be said of the words of an iconoclast, as reported to Blaise de Montluc, who refused to obey the king’s law and called Charles IX a “petit reyot de merde” (a shitty little king) who ought to be made to work as his subjects did. At Angoulême, the tombs of François I’s ancestors were opened and the skeletons burned.21 A certain kind of violence seems to have been at work, at times and at a symbolic level, which denied the sacred nature of royalty, and held that the royal person was only a human being. This violence existed at the margin of an official Calvinist discourse, which remained faithful to Calvin’s teaching that submission to the magistrate is the will of God, even when the magistrate is unjust.
Thus very rapidly, in the space of a few months, there was a complete reversal; the monarchy, from being the only font of a sacrificial violence expressing its sacred nature, and maintaining the order of the Christian world in alliance with God, became a target, directly or indirectly, explicitly or implicitly, of violent demonstrations in which this role was appropriated by others. The crown became a target for religious factions, behind which were aristocratic pressure groups and their clienteles. And, although these disputes were very isolated prior to 1567, with the outbreak of the second and especially the third civil war mention must be made of the fact that on the edges of Huguenot polemical discourse there appeared a direct questioning of royal authority: the figure of a king who had a contract with his people and could be deposed if he governed against public good and sought to turn them away from God by violence.22 In a few publications, which, however, seem revealing, there is no longer a question of a king badly advised but of a tyrant king. On the Catholic side, when the monarchy imposed coexistence between religions -- first in 1562, then with edicts of pacification in 1563, 1568, and 1570 -- the rhetoric of the preachers was unleashed, sometimes suggesting that the law of the king must not take precedence over the law of God.23 Outbreaks of violence increased: Protestants chased from their homes by the war were massacred when they returned; followers of the Gospel were assaulted when they returned from preaching. Even in peacetime the royal law was constantly being confronted with words or deeds that led to tense situations.
When faced with these attempts at usurping royal authority, the monarchy had a clear reply, formulated around a new claim. War was no longer glorified as it had been previously; on the contrary, war was an evil whose power had to be broken before a new golden age could begin. The sacred foundation of royalty, complemented by the consecration at coronations, was henceforth the refusal of violence.
A NON-VIOLENT KING
The important point in explaining how these forms of argumentation emerged is that there was a change in both political representation and practice, and that this transformation led to a decentering of violence. A different image of the king and his state was now exalted and supported by two major philosophical systems.
During the Wars of Religion, the king no longer based the sacred character of his office on his sacrificial capacity to exercise or to repress violence but, on the contrary, on his desire to maintain peace among his subjects through his laws. From a king of violence he became a king of non-violence. In continuity with this displacement, at the center there was also a “demilitarization” of the king’s person. From the death of Henri II to that of Henri III, the king no longer fought at the head of his armies; he let his favorites or a younger brother lead them into battle. His primary mission was to prevent civil violence, insofar as that was possible, because when violence was unleashed barbarism took over and there was no more justice.
A first expression of this ideological change was at work until 1567. It was put in place by Chancellor Michel de l’Hospital, who defined the king’s mission very precisely. If there was religious division in the kingdom, it was because the French people had, since the beginning of the century, neglected their virtues and abandoned themselves to their vices: luxury, ambition, greed, lust. God had punished them by sending religious division that was less a cause of division than itself a result of division, according to Michel de l’Hospital. The violence between Catholics and Huguenots in which both parties sought to defeat each other and conquer the kingdom for their own religion only plunged the state and the people deeper into evil. To imagine that violence could reduce the religious divisions -- by the use of passions working cruelly and wickedly -- was to make use of evil, even to advance further in evil. It was not for men, by their own means, to put an end to a punishment from God, for violence was a figure of the evil by which they incurred divine wrath. Violence was sin. What was needed was to pray and ask God’s pardon for the sins that had caused a rival faith to appear in the kingdom. Only God could put an end to religious division, and no one could know when that would happen.
The role of the king was vital. For l’Hospital, the king was chosen by God not to make war, but to make justice reign and to fight against passions. He should do everything possible to prevent war; he should impose peace on the parties concerned. The paradigm of the prince was that of a Stoic emperor ruling in full control of his passions, and against the passions of his subjects. L’Hospital, who was influenced by Erasmus, sought to impose a vision of political order in which the state followed the doctrines of Christ, teaching and demonstrating to all that peace should unite men for eternity. War and violence were evils. In the field of international relations, the only acceptable wars were those to defend the king’s subjects against the aggression of greedy and ambitious sovereigns. In the domestic field, the king’s law should always be used to prevent civil troubles.
The model of the good king was Solomon, not David. It was that of a king who was both judge and arbiter; he did not seek to use violence against the wicked and unjust, for they were only wicked and unjust through blindness. He should use his right of pardon, which was not a defeat of absolute power but rather its finest expression. By preventing his subjects from tearing each other apart he appeared as a model, showing that love prevails over hate. Violence consists in denying the holiness of this sovereign.24
A second variation of this reorientation of the ideology of power can be found in the immediate entourage of Catherine de Medici and, particularly, her sons Charles IX and Henri III. It was inspired by the Neoplatonist Florentine philosophy of the late fifteenth century, which was popularized in the second half of the sixteenth century by the poet Pierre de Rondard and the philosopher Loys Le Roy. Here, too, it was the king’s business to do everything possible to prevent violence that pitted one group of his subjects against another. When Catherine entrusted the education of her sons to Bishop Jacques Amyot, she wanted a king who would be, according to Amyot, a philosopher king in the manner of Plato. He should be familiar with all of the sciences and thus he should possess the mysteries of the universe. Knowledge became synonymous with access to the divine because it gave the virtue of wisdom by making known the order of creation as a harmonious order divinely created. Knowledge was substituted for violence. One part of the work of a king became the contemplation of harmony. The other part was to try to bring the base human world, divided and corrupted by human passions, back towards that divine harmony. Once again, violence was the exact opposite of good statesmanship. The king had to do everything possible to avoid violence. As a king he had to show love towards his subjects, governing with prudence but also with cunning to bring them into the union and concord demanded by God. This was the concept of royal power that Charles IX, aided by his mother, put in play between the pacification of Saint Germain (8 August 1570) and the massacre of Saint Bartholomew (24 August 1572), as may be illustrated by the clever plan that allowed the marriage of a Catholic princess, Marguerite de Valois, and a Protestant prince, Henri of Navarre, to be celebrated with great solemnity as a great ritual of peace that would open a golden age of reconciliation between the religious factions.25
If the rejection of violence characterized the political ideology of a monarchy incessantly under the pressure of violent events, it was nonetheless true that, in these particular circumstances, the political project of the royal state of the last Valois kings included violence in several particular types of occasions.
First, the monarchy, even if unwillingly, had to go to war when the balance of forces left no other alternative. This happened in March and April 1562 after the ardently Catholic Duke François de Guise massacred a group of Calvinists at Vassy, and touched off, through a kind of long-range coup d’état, a mechanism of conflict that the monarchy could not stop, in spite of all its efforts. Catherine de Medici and her advisors had to go to war, under pressure from the Catholic triumvirs (including Guise), and from a Huguenot faction that was occupying many towns in the kingdom. But as soon as she regained a position of force, Catherine returned to what she herself termed a “work of goodness and humanity,” the quest for civil peace (the Peace of Amboise, March 1563). If, in 1567, the crown agreed to a war against the Protestants, it was because Prince Louis de Condé had attempted to seize the royal family, in a conspiracy known as the Surprise of Meaux. In 1568, the monarchy took the initiative by trying to arrest the Huguenot leaders and then throwing itself into an all out war against the Calvinist dissidents; this was undoubtedly to prevent an internationalization of the religious conflict and an ideological radicalization of Protestant political thought.
Under the reign of Henri III the same pattern can be seen: war was not an end in itself. The monarchy used it only to regain control of the center of power when it felt weakened by the schemes and rivalries of Catholics and Protestants, and by the pressures they both could put on the royal state. It was never a war to the death, seeking to obliterate the enemy; force was used to restore stability to an unfavorable situation, and to assemble the basis for a peace in which the king could again work to moderate human passions.26 There was a realistic acknowledgment of the need to resort to war to advance a pacifist utopia supported by royal power.
The recourse to violence by the royal crown was exceptional. It was a kind of trick played on history. As soon as the peace was signed, as for instance at the entry of Charles IX into Rouen, 12 August 1563, the triumph of peace over war was celebrated; a temple of Janus was erected before the cathedral and the king closed its doors as a sign of the end of a period of barbarism and unhappiness. The king held the keys to the temple in one hand and in the other he held Mars, the god of war, in chains. There could be no better illustration of the ideological shift of the monarchy.
It was not only war that could, in exceptional circumstances, bring violence into the royal sphere of action. The other side of the picture was assassination, when the power of the monarch was confronted with an impasse that threatened to precipitate the kingdom into civil war. Violence then became one of the ways to preserve peace and defend the kingdom from misfortune. In this respect, too, realism had a place in the peaceful utopia. The black legend that attaches to the last Valois kings and their mother must be altogether rejected. Even though they were probably familiar with the thought of Machiavelli, they were never “Machiavellian.” Crime surfaced as an instrument of government only when there was an urgent need to weaken or neutralize the forces of violence and war. That was what happened on Saint Bartholomew’s Day, 1572. The policy of bringing about a new age of peace and concord by the marriage of Marguerite de Valois and Henri de Navarre has already been mentioned. Its aim was to perpetuate a peace that the rulers believed conformed to the will of God. The attack on Admiral Coligny, wounded by a hidden sniper who succeeded in escaping, upset this plan. The Huguenots demanded justice, against Guise, whom they suspected of being behind the plot. If they did not obtain justice, there was a risk of an all out war against a king who could be identified as an unjust prince. The extremist Catholics in Paris, on the other hand, considered that the attack was done in obedience to God’s word, and obviously the monarchy could not act against the duke of Guise. Thus this situation, when all avenues seemed blocked, was probably what decided Charles and his mother to carry out a massacre of the military leaders of the Huguenots who were born in Paris. But the enthusiasm of the Parisian Catholics led to the massacre of several thousand people.
Violence was the hidden face of a policy of concord. The same occurred in 1588, when King Henri III had the duke of Guise and his brother the cardinal assassinated in turn. Here again was an act of the monarchy, by which the king thought he could regain control over events, and above all, avoid the logic of history imposed on him by the duke of Guise and the Catholic League. This policy would have involved the monarchy in a war of extermination against the Protestants, a bloody war of extermination that went against Henri III’s humanist principles. The search for peace was disguised behind the king’s crimes, whose aim was to weaken the League by depriving it of its charismatic leader, and thus give the initiative in the political game back to the crown. The crime came from a philosophy of struggle against violence, against the inhumanity of a war that was a cause of suffering to all the king’s subjects.
A Catholic vision of violence was ranged against the Valois monarchy of peace. This violence stemmed from an appropriation of God-given violence by those who put all their faith in a will to combat evil. This is what happened from 1585 on with the League. For the Leaguers, the only legitimate king was one who exercised his violence against heretics. If he did not do this, his power was questioned. And he could be deposed, and it was the duty of zealous Catholics to assume the mission of combating the enemies of God. When Jacques Clement killed King Henri III in 1 August 1589, the crisis reached its height; the king was put to death in the name of the violence of God carried out by the arm of the chosen. The violence was a sign of divine punishment.
The last question to be considered is the following: during the first half of the sixteenth century, royal power was built on the double image of a king fighting his enemies and striking down with a sword of justice those who opposed his law and justice inside his kingdom. In contrast to this monopoly of violence and the sanctification of the king by the use of violence, the king at the time of the Wars of Religion sought desperately to reject violence from the field of action and from the picture of the world. He was a king of peace and concord, and violence only occurred in extreme situations. The assassination of the king marked the end of this philosophical readjustment, which attempted to adapt absolutism to the new issues arising from the existence of two religions in the kingdom.
However, it is striking to see that the new monarchy, constructed by Henry IV, performed a kind of synthesis in balancing images of war and peace. The king, in the royalist discourse after 1589, reassumed his military aspect. He certainly upheld his legitimate right to the throne by his birth, but he consecrated that legitimacy by his victories. A poster, which has been reproduced hundreds of times, shows Henri as a roman emperor, in triumph. In the background, there is a battlefield piled high with the bodies of his enemies; he, like François I, was shown facing death without fear, trusting his glory to Providence. He was the elect of God and no human force could detract from his victory over his enemies, no violence could strike him down. But at the same time he was a king of prophecy. It was on these neo-Stoic foundations that a renewed theory of obedience was built. The king incarnated the destiny of the kingdom of France, which was a destiny of peace and happiness. It was pointless to resist him since he was the incarnation of history leading to restoration of peace that was inevitable, unstoppable, and necessary because it had been written for all eternity. The violence by which some of his subjects, led astray by their passions, sought to resist his glorious victory, by war or regicidal acts, was in vain. Nothing could prevent his conquering progress. The king, in his earthly body, was identified with the history of his kingdom, and at the end of the conflict, a new golden age would arrive, an age of happiness for the subjects who obeyed their sovereign’s absolute authority, an age when violence would disappear, an age of peace.
Thus violence, the necessary sign of divine election, would finally make way for mercy, witnessing also to its divine virtue.27 It is perhaps this balancing of imagery that accounts for the success of Henri IV’s monarchy.
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  Transylvanian Tolerance? Religious Accommodation on the Frontier of Christian Europe
Graeme Murdock
In the wake of competing movements of religious reform during the sixteenth century, different churches asserted their conflicting claims to theological orthodoxy and to practise true religion. Monarchs and territorial authorities generally offered legal protection to only one church and persecuted any illegal religious minorities. Conflicts over truth and error were also played out among ordinary people during the sixteenth century, sometimes through violent action. The depth of popular commitment to defend different forms of Christian religion could be demonstrated in dramatic physical contests in which objects of false religion were ridiculed and destroyed, and in acts of murder which sought to expunge the polluting agency of heresy. Thus, religious division in sixteenth-century Europe could lead directly to civil conflict, disrupted the stability of states, and also was a factor in warfare between states.
Although violence at times seems an almost inevitable result of the breakdown of religious uniformity in sixteenth-century states, some regions provide exceptions to this pattern. The most significant example of peaceful accommodation of religious differences within a sixteenth-century state is offered by the principality of Transylvania. The principality’s rulers neither attempted to enforce one form of religion nor persecuted religious minorities and, by the late 1560s, five different religions had widespread support in Transylvania. While historians of most European states seek to understand the causes of violent efforts to maintain religious uniformity, the problem for historians of Transylvania is to understand why its rulers and ordinary people failed to combat heresy with any similarly destructive impulses. Should the absence of evidence of religious violence be taken as evidence of some absence of religious zeal among Transylvanians? Or, what other reasons lie behind the peaceful religious accommodation reached on the frontier of Christian Europe? This article will first consider the ways in which religious division could lead to political and social conflict, looking briefly at the French monarchy. While not seeking directly to compare the two states, this example provides a useful context for detailed consideration of the importance of the development and acceptance of laws that accommodated religious diversity in sixteenth-century Transylvania.
The violence which afflicted France during the latter half of the sixteenth century has been seen as a product of the breakdown of religious uniformity, Valois dynastic instability, and weakening central political authority in the face of powerful noble clans. After the failure of attempts by the crown and Catholic Church to prevent the spread of heresy, and the failure of the 1561 colloquy of Poissy to unify French Christians, nobles who had adopted Reformed religion were able to win rights of worship. However, these agreements were only reached after periods of armed conflict between the crown and the Reformed nobility. The crown only intended these settlements to be temporary concessions to those of the Reformed faith. Grants of legal rights to Calvinists to practise their faith indeed repeatedly proved to be short-lived, and were interrupted by periods of violence as both sides sought gains on the battlefield. Efforts to maintain peace were also derailed by pressure on the monarchy from different noble and religious factions, and by the poisonous impact on politics and society of civil and communal conflict.1
One particularly dark feature of these cycles of armed conflict in France was outbreaks of religious rioting between Catholics and Protestants. This popular violence has recently been seen less as an immediate reflection of party divisions within France’s aristocracy, and more as evidence of how much ordinary men and women in France cared about religious truth. They cared enough to destroy the objects of piety of their ancestors and, on occasion, enough to kill their neighbours. Alternative lines of explanation also have been advanced to explain religious riots in mid-sixteenth-century France; that break-downs of social order should be understood primarily as a response to economic hardship, or as a display of collective fervour that bordered on a primitive irrationality. However, the analysis provided by Natalie Zemon Davis of the reaction of French men and women to religious division in their communities has convinced most historians that crowd violence had ideological roots and was a performance which extended from religious ritual.2
Davis argued that the nature of popular violence employed during religious riots in France was neither random nor irrational. Both Catholics and Calvinists acted against clearly-defined targets: Catholics destroying the bodies of heretics with fire and water, and Calvinists desecrating objects of Catholic worship. This argument liberates such expressions of popular religious belief from being understood only under the cloak of social or economic concerns. Catholics did not murder heretics because they were wealthy, or because they lived in towns, or because there were high grain prices, but because they feared that divine punishment would follow should the pollution of heresy remain in their midst. Therefore, both Catholics and Protestants acted to cleanse their local environments of diabolic infection in violent rituals of purification.3 Davis suggested that church historians might find the behaviour of Christians in sixteenth-century France an embarrassment.4 However, her arguments about the nature of riots in France have proved an extremely influential model of early modern popular responses to religious division.5 Perhaps the most important difficulty with this model is, in fact, that it is so compelling. It so successfully explains the ideologically-inspired nature of religious riots that it is hard to understand why violence was not an even more prevalent feature of life in mixed religious communities in France or elsewhere on the Continent. How could such violent religious passions ever be peacefully contained between rival communities, and how could the narrow ground of social peace be achieved or restored?6
This question focuses attention on the important condition for the forms of behaviour exhibited during popular religious riots, which was the inability or unwillingness of local representatives of the monarch to maintain law and order. One of the key objectives of early modern governments was to achieve a monopoly on the use of violence for the state and its agents. The religious riots in France during the 1560s, therefore, represented in part a critical failure of central authority, as royal justice lost its force over local societies. This is unless mob action is seen as an orchestrated element of crown policy. Illegal acts in riots were certainly legitimated by the crowd’s belief that they were behaving as their rulers wanted them to behave, or, more abstractly, as they ought to have wanted them to behave. This view was often encouraged, as Davis pointed out, when clergy or members of local militia were present during disturbances. Rioters also mirrored official sanctions against offenders in their use of torture, desecration of corpses, and in the sites chosen for executions. Many Huguenots certainly suspected official support for Catholic violence, particularly after the St. Bartholomew’s Day massacres in 1572. However, rather than see the St. Bartholomew’s season of violence as a success of Valois planning, the evidence rather points to vacillation and a series of contradictory instructions sent out to regional officials from the court in the wake of the Paris massacres.7
What happened in France, amid the polarising effects of civil warfare, and especially in areas with a delicately balanced religious demography, was therefore a disastrous failure of French law to direct local authorities to maintain orderly and peaceful behaviour, and to contain tensions between confessional groups. This failure was related to the inconsistent pursuit by the monarchy of a policy to extend religious rights to Huguenots. It was also, despite the best efforts of some crown officials, a product of ineffective attempts to enforce edicts that granted freedoms to Huguenots. Only once much blood had been shed was a determined effort to accommodate competing claims of religious rights successfully implemented. Those charged with enforcement of Henri IV’s 1598 edict learned lessons from the failures of their predecessors, and brought France at least some respite from armed conflict and communal riots.8
Turning eastward, in Transylvania religious uniformity began to breakdown from the 1540s. The Transylvanian diet passed a series of laws on religious life over the following decades, which resulted in a settlement that endured throughout the early modern period of Transylvania’s independence. During the 1560s, the diet offered rights that allowed three new religions to worship freely: the Lutheran, Reformed, and anti-Trinitarian Churches. While there were ongoing debates and disputes between the clergy of these Churches, there was only very rarely either state-sanctioned or popular violence of any kind over religious questions in the principality. Transylvania’s religious settlement will be discussed here in three parts: first, the reasons behind the grant of rights to a plurality of Churches; secondly, the content of the laws that offered freedoms to four Churches; and thirdly, the reaction of ordinary people to these laws.
Different reasons have been advanced for the peaceful extension of rights of worship to a number of Churches in Transylvania. One suggestion is that the peaceful accommodation of religious diversity reflected a particularly tolerant political and religious culture. The Transylvanian court had been subject to humanist influences from the middle decades of the century, which might help to explain how the political elite found a language of compromise over differences of religious belief.9 It also has been suggested that Transylvanian society, divided among communities speaking Hungarian, German, and Romanian, was also somehow able to call on communal traditions of co-existence to muster the cultural resources required to deal with the consequences of living with those of a different faith. Such arguments have proved extremely persuasive to many living in the region who strongly identify with the values of a multi-ethnic and multi-lingual Transylvania, or who look back to the social peace of the principality’s “golden age” for proof that the region need not fall prey to the intolerant and exclusive rhetoric of modern nationalists.
Another suggestion to explain the approach taken by the diet is that the Transylvanian religious settlement was above all a political peace process. The principality’s accommodation of religious differences was part of an attempt to secure the future of a fledgling polity in the face of severe external pressure that threatened the survival of the state.10 In the wake of the collapse of the medieval Hungarian kingdom, Transylvania proper together with some eastern Hungarian counties had neither been brought under the control of the Habsburgs nor conquered by Ottoman armies. This eastern Hungarian kingdom narrowly survived a series of political crises during the mid-sixteenth century. In 1551, the Habsburgs gained agreement for the abdication of János Zsigmond Szapolyai in favour of Ferdinand I. Ferdinand’s attempt to secure power across all of Christian Hungary was blocked when Ottoman armies advanced further north into Hungary in 1552, and in 1556, János Zsigmond Szapolyai was again recognised by the eastern Hungarian diet as their elected king.
The autonomy of Transylvania as a state between the Ottoman Empire and Habsburg monarchy was still not definitively secured by the terms of the peace of Adrianople in 1568. In 1570, the Speyer treaty between Maximilian and János Zsigmond Szapolyai envisaged the reunification of Hungary on the death of the childless Szapolyai. Maximilian accepted János Zsigmond’s rule as prince over Transylvania, in return for Szapolyai’s renunciation of the Hungarian royal title. However, when János Zsigmond died in March 1571, the Transylvanian diet instead chose István Báthory, who styled himself as their elected voivode. When Báthory was elected as king of Poland in 1575, his relatives Kristóf Báthory and Zsigmond Báthory were in turn appointed as governors over Transylvania. On István Báthory's death in 1587, Zsigmond was elected by the diet to succeed him as prince.11 Thus, during the decades when Reformation ideas made swift progress across Transylvania, the long-term future of the state was uncertain, and the possibility of external invasion very real. In the face of the threat and reality of Ottoman and Habsburg advances into Transylvanian territory in the sixteenth century, it has been argued that the diet made a pragmatic calculation that to prevent the implosion of the principality it was imperative to sideline the issue of religious differences within the domestic elite.12
Certainly Transylvania’s position on the frontier of Christian Europe was influential in determining the laws on religion passed by the diet. In addition, the settlement reflected the internal political organisation of the principality. The Transylvanian state survived as a haven of the medieval Hungarian kingdom’s political culture, and Transylvania also had its own traditional power structures, which reflected the diversity of its elite. As a province of the Hungarian kingdom, Transylvania had its own unicameral diet of Hungarian nobles, German towns, and Szekler lords. The Transylvanian diet by the mid-sixteenth century was made up of representatives of these three “nations” and of nobles from eastern Hungarian counties of the so-called Partium.13 Members of the council, judges, court officials, and any number of “regalists” drawn from leading noble families also were invited by the ruling prince to attend diets. The business of the diet was structured so that propositions from princes had to be discussed before the estates could put forward their agreed petitions. However, the prince had to respond to the estates’ petitions before his proposals could be agreed. The diet had a variety of powers, including the right to elect Transylvania’s rulers, to decide questions about religion, pass laws, agree to taxation, consider matters about defense and the army, and determine the privileges of the estates.14
Political power in the diet was shared between the prince and the three “nations,” all of whose support was required for legislation to be passed. Thus, given the divisions over religion between and among the political nations by the late 1560s, the only available option was to legalise the practice of a number of them. The Lutheran challenge to Catholic orthodoxy in Transylvania was made first in German-speaking Saxon towns during the 1540s, and evangelical preaching also reached Hungarian-speakers before the end of the decade. While Transylvania’s Saxons remained attached to Lutheranism, Reformed religion had spread from the towns and noble estates of the eastern Hungarian plain to many Hungarian-speakers in Transylvania by 1560. This Calvinist advance was in turn challenged by anti-Trinitarian preachers in Hungarian towns and in some Szekler communities during the later 1560s. Meanwhile some Hungarian nobles, including the Báthory princes, and some Szekler communities remained loyal to the old religion. Although not included as a political nation in the diet, the Eastern Orthodox Romanian community also was affected by the religious changes of this period, and some joined new Protestant churches set up for Romanians.15
Amid this patchwork of beliefs, from where could the political and social support be found to prevent the breakdown of Catholic orthodoxy? Certainly not at the diet, divided by the late 1560s between followers of four different religions. Nor at the Szapolyai court, where one could also point to the role in forming the religious settlement of János Zsigmond Szapolyai, who probably died an anti-Trinitarian. Nor to the leadership of the Catholic Church, badly weakened by the appropriation of Church property, and which suffered disruptions to episcopal appointments. The international situation facing the Transylvanian state, the character of its elected rulers, the powers and structure of its diet, the social diversity of the ruling elite, and the spread of a range of different strands of Reformation thought all help to explain the reasons behind the response to the breakdown of religious uniformity. Transylvania’s peaceful religious settlement was based upon the laws passed by the diet, and the critical nature of these laws will be analysed in detail to consider how they structured a largely non-violent response to religious diversity.
During the 1540s, the diet had granted Transylvania’s Saxon towns the freedom to adopt an Evangelical ecclesiastical order. On the return of the Szapolyais to power over the eastern kingdom in 1556, Isabella, ruling as regent for her son János Zsigmond, accepted the diet’s offer to appropriate the property of the Catholic Church. It was agreed that the royal council was to decide on how to put all episcopal and monastic lands to best use for the good of the state. This distribution of Church property gave many nobles a vested interest to support the progress of reform, and later acted as a serious impediment to any substantial Catholic recovery.16 In the summer of 1557, the diet meeting at Torda (Turda) responded to widespread support for Evangelical ideas by announcing that a national synod was to be held to establish peace in the Church. The hope was expressed that this synod would be able to overcome dissension between those of different doctrinal opinions. The diet also decided that, meanwhile, “everyone could hold whichever faith they wanted,” either living by the old or the new ceremonies as long as they did not insult the religion of others.17 This breakthrough for Lutherans across the principality was confirmed by the diet held in the spring of 1558. The idea of reconciling the Evangelical party to the Catholic Church was no longer proposed as an option, and, with a noticeable change of language, the permitted religions were described as those of the Papists or Lutherans. These two confessions were the only ones to be given legal status, and the diet prohibited the worship of a sect they named as Sacramentarians.18
This initial division between Catholic and Lutheran Churches led to an obvious range of practical problems, for example, on the use of church buildings in towns with mixed populations. In 1563, the diet responded to problems that had arisen among the Szeklers on the use of churches, although no details were provided in the written records about what sort of local disputes had taken place. The diet resolved that services held by Catholics or Lutherans should not be disturbed or interrupted. One religious community was to wait until the other had finished using the church before beginning their own service. Any who disturbed the peace, the diet warned, would face punishment under the law.19 By January 1564, the diet came up with a different resolution on the use of church buildings, perhaps less likely to lead to problems as one congregation waited in the churchyard for their neighbours to finish their service. The Catholic and Lutheran priests in the town of Karánsebes (Caransebeş) in southwestern Transylvania appealed for a settlement of their conflicting rights to use the town’s church. The diet decided that they should hold their services on alternate Sundays, and both parties also were warned not to cause any offence to each other nor try to disturb sermons and services.20
The same diet of January 1564 noted that ministers in the churches of the Saxons and the Hungarians were in dispute over Communion theology. A Reformed theology of the sacraments had spread to Transylvania during the 1550s, and this emerging Church coalesced around the 1562 Confessio Catholica published in Debrecen by Péter Méliusz Juhász and Gergely Szegedi. The 1564 diet called for a debate to be held between those clergy who believed that the elements of Communion contained the real presence of Christ and those who believed that they provided only signs of Christ’s spiritual presence. The diet hoped that a clear judgement could be reached on the issue by clergy debating over the words of Scripture.21 However, at the next diet, held in June 1564, the estates recognised that there had been no resolution of the division between parties described as the Hungarian ministers of Kolozsvár (Cluj) and the Saxon ministers of Hermannstadt (Sibiu). Therefore, the diet decided “for the peace of the realm” to offer rights of worship to a church for the Evangelical Saxons and to a church for the Reformed Hungarians. However, Reformed ministers were only allowed to introduce their faith where local people accepted their preaching, and were specifically forbidden from forcing their views on any towns. Where Reformed preaching was accepted and a Lutheran minister was ousted from his post, the diet also warned that no mockery or offence against Lutherans was permitted.22
By 1564, some key principles of the emerging religious settlement in Transylvania had been established; any behaviour that insulted the religion of others or that could lead to public disorder was outlawed, church buildings normally belonged to the confessional group with majority support in each parish, churches were to be peaceably shared among different communities where necessary, and forced conversions were prohibited. Even landowners with rights to select parish ministers were not sanctioned to introduce a minister of a different religion to that of the local community. In practice, patterns of religious loyalty still tended to be heavily influenced by the social power and rights of patronage of the privileged elite, whether Hungarian nobles, Saxon burghers, or Szekler lords. The freedom of worship granted first to Lutherans and then to Calvinists reflected above all the growing number of Protestants among this elite. Equally, the collapse in the number of Catholics at the diet, as well as the influence of János Zsigmond Szapolyai’s court preacher, Ferenc Dávid, led to the decision in 1566 to expel from Transylvania any clergy who did not want to convert from “the Pope’s learning.” The diet’s resolution claimed that God had spread the light of the Gospel throughout Transylvania, and wanted the Church to be cleansed of all false learning and error.23 This decision was confirmed at the winter diet of 1566, which demanded that Transylvania’s nations support the preaching of the Gospel and act against idolatry. Idolaters, and those priests who did not want to learn from the Bible, were to be thrown out of the country. The diet added that it particularly wanted to have God’s word preached freely among Romanians. Romanian priests were described as blind and leading their people into danger, although to what degree Orthodox clergy were actually forced to leave Transylvania is unclear.24
This extension of the diet’s anti-Catholic rhetoric against the Orthodox Church was a reflection of Protestant efforts to promote reform among Romanian clergy. Lutheran catechisms were published in Romanian, and János Zsigmond Szapolyai appointed a Romanian bishop to lead reform. In 1568, the diet noted that many opposed this bishop and remained loyal to the old priests and their errors, and demanded that any who blocked the progress of the Gospel be punished. In 1569, Romanian priests “who truly preached the word of God” were given permission to collect financial support from their local community. In 1577 the diet claimed that the new Romanian bishop and his clergy had made some progress in bringing the word of God to Romanians in their own language. The diet gave its permission for “Romanian priests of the Christian religion” to elect a new bishop to lead their Church in 1579.25 However, by the 1580s, the limited impact of reform among the Romanian community had become apparent. The diet acknowledged the presence of Orthodox clergy in 1588, although bishops “of the Greek faith” were warned not to try to visit their congregations without receiving the prior permission of landowners.26
The balance of confessional forces in the diet shifted again during the late 1560s with the spread of anti-Trinitarianism among Hungarian-speakers. Although anti-Trinitarians were not specifically named by the diet, the resolution issued at Torda in 1568 in effect extended legal rights to anti-Trinitarian preachers. The Torda diet confirmed that, in the light of its previous decisions,
ministers should everywhere preach and proclaim the Gospel according to their understanding of it, and if their community is willing to accept this, good, if not however, no-one should be compelled by force if their spirit is not at peace, but a minister retained whose teaching is pleasing to the community. Therefore, no-one should harm any superintendent or minister, nor abuse anyone on account of their religion, in accordance with previous laws, and no-one is permitted to threaten to imprison or deprive anyone of their position because of their teaching, because faith is a gift from God which comes from listening, listening to the word of God.27

This resolution did not offer any rights to Catholic and Orthodox priests who were deemed not to preach the Gospel, but other ministers who listened to the word of God, and who were given faith by God according to their understanding of the Bible, were to receive the full protection of the law.28
By 1570, the diet had clarified the limits of this freedom for clergy to preach according to their conscience, anxiously requiring the punishment of any who promoted heresies that could bring divine wrath on the country.29 The emerging focus of this concern was a group of anti-Trinitarian ministers, who became known as Sabbatarians, who began to question Christ’s divinity. In January 1571, the diet again allowed that God’s word should be freely preached in the principality and that no one was to be harmed on account of their faith, but required that preachers who went to “criminal excess” were to be punished by their superintendents, deprived of their offices, and driven out of the principality.30 In 1572, under the new Catholic voivode, István Báthory, the diet confirmed that the laws passed on religion under János Zsigmond Szapolyai were to continue in force. Ongoing concern about the preaching of some ministers informed the passage of a strict law against doctrinal innovation among followers of the three legal religions. Diets in 1572 and 1573 agreed that church superintendents were to investigate any suspected innovations in matters of doctrine, and to excommunicate any who advanced “distinct and new things in their confession.”31 If superintendents failed to act, then the prince was given authority to punish any doctrinal “innovators” with imprisonment or death, and to punish any towns or nobles who supported such preachers.32
Anxiety about doctrinal innovation, and particularly about non-adorantist anti-Trinitarianism, persisted throughout the 1570s. In 1576, the anti-Trinitarian Church was given permission to appoint a new superintendent to replace Ferenc Dávid if need arose, but warned against using this as an opportunity to introduce any doctrinal changes.33 Some new restrictions were also imposed on the anti-Trinitarian Church. In May 1576, clergy “of Ferenc Dávid’s confession” were only allowed to hold synods in two named towns which were centres of anti-Trinitarianism, Torda and Kolozsvár. The next year the right of anti-Trinitarian senior clergy to visit parishes was limited, while the Reformed superintendent was permitted to instruct and warn ministers not only of his own Church but also of other Churches so long as he did not use force.34 The diet issued increasingly dire warnings about “blasphemous innovations” and “new heresies” in 1577, 1578, and 1579, and demanded action from Church leaders and the prince. The notable victim of this panic was the remarkable Ferenc Dávid, who had been in turn superintendent of the Lutheran, Reformed, and anti-Trinitarian Churches. He was charged with supporting non-adorantist anti-Trinitarianism, and thus of breaking the law on religious innovation, and died while in prison at Déva (Deva) castle in 1579.35
The last phase of the laws issued about religious freedoms in Transylvania was dominated by consideration of the position of the Catholic Church, with the largely Protestant estates often resisting efforts by the Báthory princes to aid Catholic recovery. In 1579, the diet agreed to the request from Governor Kristóf Báthory, supported by a letter from István Báthory, for Jesuits to be allowed to come to Transylvania to teach young Catholics in their faith. The diet only accepted this request, however, on the condition that the Jesuits did not engage in any other activities, and did not disrupt the work of other ministers.36 In 1581, the diet acknowledged the presence of Jesuits in agreed sites at the princely residence of Gyulafehérvár (Alba Iulia), in a former monastery and at a convent in Kolozsvár, and in a former abbey at nearby Kolozsmonostor (Mănăştur). However, the diet warned Báthory not to plant any other Jesuits on Transylvanian soil. The diet conceded that Catholic priests could be appointed where “the town or village wants a doctor of the Roman religion.” However, if only ten or twenty or so locals wanted a Catholic priest, the diet judged this as insufficient cause to disturb the religious practice of any community. This 1581 ruling established the principle of major pars in deciding the practice of religion in Transylvania’s parishes. The diet, in effect, offered local confessional majorities exclusive rights to use the church building and to hold services, without granting any rights of public worship to minority religious communities.37
In 1588, the presence of Jesuits in Transylvania led to a stand-off between the estates and Zsigmond Báthory, who had been elected prince to succeed István Báthory in 1587. Zsigmond Báthory had invited more Jesuits to come to the principality, but the estates challenged his actions. Concerns were expressed by nobles about the security of lands they had appropriated from the Catholic Church, and the estates were encouraged by the superintendents of the Reformed and anti-Trinitarian Churches to prevent Catholic priests from spreading idolatry across Transylvania. When the diet met in October 1588, the estates refused to pass any taxation measures until the Jesuits were expelled, but Báthory refused to comply. The diet convened again at Medgyes (Mediaş) in December 1588, and after lengthy debate decided to stick to their original position. A resolution was passed reminding their prince that monastic property had been confiscated in perpetuity in 1556, and that from 1566, the pope’s teachers and religious orders had been expelled from Transylvania. The diet claimed that the presence of any Jesuits would lead to a dangerous decline in the affairs of the principality. They therefore demanded that Báthory expel all Jesuits from Transylvania within the next twenty-five days and forbid them to return to his territory. The prince and any nobles who were Catholic were only sanctioned to retain one priest each, as long as they were “pious Hungarians.” The diet also restated the freedoms of the Lutheran, Reformed, and anti-Trinitarian Churches, which were described as Transylvania’s “received religions.”38
In 1591 the issue of Catholic priests was back on the diet’s agenda, since Zsigmond Báthory had brought several Jesuits back to the principality. In November 1591, the diet accepted that the prince could station Catholic priests to bring “calm to his conscience” at his court in Gyulafehérvár, and at Kolozsmonostor, which he often visited. However, the diet was insistent that Jesuits were only to be allowed in these two places and could not preach in neighbouring villages.39 This was, however, not the final word on the extent of Catholic rights in Transylvania. Further debates in the 1590s were affected by renewed conflict in the region, and by the possibility of a Habsburg take-over of the principality. Border skirmishes in the early 1590s led to serious conflict between the Ottomans and Habsburgs from 1593. Zsigmond Báthory pursued a pro-Habsburg policy during this Fifteen Years’ War, and agreed an alliance with Rudolf in January 1595. In April 1595, the diet ratified this agreement and gave permission for Jesuits to work in Kolozsvár, Kolozsmonostor, and Gyulafehérvár. The estates demanded that neither the Jesuits nor other Catholic priests nor any other ministers cause public quarrels or give offence to each other. The diet then proclaimed that as far as religion in Transylvania was concerned the “received religions, that is, the Catholic or Roman, Lutheran, Calvinist and Arian, can be kept everywhere freely.”40
Zsigmond Báthory’s reign was punctuated by resignations from office, as in December 1597, when he abdicated in favour of Rudolf. However, in August 1598, the diet elected Báthory as prince once again, but included among conditions for his return the removal of Jesuits from Gyulafehérvár. Jesuits also had been specifically excluded from entering Nagyvárad (Oradea) in 1595, but in 1598, the diet allowed a priest to enter a town if a Catholic resident was ill and requested a mass.41 The estates also asserted that Catholicism had been introduced by force on some congregations. To remedy such abuses of the major pars law, the diet ordered investigations of these cases to be led by a leading Catholic and “evangelical.” These commissioners were charged to find out which religion actually held majority support in the local community, and to restore the rightful minister to his post.42
Around the turn of the century, invading armies devastated many parts of Transylvania. The principality was ruled from late 1599 by Mihai “the brave,” the Orthodox voivode of Wallachia. At the end of his rule in the autumn of 1600, the diet produced a further statement of the principality’s law on religious rights. It confirmed the freedoms of the received religions, now named as the Catholic or Roman, Lutheran, Calvinist and Unitarian Churches. As far as the rights of Catholic priests were concerned, nobles could retain priests in the villages where they lived, but priests could not be appointed elsewhere without the agreement of the local congregation.43 The freedoms of Transylvania’s other three received religions were only secured after the success of the 1604 anti-Habsburg revolt led by István Bocskai. Bocskai, who had previously supported Zsigmond Báthory’s policies, led a challenge to Rudolf’s attempt to dominate all of Hungary and Transylvania and to impose Counter-Reformation Catholicism on the region. Bocskai received widespread support for his cause in eastern Hungary, and was elected as prince of Transylvania in September 1605. Peace treaties agreed in 1606 between Bocskai and Rudolf, and between the Habsburgs and Ottomans, secured Transylvania’s autonomy and the principality’s religious settlement.44
Transylvania’s laws on religion retained an anti-Catholic flavour into the seventeenth century, and the Jesuits were expelled from the principality in 1607, 1610, and 1653. Although in May 1597, Zsigmond Báthory had restored a Catholic bishop to Gyulafehérvár, this appointment only lasted until the bishop was expelled by the diet in January 1601. The Catholic Church thereafter lacked a bishop, although the Habsburgs appointed candidates to the post of vicarius to oversee the Transylvanian Church.45 The Reformed Church gained in power and influence during the seventeenth century, benefiting from the support of a series of Calvinist princes. However, all the princes elected to rule over Transylvania until 1691 agreed to uphold the constitutional status of all four received religions. The 1653 Approbatae Constitutiones, which provided a summary of customary Transylvanian laws, declared the freedoms of the four received religions, outlawed doctrinal innovation and, in particular, Judaising Sabbatarians, and recognised the Catholic vicarius and the superintendents of the Lutheran, Reformed, and anti-Trinitarian Churches. Although the Orthodox Church of Romanians was not granted the status of a received religion, it was offered legal recognition. The right of local majorities to decide the form of religion adopted in each locality was upheld, and nobles were warned not to try to force a minister of a different religion on unwilling parishioners.46
What then was the response of ordinary people in Transylvania to the existence of a number of faiths and to the presence of heresy, however defined, across the principality? There are severe difficulties for historians in trying to answer such questions because of the limitations of surviving evidence from the period. An accurate and full portrait of popular reactions to Transylvania’s mixed confessional environment would require extensive personal and local records which are not available. However, the evidence that does survive, particularly for larger towns, allows for some discussion of the emerging balance in Transylvanian society between confessional loyalty and religious accommodation.
Certainly Transylvanian society was profoundly influenced by the ideas of different confessional groups through preaching and printed material. Clergy held bitter public debates about the nature of the sacraments, and about the Trinity and the divinity of Christ. Clergy from all the churches devoted a good deal of effort to educate believers in the fundamentals of their faith, to discredit their rivals, and to develop distinct confessional identities.47 The waves of reform that affected Transylvania brought rapid and contested changes to the religious landscape, especially in towns. At Kolozsvár, the central church was controlled over a period of around twenty years in turn by Catholic, Lutheran, Reformed, and anti-Trinitarian clergy. Such changes could lead to the breakdown of law and order, even if by comparison with contemporary standards across the continent such incidents were very limited in the degree or extent of violence employed. There are records from the mid-1560s of popular iconoclasm inspired by Calvinist preaching at Kolozsvár, Gyulafehérvár, and in Nagyvárad, with the destruction of paintings, altars, statues, relics, church organs, and stained glass windows. It seems very likely that these were not isolated events, and that in smaller towns there may well have been similar episodes of popular enthusiasm to transform church buildings. However, in the countryside the process of removing objects of Catholic worship is likely to have been conducted more slowly and in an orderly fashion under the direction of noble patrons. There also are accounts of violence against Catholic clergy, with the murders of some priests at Nagyvárad in 1566, and evidence of clergy from different churches fleeing the lands of unsympathetic nobles. There also was considerable tension later over the troubled presence of Jesuits in Transylvania, particularly in the anti-Trinitarian stronghold of Kolozsvár.48
The laws passed by the Transylvanian diet in some ways encouraged popular religious intolerance, including the 1566 expulsion of Catholic and Orthodox clergy, the dark warnings issued about the results of idolatry, the fears expressed about the presence of Jesuits, and the repeated condemnations of religious “innovators” who went to “criminal excess.” However, the diet strictly reserved for church superintendents and princes the right to enforce official action against those who stood outside the framework of legal protection. The diet also recognised and tried to curb the violent potential of tension between rival confessional communities. A constant theme of the diet’s pronouncements on religion throughout this period was to stress that force could not be used to compel individuals to believe. The diet also prohibited any offensive behaviour that might lead to violence. These key principles were maintained in all the laws agreed by the diet throughout the period, although there were changes over which religions received legal sanction.
The growth in support within the diet for different strands of Reformation thought, as well as the confessional allegiances of princes, determined the shape of Transylvania’s religious settlement. The laws on religion were not, however, only structured as a working political settlement for the principality’s social elite, since they recognised the significance of the religious commitment of ordinary people. In theory, at least, popular majorities came to be decisive in shaping the confessional allegiance of each parish. Determining who could use church buildings was a key issue, with references in the diet’s proceedings to contests for control of churches and the need to prevent disturbances during sermons and services. In some towns with divided populations, the estates at first tried to encourage the shared use of churches, but later gave exclusive rights of worship to majorities in each parish. Once patterns of confessional commitment were broadly established, this law provided a degree of spatial separation between different religious communities, although there were few substantial geographic areas dominated by only one Church. The law of major pars was renewed in 1615, and to the extent that this rule was implemented by commissioners on the ground, it offered a role for popular opinion in shaping the religious environment of each community. The Protestant estates certainly were keen to support non-Catholic communities from having their ministers removed by Catholic nobles, and planned bi-partisan investigations of any parishes where controversial changes to the control of churches had taken place.
However, patterns of popular religious accommodation in Transylvania were based not only on granting rights of worship to just one church in each parish. There were exceptions to the rule, such as the town of Székelyudvarhely (Odorheiu Secuiesc), where, remarkably, the church was shared between Calvinists and Catholics until 1612. In the far southeast of Transylvania, anti-Trinitarians and Calvinists also formed mixed congregations served by the same minister until the 1620s.49 Such situations might well be thought of as inherently unstable, but when the diet reached a decision on how to settle local disputes over the use of churches there is no indication that nobles, town councils, or ordinary people defied the authorities. Perhaps the relatively peaceful resolution of the practical issues raised by living among or near those of a different religion was assisted by the long-standing existence of not only Catholic but also Orthodox communities in many parts of the principality. This may have provided Transylvanian communities with an embedded social understanding of the existence of different religious rituals, festivals, customs, and forms of worship, which in some way prepared the various linguistic communities for the practical compromises that were needed to accommodate three more religions.
The durability of the laws that established religious freedoms in Transylvania also was crucial to their success, since over time the settlement of rights to four received religions gained a weight of political and social acceptance that became irreversible. Transylvania’s laws were drawn up primarily to promote the security and stability of the state, but over time the tone and nature of the settlement of religious rights seems to have allowed tolerant social behaviour to emerge between those of different religions. The consistent enforcement of the laws across the principality certainly prevented violence from becoming an expression of religious ritual and identity. One sign of how social attitudes could develop towards acceptance of religious diversity was that mixed marriages and families with divided religious loyalties became an accepted part of Transylvanian society. It is difficult to judge how widespread such marriages were, or to assess what problems arose between family members of different faiths. The early seventeenth-century anti-Trinitarian chronicler, Kozma Petrityvity, commented that mixed marriages had become sufficiently common as to pose a serious problem for the future of his anti-Trinitarian Church. It seemed to Petrityvity that while other Churches actively sought conversions within families, among anti-Trinitarians it was a common practice for sons of mixed marriages to follow the religion of their father while daughters attended the Church of their mother. As evidence to support his argument, Petrityvity gave details of his own family history, from his grandfather who had converted from anti-Trinitarianism to his wife’s Catholic religion. Petrityvity’s mother was raised in this Catholic family, although one of his uncles later converted to Calvinism, while a Catholic aunt became Calvinist on her second marriage. Petrityvity’s father was an anti-Trinitarian, but while he raised the chronicler and his brothers as anti-Trinitarians, his sisters continued to attend the Catholic Church with their mother. The degree of religious diversity within the Petrityvity family was certainly not typical, but it illustrates how Transylvania’s laws provided the structures for a social environment in which a family of Catholics and anti-Trinitarians could live together in peace.50
In examining the legal and social responses to religious diversity in early modern Europe, it is often assumed that painting a territory a single confessional colour was of benefit both to state power and social stability. In France, the monarchy proved unable to prevent the growth in support for Reformed religion, which contributed to the causes of civil conflict, or to prevent outbursts of popular violent action. The crown’s failure either to prevent such breakdowns of law and order or to eliminate Calvinism from France was both symptomatic of, and exacerbated by, the weakness of state institutions. Meanwhile, other monarchs offered legal monopolies in the practice of religion to official churches and worked to eliminate any sources of heresy. Such rulers gained authority from their close alliances with state Churches, benefited from the reverential support offered by grateful clergy, and were able to extend their dominance over ordinary people’s lives.51 However, in Transylvania the interests of the state in the face of immediate external threats from both Ottoman and Habsburg empires encouraged princes, nobles, and urban magistrates to attempt to accommodate religious divisions. This acceptance of religious diversity indeed came to bolster the power of Transylvania’s princes as elected defenders of the different faiths of the principality in competition with their religiously-monochrome Habsburg rivals. Transylvania’s legal settlement of religious rights for four Churches was certainly the product of complicated and contested political compromises rather than the product of any far-sighted promotion of toleration. However, both the substance and implementation of Transylvania’s laws on religion, which received consistent support among the social elite and were accepted by ordinary people of different faiths, were the critical element that advanced a peaceful balance between the loyalty of Transylvanians to their own Churches and widespread acceptance of the practical reality of religious diversity.
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  The Battle of Christ and Lord Guan: A Sino-European Religious Conflict in the Philippines, 1640
Timothy Brook
On January 13, 1640, a Chinese Christian convert in the village of San Mateo, across the Pasig River from Manila, went out behind his house and dug up a statue of Emperor Guan. The Augustinian missionary who baptized him had ordered it burned -- missionaries in the Philippines were known for their “valor and zeal” in destroying popular religious images1 -- but the man preferred to hedge his bets by hiding the statue in the ground instead of destroying it. The statue, once unearthed, spoke to him.
For six weeks prior to the exhumation, the Chinese and Spanish communities living in the area of Manila had been at war. The weight of numbers had been on the Chinese side, but the weight of arms, technology, and local allegiances had been on the Spanish. This uneven balance had led to a stalemate, with each side entrenched in its defensive position, the Spanish in the walled citadel of Manila, the Chinese in the villages across the Pasig River. Neither had been able to dislodge the other, but the Spanish were beginning to make gains. The Chinese side was growing desperate. The time had come to dig up the buried deity, beg his forgiveness, restore him to his dignity, and call on him to summon the forces of the spirit world to the Chinese side.
COMMUNITIES OF WORSHIP AND ACTION 
Emperor Guan was the apotheosis of Guan Yu, a second-century martial hero whose story most Chinese knew through a popular novel, The Three Kingdoms, in which Guan Yu is a major character. Guan was a general, celebrated because his unwavering loyalty to his childhood friend and later ruler led to his tragic demise. Over the millennium and a half between the second century and the seventeenth, this fictional/historical character acquired a rich array of attributes and a diverse set of devotees. Buddhists revered him as a defender of their faith; his fierce statue stands at the gate of every Chinese Buddhist monastery.2 Soldiers respected him as the god who oversees the oath of loyalty binding them to their commanders, making him the god of war. Merchants, borrowing his reputation for loyalty, cast him in the role of the god of commercial wealth, benefiting those who honor their contracts and punishing those who do not. Over time the Chinese state attached its expectation of loyalty to the figure of Guan, notably in the Yuan dynasty (1260-1368). The Ming (1368-1644) fully incorporated him into the ritual corpus of the dynasty, granting him, in 1615, the supreme title of “Emperor.” 
Prasenjit Duara has nicely described the simultaneous overlaying of disparate values and identities onto a single symbol as “superscribing.”3 By superscribing their versions onto the deity, many communities could claim him as the focus of their ritual practice, without any one interpretation claiming exclusive control. This freedom for identities to accumulate around a single figure meant that new constituencies could adopt the deity without threatening his authority in other fields. This plasticity meant that what Guan stood for, and whom he represented, could shift with changing religious and moral needs, without his having to be either rejected or reformed. The cult of Emperor Guan was capacious enough to accommodate all versions, not by unifying every community of worship into a single cult, but by allowing them all to settle in behind a façade of uniformity.4 Given the state’s conspicuous attempts to honor Emperor Guan, the deity’s capacity to provide a focal point for distinct communities of worship might have been severely threatened with the dismantling of the imperial ritual corpus in 1911, but it wasn’t. His signification was never so much in the hands of the state that it excluded engagement with other, more narrowly defined communities, which is why to this day the deity still has his adherents.5

The cohabitation of many identities within a single symbol of worship depended on a polytheistic religious environment, and Chinese religion in 1640 was radically polytheistic. Many deities received sacrifice and prayer, and did so from many different communities. Conversely, rarely was a person devoted to one deity to the exclusion of others; even Buddhist monks, whose lives were devoted to the worship of Buddhist deities and the perpetuation of Buddhism, prayed to Emperor Guan in his guise as their protector. Multiple veneration did not mean indiscriminate worship. People arranged the deities they favored in a hierarchy of worship or, more precisely, in a geography of worship, sacrificing most intensely and on a regular basis to those considered closest at hand: within the household, the Stove God; within the village, the God of the Earth; and within a guild or occupational group, the deity its members had chosen as their patron. They revered more distant deities on a schedule that could be seasonal rather than daily.
Although Emperor Guan was ubiquitous in Chinese religious culture and universally acknowledged as a spiritual force, the state cult endowed him with such lofty authority that many worshippers regarded him as a deity in the middle distance, who could be revered as a national figure to whom anyone had the right to pray, but less likely as a local deity, whose worship had to be maintained.6 Merchants, landless laborers, and soldiers were the notable exceptions: to them he was the closest of deities, the one to be turned to in times of trouble. This is why the deity around which Chinese in Manila in 1640, most of whom were men of commerce or men of labor, and all of whom were under military threat, could conceive of rallying themselves into a community of worship and action -- what the leading Chinese scholar of the Guan cult has aptly termed “a society of strangers” -- was Emperor Guan.7

Unlike the Chinese around Manila, the Spanish were clear that they constituted a community of worship without having to find a deity around whom to rally. Jesus and Mary were fully installed as main, and utterly complementary, choices. As it happened, in January 1640 it was Jesus rather than Mary to whom they turned. Within a day or two of Emperor Guan’s exhumation, the Spanish forces pushed the insurgents back from Manila. One of the outlying towns they overran to the east of Manila was Antipolo. The Chinese had put the Jesuit mission church to the torch before departing, so that smouldering ruins were all that remained when the Spanish arrived. A soldier scavenging through the ashes discovered the image that had stood over the altar, a statue of Christ, singed but otherwise intact. The soldier presented the statue to the Spanish governor of the Philippines, Sebastián Hurtado de Corcuera. Its survival was taken as proof that the Christian God was on the Spaniards’ side and that victory would be theirs. The governor accepted the statue and the interpretation that went with it. He had it hoisted on a pole and raised as the standard of the Spanish forces as they went into battle. The Chinese insurgency against the Spanish colonial government in the Philippines was no longer just a battle between communities; it was a battle of the gods.
RELIGION AND EARLY MODERN EMPIRES
In the history of the early modern world, religion is far more visible as a signifier around which people organized for conflict than as a basis for accommodation. Whether religion actively accelerated intercultural conflict in the early modern world is not a question I wish to address in this essay. My interest, rather, is to draw attention to its visibility in the accounts that survive from the seventeenth century describing how communities rallied for action in moments of crisis by casting themselves as communities of worship, and how that might help us understand the place of religion in the historical experience of imperial expansion. 
Expansion in the seventeenth century meant that Europeans were constantly having to confront crises, and almost as constantly create them. Such conflict is invariably accompanied by a closing of ranks: Europeans strengthened the boundaries between themselves and those with whom they found themselves in conflict. Given the highly unstable nature of intra-European national identities among the majority of Europeans, religious identities more consistently served to delineate and intensify loyalties. Even when European contacts with peoples elsewhere were not overtly conflictual, leaders of expatriate Europeans, sensing a need to bolster identities in the face of competing choices, made use of religion as a marker of obligatory inclusion.8 The communities they encountered, especially if they were in conflict, could be expected to rely on similar boundary markers within their own traditions, and to shun those who crossed over to the Europeans’ identity -- most visibly, those who converted to Christianity.
Many well-known sites of religious conflict mark the map of the seventeenth-century world, but none are usually associated with China. There, the familiar story is one of accommodation rather than conflict. The wisdom of accommodation arose due to conditions imposed from the Chinese side. First of all, the Ming and Qing governments (the dynasty changed in 1644) were fiercely protective of sovereignty and regarded the infiltration of foreign agents, commercial or otherwise, as a direct attack on that sovereignty. Aside from the tiny peninsula of Macao, which was granted under somewhat shady circumstances to Portuguese merchants, no piece of Chinese territory was brought under European colonial control. The only way European missionaries could extend their community of worship into China was by accommodating to conditions in China. The few missionaries who were permitted to enter the realm could not rely on the political and economic privileges that were theirs under direct colonialism -- as they could, for example, in the Philippines, where no strong central state existed to oppose colonization. They had to accommodate with other views, other cultural practices, other allegiances. At the slightest sign that their presence was a threat to local order, the Chinese government had them removed. The Jesuit missionary Matteo Ricci is conventionally viewed as the architect of such accommodation. He handled his mission to Beijing (1601-10) so deftly that the Kangxi emperor, facing pressure on his theological authority from Rome a century later in 1706, declared that European missionaries could remain in China so long as they comported themselves as Ricci had done.9
The religious accommodation exacted from the missionaries was possible, secondly, because of the multiconfessional religious culture of Ming China. Emperors might patronize Buddhism or Daoism according to their personal proclivities, and the state might authorize sacrifices to certain revered figures such as Emperor Guan, but there was no state religion. Nor was there only one god, jealous of all the others. No doctrinal barrier or confessional monopoly stood in the way of admitting Christian priests into the country. So long as they did not engage in what the state might regard as seditious activity, such as holding secret meetings, amassing private funds, or passing intelligence to foreign powers, they might be permitted to perform their rites and share their teachings unhindered. Papal infringements on imperial sovereignty in the eighteenth century put an end to Chinese state tolerance for Christianity. 
Unlike European merchants, who were required by papal edict to give passage to Asia to missionaries, Chinese merchants trading to littoral and insular Southeast Asia were under no compulsion to take Buddhist or Daoist priests with them abroad. If they did, these professionals were there to provide for the ritual needs of their compatriots, not to spread Chinese teachings among non-Chinese. In this and many other ways, the Chinese commercial presence around the South China Sea constituted an empire of a different sort than did the European presence. An explanation for this difference might consider the difference in organizational forms between the dispersed institutional culture of Chinese religion and the politically active and centralized European church; it might look at the different forms of religious professionalization required for the more family-centered orientation of Chinese ritual performance versus the diocesan organization of professionalized Christian practice; it might also factor in different conventions of intercession and absolution. But these internal factors are less salient to the historical problem I address in this essay than the political context in which religion operated. If China in the seventeenth century was a site of religious accommodation in the history of Christianity, it was so because the Chinese state was strong enough to force European missionaries into the accommodative posture it expected of its own people.
What happens when we shift the Sino-European relationship to a location outside the boundaries of Ming China, where this condition no longer applies? Religious accommodation disappears, for the reason that Europeans entering regions of weak sovereignty chose to impose religious dominance as part of a strategy to assert political and economic dominance, and acted aggressively when there was any sign that indicated that dominance was not secure. My test case for this proposition is an outbreak of violence between Chinese and Spaniards in the winter of 1639-40 on the island of Luzon in the Philippines. This encounter took place outside the realm of Emperor Chongzhen (r. 1628-44), but within the elastic reach of the colonial empire of Philip IV (r. 1621-65). The violence was not prompted by religious conflict, but religious commitments came into play on both sides as the economic and political costs of the conflict rose. My approach to this incident is to see the role of religion in intercultural conflict from both sides.
Spain began drawing the Philippines into its imperial orbit in the 1560s by competing effectively against the Moro (Muslim) princes who had established themselves in strategic trading locations a few decades before the Spanish arrived. Spaniards took over the port of Manila in 1571, making it their main trading base in Asia and the door through which the lucrative exchange of silver for Chinese commodities passed between the Spanish merchants of Acapulco and the Chinese merchants of Fujian province. When the first Spaniards arrived in Manila, they found several hundred Chinese already living there. This port was one of many points on the outer edge of a circuit of trade that extended from Zhangzhou on China’s southeast coast and radiated outward around the South China Sea and into Southeast Asia.10
If one were to speak of this network of trade as an “empire,” it would be a purely commercial empire, armed only to the extent necessary to beat off pirate attacks at sea. The Ming state was not involved. It policed its borders, collected posted duties on imports, and campaigned intermittently against smugglers, but otherwise left merchants to fend for themselves. The Spanish presence in Manila, on the other hand, betokened an empire that was commercial in function, monarchical in form, and religious in self-conception. Commercial demand, political authority, and religious intolerance on the Spanish side conspired in the winter of 1639 to bring the two sides into deadly conflict. The conflict was not generated by “religious” difference, yet religion-hardened community identities shaped the very possibility of conflict.
PRESSURES FOR CONFLICT
The conflict started small. On November 19, 1639, as night settled on the village of Calamba southeast of Manila, several hundred Chinese farmers burst into the house of Luis Arias de Mora. The farmers had gone to Calamba to carve rice paddies out of the wilderness for the Spanish, and Mora was the cold face of Spanish colonial rule. He regarded his position as administrator as a right to bleed the five thousand Chinese of everything he could take. A summer of drought followed by unseasonable cold in the fall decimated the harvest, and an epidemic then took the lives of some three hundred. Mora was aware of the local desperation but continued to overtax. Sound asleep when the mob arrived, he had no chance of escape. The insurgents dragged him outside, denounced him, and put him to death. That act completed, they burned their village, sent their families into the hills, then headed by foot in the direction of Manila to petition Governor Sebastián Hurtado de Corcuera to forgive their righteous anger and aid them in their distress. 
As alcalde mayor of Calamba and a member of the Audiencia, the judicial council in Manila, Mora was the region’s governor, commander, and judge in one. In all three roles he had conducted his rule harshly, gaining an evil reputation not just among the Chinese who farmed the land but among Spaniards as well. The Spanish priest who authored the “Relation of the Insurrection of the Chinese,” the document on which this reconstruction is based, acknowledged that Mora “oppressed” the people “with continual extortions and punishment.”11 Mora’s oppression was linked to a larger problem, and that was food. In 1639, Manila was home to as many as six thousand “Spanish,” a category that included Portuguese, Flemings, Venetians, Italians, Greeks, French, and anyone else who had come on Spanish ships as sailors, workmen, carpenters, and gunners and who wasn’t Asian or Black. Their number was in turn overshadowed by at least four times that number of Chinese. Neither group had been there in such numbers when the first Spaniards arrived in Manila seven decades earlier. Then it had been a small trading port with a population in the hundreds, a number that could eat from the small surplus that the local Tagals grew in gardens in the hinterland. As the port blossomed into the main entrepôt for trade between East Asia and Europe, however, the mouths grew to thirty thousand. Some rice was brought down from Panay and Pampanga in the Luzon interior, but most had to be imported from China. Demand could not guarantee a steady supply, since rice in Chinese junks competed for cargo space with higher-value porcelains and textiles. A local solution had to be found.
The need for food attracted land-starved farmers from the southeastern Chinese province of Fujian, but they grew vegetables and raised chickens rather than investing the time and labor needed to build rice paddies. Only slowly did local rice production develop. The Spanish did not have the patience to wait. Their first impulse was to follow South American precedent and herd the Tagals into concentrated villages, or “reductions,” where their social and religious lives could be monitored, their labor controlled, and their agricultural output seized.12 Local resistance to this regimen prevented the reduction scheme from making much headway in the Philippines. Unlike the Chinese who crossed over from Fujian, populated beyond its ecological limit, the indigenous Tagals did not feel the hot breath of Malthusian catastrophe on their necks. The alternative to the reductions were rice colonies worked not by Tagals but by Chinese, and not through coercion but by contract and recruitment. Between them, the Chinese and Spanish constructed the new agricultural economy of the colony over the heads of the indigenous population and their economy.
Instead of trying to turn indolent indigenes into productive field laborers, the governor of the Philippines, Sebastián Hurtado de Corcuera, recruited some five thousand Chinese to open agricultural land, some of them in Calamba under the greedy eyes of Luis Arias de Mora. Being “royal service,” this work exempted Chinese from the taxes they would normally have to pay. What the governor did not anticipate was that Mora would use this tax concession as an opportunity to levy his own charges on the cultivators and punish anyone who challenged his right to do so. To make matters worse, many of the transplanted farmers found themselves without adequate shelter and supplies when they arrived. When an epidemic swept through Calamba (presumably an infection brought by the Spaniards), killing over three hundred, the farmers punished Mora and marched on Manila.
News of the insurrection reached the capital the next day. That evening the Spanish fired the cannon on the city’s walls to warn everyone to take refuge in the city before the gates were barred. The city was for Spaniards and their servants only. Chinese had to live outside the walls in a palisaded ghetto known as the Parián. This was one of many controls the Spanish put in place over a population they did not trust. The Parián dated to 1581, when a governor who regarded the Chinese as “a mean, impudent people, as well as very importunate,” because of their refusal to cooperate in his plans to dispatch missionaries to China, wanted them placed under confinement.13  Being built of wood, the Parián burned frequently and just as regularly had to be rebuilt, at Chinese expense. The town that stood there in 1639 dated only from 1628, when a fire reduced it to ashes in a matter of hours. One report on the fire, probably by a Dominican priest, expressed surprise that the grander Chinese buildings, which had pillars so large that two men could not join hands when standing on either side, burned so easily. For this hostile missionary, their flammability had a bright side, for it proved that “the fire was the punishment of Heaven for the so horrible sins by which those heathen Chinese provoked the wrath of God,” especially as the Church of the Three Kings, from which the Dominicans attempted to convert the Chinese, “escaped from the midst of this fire of Sodom.” The devastation was brief, for the priest reported that most of the Parián “was rebuilt in squares with straight streets and uniform houses” within four months.14 Not all visitors were so hostile. A Spanish visitor to the Chinese ghetto observed in 1637 that “it is a very curious place to see because of the fine order in which they live.”15 Fine order was apparently not something he expected to find.
When word of the insurrection reached him, Governor Corcuera ordered Martín de Acuña, Manila’s popular military commander, to get his cavalry on their horses and drive back the insurgents. Acuña rode south that night with thirty Spanish soldiers and a Jesuit priest, Villamayor. The following morning he launched an ill-considered attack on some four thousand insurgents, during which he was killed. After defeating Acuña, the insurgents headed in the direction of Manila, drawing to their ranks growing numbers of Chinese from other agricultural colonies. The next town in their path was San Pedro. Its Jesuit church and novitiate made it an attractive symbolic target. One Spanish Jesuit and two lay brothers at San Pedro had been evangelizing among the Tagals here, with some success. As word of the insurrection reached them, the locals rushed to the church for protection. As the missionary gave them confession, the brothers prepared a defense.
THE CHRISTIAN MISSION IN THE PHILIPPINES
Christianizing the Philippines was an early and high priority when the Spanish first established themselves there, both for its own sake as well as for creating a base from which to launch a greater missionary assault on China, the vast spiritual prize that lay temptingly to the northwest. The widespread enthusiasm for the project of mission was a useful arguing point for those who hoped to double it with the project of empire and persuade the Spanish crown to conquer China. In a letter that one penurious Philippine Spaniard wrote to Philip II even before Salcedo had found Manila, a raise in his salary was justified by the probable outcome of paying him well: “All of us your Majesty’s servants and vassals are quite sure that, in your time, China will be a subject of your Majesty, and that in these parts, the religion of Christ will be spread and exalted, and your majesty’s royal crown increased, and all this in a very short time.”16 How, he implied, could the king refuse him when so much lay in the balance to be won? The prospect of converting the Chinese was a constant obsession, and a good excuse for pleading for money.
Augustinians, Franciscans, and Dominicans, plus a smaller number of Jesuits, came to the Philippines to do the work of conversion. By an agreement made in 1594, the Dominicans were assigned the task of evangelizing among the Chinese, as this was seen as a way to prepare them for working in China. The Church of the Holy Kings in the Parián was the core of the Dominican mission to the Chinese. A note dated 1628 in the church baptismal register indicates that Dominican priests there had baptized 1,331 Chinese. This was not a large number given the size of the population, and many were converts of convenience. The register also shows a more prominent beginning: the Dominicans were starting to baptize the small first generation of mixed Chinese-Filipino children.17
With lucrative interests and powerful friends, the three larger religious orders wielded great influence in Philippine politics and life, as each governor in his turn would discover when he tried to maneuver around them. Governor Corcuera, who had more trouble than most, turned to the Jesuits in his intense political battles with Church authorities (Villamayor may have been sent with Acuña to be his eyes and ears). His fights with Archbishop Guerrero were legendary, the one exiling the other, the other excommunicating him in return several times during the 1630s.18 “It seems that Your Majesty has sent me here,” Corcuera complained to his king in 1636 after another round in this battle, “not to govern the Philippines but to conquer the religious, because in the eleven months I have been here I have done nothing but argue with them over jurisdiction and the royal patronage.” What placed Corcuera at odds with the Church was his publicly announced goal to balance the budget and end the drain that the upkeep of the Spanish presence in the Philippines put on the royal treasury. The Church argued back that Corcuera was intent only on enriching himself at their expense. The struggle proved exhausting and Corcuera asked to retire. Before he could, the Chinese rose in Calamba.
The insurgency did not drive a wedge between the indigenous population and the Spaniards. For native converts who had entered the Spaniards’ community of worship, in fact, it only widened the gap between them and the Chinese. Doubtful of their safety, the Tagal converts living at San Pedro sought the church’s protection, but they had only tiles and bricks to repel their far more numerous attackers. After besieging the building for twenty-four hours, the insurgents battered down the doors, driving the inmates to the upper floor of the Jesuit house. When the house caught fire, the missionary decided to negotiate a surrender on the condition that lives be spared. The European, the two lay brothers, and fifteen Tagals gave themselves up on the promise of good treatment. The rest were unwilling to trust any promise from the Chinese, however, and sought sanctuary on the church roof. The fire cut off any chance of escape, but it also prevented the insurgents from getting at them. Theirs proved the wiser course: the missionary and the lay brothers were held as hostages, but the fifteen Tagals were killed.
The siege of San Pedro gave Juan de Arceo the time he needed to bring into action a Spanish force of eighty cavalry and two hundred infantry, a native army of a hundred Pampangos. and four hundred Tagals, all bearing arquebuses, plus two mobile cannon. As soon as the forward section of this force reached San Pedro on November 22, they skirmished with the insurgents, inflicting losses without taking any casualties. But they were not ready to launch a full-scale attack and chose to wait for reinforcements. In that lull a third party entered the scene: the Chinese of the Parián. While Governor Corcuera was mobilizing his forces, they dispatched a delegation to mediate between the two sides and bring what could only spell ruin for their commercial fortunes to an end. The Spanish agreed to suspend their attack while the Parián delegates talked to the insurgents. They managed to convince the latter to agree to a truce and hand over their Jesuit hostage as a sign that they were acting in good faith (though not the two lay brothers -- they would later escape in the fighting). What could have turned into a full-scale war looked to have been averted.
ESCALATION OF THE CONFLICT
The plan failed. An adjutant named Benavides, one of Arceo’s subordinates, was leading a separate troop of twenty-five Spaniards toward San Pedro by river. According to Spanish hindsight (though how can this be proved now, especially knowing that Corcuera was under suspicion for betraying a truce in Mindanao a year earlier?) Benavides had no knowledge that a settlement was being negotiated. When he reached San Pedro and found all quiet, he assumed that he was catching the insurgents by surprise, and launched a vicious attack that sent them fleeing. Rather than disentangle the mess that Benavides’ assault had caused, the rest of the Spanish force joined the fight. The Chinese were caught completely off guard. Suddenly the war that was off was on again. In the ensuing melee, three hundred Chinese were killed and many hundreds captured and taken to Cavite, where their punishment would be forced service in the hated coastal galleys. This unexpected betrayal obliged the Chinese to retreat back toward Calamba in order to regroup, but they could not organize themselves against the onslaught of the columns of Spaniards, Tagals, and Pampango warriors. Three-quarters of the insurgents were slaughtered there, and many who fled back into the hills or slipped into nearby ravines were hunted down by native fighters under the direction of Augustinian friars.
No sooner had the Chinese in Calamba been suppressed than word of the uprising spread among the Chinese working on a colonial estate in Sagar. They rose up, burned the colony, and launched an assault on Manila from the north, gathering more farmers on the way. They captured Meyhaligue across the Pasig River from Manila on Tuesday, November 29, just as Arceo’s troops were returning from Calamba. Before the soldiers could enter the city gates, Corcuera dispatched them to the town of Santa Cruz, which stood between Meyhaligue and the river, with orders to block the onslaught and see that the large Chinese community in Santa Cruz did not join the insurgents. Despite residence restrictions, the Chinese population had long outgrown the Parián and since the 1590s had been living here and in the two towns of Tondo and Binondo further down the north bank of the Pasig River, where Augustinians operated another agricultural estate employing Chinese farmers. 
To show the Santa Cruz Chinese that he was confident of success, Corcuera appeared in their midst. He made a tactical error when he gave permission to several hundred, who approached him and asked permission to fight the insurgents, only to defect immediately to the other side. They launched an assault that almost won them Corcuera. That night the Spanish abandoned Santa Cruz under cover of darkness, dismantled the bridge that joined the town to the Parián and destroyed the boats along the river before retreating inside the walls of Manila. Except for two fortified churches, the entire north bank of the Pasig was in Chinese hands. A particular grievance against a corrupt local administrator had turned into a colony-wide insurgency.
The question is not just why did this happen, but why at this time. There was the general resentment of the Chinese against the Spaniards’ high-handed treatment going all the way back to 1604, when a hysterical European populace, egged on by Archbishop Miguel de Benavides, massacred as many as twenty thousand Chinese. But even this resentment does not explain why this uprising happened when it did. For the timing, we have to look at what the colony lived and died with: the Manila galleon that sailed annually from Acapulco laden with silver. What made Manila the largest trade entrepôt in East Asia was the seemingly inexhaustible supply of silver from the silver mountain of Potosí that paid for seemingly endless supplies of Chinese wares. That trade went into steady decline in the 1630s, hitting a new low in 1639 and driving global trade into depression in 1640.19 Part of the responsibility lay with the viceroy of New Spain, whose decision to crack down on corruption in Acapulco reduced the flow of silver to Manila over the next decade by a quarter, or in absolute terms, by close to ten thousand kilograms. More serious, though, was the declining productivity of the silver deposits at Potosí. The accessible ore had been taken out by 1630, which meant that costs of extraction and refinement rose. The decline in production appears in the declining value of silver declared for taxation in the Lima treasury: 25,482 pesos worth of bar silver declared between June 1636 to June 1637, compared with 8,065 for the fiscal year 1637-38, and merely 2,777 for 1638-39.20 By 1639, the municipal councillors of Potosí were sufficiently distressed to send a representative to Madrid to plead for tax concessions to stimulate trade.21
The contraction in the silver supply was more than enough to upset a trading economy as finely balanced as Manila’s, where exchange flourished only so long as the debts of one trading season could be covered by the payments in the next. The Ming government made the situation more difficult by lifting its on-again, off-again ban on foreign trade, which it had reimposed in 1628.22 The Chinese response was immediate: thirty Chinese ships, an unprecedented number, arrived in Manila that year, compared with the sixteen that came in 1638.23 The Chinese merchants had a flood of goods to sell and a mountain of bills to pay, and the Spanish had nothing to pay them with and nothing therefore to sell on to Acapulco. The strain on both sides was intolerable. When the farmers in Calamba and Sagar rose up against the Spanish, they were doing so at a time when both sides of the Manila trading nexus were facing bankruptcy and desperately suspicious of the other side’s actions and motives. The traders feared there lay open to them no other choice than to join the insurrection, and the Spaniards, no other course but massacre.
The massacre began late in the morning of December 2. According to the sole surviving Spanish source, the Chinese in the Parián started it by killing the handful of Spanish guards at the Church of the Three Kings and making a dash to Santa Cruz over a bridge they had secretly rebuilt the night before. Arceo led a troop of infantry out of the east gate of Manila to drive them back while Lorenzo de Olaso, Corcuera’s master-of-camp, tried to block the way to the bridge. Rather than allow themselves to get bottlenecked at the Parián gate, the Chinese began to tear down the wall along the riverfront so that they might link up with their compatriots across the river. Shells rained down on them from the ramparts of Manila, and fire broke out. As the Parián began to burn, a cry went up inside Manila to kill all the Chinese within their own stone walls. The governor himself gave the order. Soon the streets of Manila were littered with Chinese corpses, to which were added surrendered prisoners who were brought within the city walls and executed: a conservative estimate at the time put the casualties in and around Manila and the Parián that day at three thousand. Corcuera that day ordered the port warden to sequester the 1,400 Chinese there inside a church, from which they were then taken in groups of ten to be executed. Armed with nothing but the ivory crucifixes torn from the walls, only twenty-three escaped alive.24 Three days later Corcuera relayed the same order to his regional administrators, advising them to act immediately lest word of the extermination leak from one district to the next. Between December 5 and 7, at least 3,000 Chinese farmers were put to death. Not even converts were excepted.
Back in Manila, the Spanish and the Chinese in Manila eyed each other across the Pasig River, neither confident enough to move against the other. The stalemate lasted three weeks, and then the Spanish launched their counterattack. After a few days of fierce fighting, the Chinese abandoned Santa Cruz, slipping off undetected during the night of Thursday, December 29. Thereafter the story becomes a series of bold attacks and desperate retreats, of firearms captured and provisions abandoned, of discipline and disorder, of escapes and massacres, stretching out over almost two months.
The military situation began to turn against the Chinese in the second week of January, which is when the convert in San Mateo exhumed the statue of Emperor Guan. According to what Spanish interrogators later learned, the statue spoke. “I consider myself appeased and satisfied for the previous injury done to me,” Emperor Guan declared. “And I promise, besides this, my favor, provided that you burn all the churches, profane all that is sacred, and inflict on the Christians all the harm you possibly can.”25 His assistance was contingent on the annihilation of the Spaniards’ religion. Aside from the unlikelihood that the statue said anything at all, Guan’s bargain sounds more like what a jealous Old Testament God would impose on his fickle followers, and is probably the Spanish priest-chronicler’s interpolation. Whatever Guan did or did not promise to his community of worship, his exhumation failed to stem the changing tide. Within a few days the Spaniards retrieved the blackened Christ from the ruins in Antipolo and carried it into the battle. A conflict over economic distress, at least as it is narrated in the Spanish “Relation,” had morphed into a battle of the gods.
BETWEEN HENOTHEISM AND POLYTHEISM
The Spaniards knew the trope of contests between gods from tales of Roman battles; it was also deeply embedded in their evangelical culture. Priests understood the transactional nature of devotion, accustomed as they had become to construing every victory on their own side as a victory for Christ. As did the Chinese. Officials in Beijing were not in the least surprised, for instance, when the Jesuit missionary Adam Schall von Bell (1592-1666), who just at this time was casting cannon in the capital for the Ministry of War, knelt before a statue of Christ before starting up the forge.26 One did not need to be a Christian to regard a well-cast cannon as evidence of the power of the caster’s god. So, too, the combatants outside Manila would have understood the invocation of the Christ of Antipolo on one side and Emperor Guan of San Mateo on the other.
Despite the common awareness that the gods could be called upon to intervene at extraordinary moments in daily life, the two sides understood the efficacy of deities in somewhat different ways. Consider first the European perspective. Centuries of Protestantism and Counter-Reformationism have habituated us to think of Christianity as monotheistic. Seventeenth-century Europeans acted in a way that suggests to me they were closer to the Hebrew tradition of henotheism that runs through the Old Testament. Henotheism is faith in one god above all others, the belief that among the gods one’s own is the most powerful. The biblical commandment does not declare that there are no other gods, only that those who follow Jehovah are not permitted to take any other gods before him. The existence of the Jehovah of the Old Testament did not therefore automatically negate the existence of other gods; his power was simply greater than others’. And given the miserable conditions in which those who followed him often found themselves, time and again he was obliged to show proof that he was more powerful than the gods of the Israelites’ competitors.
The Chinese insurgents would have understood this competition for power. Gods are not equipotent, being as subject to growth and decay as everything else in the natural world, acquiring and losing power on the basis of the sacrifices made to them, competing with each other, intervening or refusing to intervene in human affairs. This is why the convert who buried the Guan statue would have been loathe to follow his priest’s command to burn it. Whereas the Augustinian could not tolerate the worship of Guan alongside the worship of Christ, the convert saw the relationship between Christ and Guan in a different way. If he took up the worship of Christ, it was because he had decided that Christ could better deliver the protection and assistance he expected a god to provide than Guan. Doing so did not deny the existence of Emperor Guan nor exclude the possibility that Guan might become efficacious once again. The convert was simply transferring loyalties on a provisional basis. Both were gods, both deserved reverence to the degree that they could respond to the prayers of the faithful, and both were subject to regular re-evaluation on the basis of the efficacy of their responses. The rational course was to keep the Guan statue in reserve, just in case the Spanish god did not live up to its promises.
Beneath this difference lies the doctrinal difference separating European and Chinese religion: their refusal and willingness, respectively, to accept religious plurality. Seventeenth-century Christians may have accepted that other gods existed, yet relativity of theistic power was anathema to the system by which they organized their beliefs. In China, however, people adopted a different way of looking at multiplicity. Confucianism, Buddhism, and Daoism -- and even Christianity -- might compete in some quarters and at some times, but they constituted a condominium of teachings that were religions to the extent that they were recognized as paths to goodness. The teachings of one might contradict those of another, but they need not signal incommensurability; more commonly, in fact, they could be expected to enhance the truths the others taught.27 There were occasional calls to expel the Jesuits from China, but never on the grounds that the god the Christians worshipped did not exist or that their own gods could not tolerate one more. When officials attempted to restrict the power of a religion, and from time to time there were calls against Buddhism as well, they were not monotheistically rejecting a false god; but nor, more to the point, were they making a henotheistic move against a competitor. They were polytheistic: all gods might be served so long as that did not interfere with the good order of society or the duty of loyally serving the state.
According to this logic, faith was not conceived as a means for fortifying economic competition and securing colonial domination. Nor were its institutions recruited to serve as armed citadels of colonial power or economic penetration. This is not purely a cultural issue, for the Chinese who were in the Philippines were not there as agents of their monarch; nor were they in service to corporations enjoying royal patronage or investment; nor did they see themselves as advancing a mission that gave priests and soldiers shared dominion over the territories the soldiers conquered. They experienced a different relationship to political power, which in turn was linked to their state’s very different relationship to overseas economic resources. The Chinese who traded at Manila were orphans in the family of their state, not favorite sons celebrated for carving out vast territories for the greater glory of their sovereign, their god, and themselves. They were never in a position to regard the Philippines as a space they could occupy as agents of a political empire. They did not command the military means to use violence to secure their profits and positions; they did not arrogate to themselves the right to collect taxes on behalf of themselves or their monarch; and they did not seek to install a political order that would force the compliance of others. They were just merchants taking advantage of domestic supply, offshore demand, and a porous maritime border to get rich. Their gods could not but reflect the political economy in which they operated.
The state they left at home saw no reason that matters should be otherwise arranged. When Chinese complained to Chinese officials after the massacre in 1604, the governor of Fujian province wrote to his counterpart in Manila saying that the emperor demanded that justice be done for “this great evil,” yet also that the emperor “did not consider these people of any value,” that they were “a base people, ungrateful to China, their native country, to their parents, and to their relatives, since so many years had passed during which they had not returned to China.” No European monarch would have understood his relationship to subjects trading overseas in this way: as renegades who had vacated their moral responsibilities, rather than active subjects whose deaths constituted an affront to his personal dignity. The emperor did, however, demand that “the Castilians show justice to the Chinese, send back those who have survived the war, and pay the money due for the goods taken from them.” Failing that, the emperor would put an end to the trade and treat the incident as a causus belli.28 In the end, nothing was done. No Spanish monarch would have let the matter drop, whereas no Chinese monarch would have regarded the issue worth the trouble. No Chinese record of any response, official or otherwise, to the massacre of 1639 has survived.
Corcuera realized that pursuing the insurgents would only drive them further from Manila and thereby destroy the fragile colonial structures that their labor and trade sustained. After a failed ultimatum, Corcuera sent a Jesuit priest, who had worked among the Chinese and spoke their language, and General Gerónimo Enríquez, the Spanish governor of the Parián and someone the Chinese regarded as trustworthy, to negotiate an end to hostilities. The Chinese negotiators were in no mood to negotiate with men whose governor had gone on record ordering that every Chinese in Luzon be killed, but they knew their fight was over and agreed to a truce. On February 24, close to eight thousand Chinese came forward and laid their weapons before the Spanish army. The defeated Chinese were marched back to Manila together and paraded beneath its walls on the morning of March 16.
The victory march affirmed the precedence of aborigines over Chinese, and Spanish over all. At the head of parade came the elite Spanish force, the cavalry who prevailed in the first skirmishes. The indigenous forces followed next: the Pampangos (led by a Spanish friar), the Cagayans, the Zambal archers (led by a Recollet brother), and the Tagals. These were Spain’s aboriginal allies, marshalled to imperial service by Spanish religious professionals, and without whom the Spanish would not have had the manpower to defeat the insurgents. In their wake walked the defeated Chinese. Behind them marched the Spanish infantry under Olaso. In the commanding position at the end of the column came Governor Corcuera, who never missed an opportunity to display his importance, surrounded by his halberdiers and retainers. Above him, strapped to a pole and held aloft, came the winning god, the singed Christ of Antipolo.
THE VIRGIN OF ANTIPOLO
The struggle between Corcuera and the Church could have ended in stalemate, but the battle between Christ and Guan did not. Military technology was on Christ’s side from the beginning: arquebusses against kitchen knives. The big difference, though, was the global context pitting the gods’ adherents against each other. Christ was a god of war, a god of state, and a god of empire, because that is what Spanish power represented in this part of the world. Emperor Guan was a god of war too, but only in name. The Ming court honoured him with formal titles without organizing its legitimacy around his worship; nor, more to the point, did it ever look on the commercial activities of Chinese in Southeast Asia as any sort of colonial expansion that might give the state new wealth and power. Emperor Guan did not have the capacity to call forth armies from home and send them against enemies abroad when those enemies threatened his people. His exhumation was not a call on the Chinese state to back the insurgents’ cause; it was a last grab at a desperate hope for protection in this hostile foreign land. Strapping Christ to a pole was the Spanish state’s response to what it conceived as a threat to the honour of the empire. Brushing the dirt off Guan could be nothing larger than a local gesture.
There is a new church in Antipolo today. The statue it houses is remembered for having saved Christians from Chinese mobs. If you visit the cathedral (which you can do virtually on the Antipolo website), however, you will quickly notice that the statue is not the same as the statue described in the “Relation of the Insurrection.” This statue is of Mary, not Jesus. Filipino Christians know her as Our Lady of Antipolo, and she sits at the centre of a web of stories celebrating the survival of Spanish rule against Chinese assault, as well as the entire history of the galleon trade. The official story says that the Virgin statue was carved by a native Mexican sculptor and brought by a governor to Manila in 1626. During the crossing, a storm almost destroyed the galleon on which the governor and the Virgin sailed. A fire broke out, yet the ship was not destroyed but managed to limp its way into Manila harbour. The governor could only view this statue as his personal protector, and venerated it accordingly. When the governor died six years later, he bequeathed the statue to the Jesuits. They wanted to place her in their church in Santa Cruz, but portents indicated that she wished to be housed in the new church in the Tagal community of Antipolo. The Virgin got her way. She was installed there after the church was finished in 1633. After 1640, with the church destroyed, Corcuera moved the statue to Cavite to protect the galleon trade. There it remained for a quarter of a century, during which time it was put on five Manila galleons as their transoceanic protector. After many years of service on the run to Acapulco, the statue was eventually returned to Antipolo, where it can be seen alongside another statue of the Virgin brought from Mexico on the same passage in 1626. Both continue to anchor a powerful Tagal cult of the Virgin and are paraded annually toward the end of the lunar year to bless those who believe, in their powers.
So which is it, Corcuera’s Christ, or the Virgin of Antipolo? Are they one and the same? If so, how did the one became the other? Or were they never the same thing at all? Had the Christ statue been lost, encouraging public memory to substitute the one for the other? We are unlikely ever to find an answer; and even if we did, it would be a matter of indifference to the community -- Filipino now rather than Spanish, and diasporic rather than just Manilan -- that now worships her.29 As for the god who was defeated, there is no record of what happened to the statue of Emperor Guan. The Spaniards would have burned Lord Guan in triumph, had he ended up in their hands. But the Chinese would have done the same: fit punishment for a god who failed to deliver the aid they brought him back to provide.
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  Roman Catholic Conservatism in a New North Atlantic World, 1760-18291
Luca Codignola
Events during the years from 1760 to 1829 significantly changed the West and the French and British North Atlantic with it. The three generations that lived through the Seven Years’ War, the American War of Independence, the French Revolution, the Napoleonic Wars, and the Bourbon Restoration firmly believed that they had witnessed the shattering of the familiar world that the pre-1789 era (the Old Regime) had consigned to them. This political earthquake directly affected the Roman Catholic Church in ways that touched on its existence and role in all the countries of the North Atlantic basin. The 1760 Conquest of Canada and its subsequent cession to the British Crown in 1763 delivered a major French-speaking Catholic colony to an English-speaking Protestant ruler. The outcome of the American War of Independence brought religious liberty to the United States, allowing the Church to abandon its semi-clandestine existence and establish an official organization in 1784. Such a felicitous development was soon dwarfed by the devastating events set in motion by the French Revolution, which included the 1790 Civil Constitution of the Clergy, the Terror of 1793-94, the abolition of the Catholic cult in 1793, and the vast diaspora of political refugees. For almost two decades, from the French invasion of the Papal States in 1797 to Pope Pius VII’s 1815 return to Rome, Napoleonic rule had a profound, negative effect not only on the French Church but also on the Holy See’s international status. After 1815 the Catholic Church experienced its greatest difficulties with two ever-present instances of internal conflict: ethnic rivalry and the so-called trustee controversy. Both represented potential challenges to its centralized organization under the cope of Rome. One wonders how three generations of Catholics in the North Atlantic world did not collapse under the weight of so many elements of internal and external crisis.2

Historians of the post-1760 Roman Catholic Church have shown little inclination to treat the history of the Church in North America in the context of the North Atlantic world. Local developments are normally interpreted within a national or regional framework or as distant overflows from the center of the British Empire. Worship on the part of the Catholic faithful, not to mention the Catholic hierarchy in its largest sense, was still illegal there until 1829.3 American and French historians have been overwhelmed by the critical significance of the American and French revolutions. Consequently, in the United States and in France the history of the Catholic Church is linked to short- and long-term reactions to or consequences of those major events. For later years these reactions are combined with other national developments, such as the French Empire and the early Bourbon Restoration and the political democratization of and massive immigration to the United States. Quebec historians have invariably interpreted the French Revolution as a decisive factor in the early shaping of the collective psychology of French Canadians. Most also view the strengthening of the church as a fundamental factor in the survival and political emancipation of the Quebec nation within the Dominion of Canada.4  In all these instances, the role of the Holy See is interpreted within the framework of bilateral relationships between the national Church and the Roman bureaucracy, and the latter is described at best as poorly informed and slow to react and at worst as willingly and stubbornly espousing reactionary policies that hampered the full blossoming of the progressive components in the national Church in question. 
This national or regional interpretive framework emphasizes internal developments and normally treats them as unique. The larger North Atlantic picture, however, shows that these Church developments in different regions were part of a common attitude, which allowed the Catholic Church not just to survive but indeed to prosper in countries that did not officially acknowledge Church members and often legally discriminated against them. The coincidence in 1829 of the election of a new pope, Pius VIII, and the long-awaited full emancipation of Catholics in Great Britain, Ireland, and throughout the British Empire may well symbolize this turning point from survival to success. Throughout the North Atlantic world, the Church was rapidly becoming a much stronger and more unified body than it had been prior to 1760. This new development took several forms: militant Ultramontanism in France, British North America, and the United States; a devout missionary revival throughout the world, including western Canada and the American Midwest; Ireland’s devotional revolution; the full recognition of the English ecclesiastical hierarchy; and ultimately the beginning of the lengthy and assertive pontificate of Pius IX in 1846. By the middle of the nineteenth century, this universal, Rome-centered, triumphant Church had taken over.5

In the North Atlantic world, a common feature seems to have glued together such an apparently varied and conflicted community and strengthened Church organization: an overall conservatism, a deeply ingrained interest in maintaining the status quo concerning political power. During the Old Regime, the Church had always been a conservative body in countries and colonies where Catholicism was the official religion of the ruling crown. Conversely, in countries and colonies ruled by non-Catholic governments, the Church had always been regarded as a potentially subversive body. In the post-1760 period, however, this conservatism was extended to all countries and colonies, whatever their dominant religion. At the philosophical and ideological level, this conservatism inscribed itself within a static and harmonious conception of the universe. The Enlightenment added to this overall framework the notion of the social utility of the Christian religion regardless of individual denominations. In its more pragmatic form aimed at non-Catholic governments, historians must view this conservative attitude as a momentous novelty. It expressed itself in moderate, compromising policies through which the Church adjusted to new political realities, ranging from Newfoundland’s naval government to U.S. democracy. In doing so the Catholic Church strengthened its status and won for its members roles that would have been unthinkable even during the Old Regime. All levels of the Church’s international organization, from the pope down to the thousands of local parish priests and regular missionaries, shared this attitude. These people knew each other or of each other, were in regular contact, and felt they were part of an impressive clerical network within the Catholic Church. All North American bishops, together with their counterparts in Ireland, Scotland, and England, corresponded with each other and regularly reported to the Holy See. In Rome the prefect of the Sacred Congregation “de Propaganda Fide,” the ministry of the Holy See with responsibility over Great Britain, Ireland, and North America, was in charge, though the pope had the final say. These men and their clergy shared a conservatism that was the most significant feature of the Church in the North Atlantic world from 1760 to 1829. This common outlook manifested itself in their personal behavior and in the messages they conveyed to each other.6  Few if any challenged this conservative political attitude, even in the handful of North American instances where historians have seen such a challenge, such as the ethnic rivalries and trustee controversies of the early nineteenth century.
The British conquest of Canada inaugurated this conservative trend. After the capitulations of Quebec in 1759 and Montreal the following year, a military regime ruled the district of Quebec, allowing local Catholics to freely practice their religion and essentially preserving their ecclesiastical structure. The 1763 Treaty of Paris confirmed these arrangements by granting “the liberty of the Catholick religion” but only “as far as the laws of Great Britain permit.” Eventually, the crown allowed the appointment of a new bishop, Jean-Olivier Briand, who traveled from France to Quebec in 1766. The spiritual and material activity of the Church, still prohibited in Great Britain, resumed as it had been conducted under the previous French regime. This precarious arrangement was finally recognized by the Quebec Act of 1774, which officially accepted the existence of the Catholic Church with the only proviso being that Catholics take an oath of allegiance acknowledging the crown’s supremacy. Among historians Briand has been a controversial figure. Some have accused him of collaborating with the British regime.7 On the government’s orders, Briand immediately instructed his clergy to pray for King George III. His reasons were straightforward. The British were not the enemy; on the contrary, he expounded, “they are our masters; and we owe to them all that we owed to the French when they were so. Does now the Church prevent his subjects to pray for their prince?” In his first public message to the Acadians, Briand also preached submission when he asked them to forget past errors: “Let us only think of your present.” In Briand’s view the British regime had enhanced the Church’s status. The initial fears of the Catholic leadership were soon replaced by feelings of surprise and relief: “Where are ... the vexations, the misappropriations, the pillaging, the onerous contributions that follow any victory?” In 1768 Briand reassured his vicar general in Paris, Pierre de La Rue, abbé de L’Isle-Dieu (1688-1779), that in his diocese “peace reigns, the [religious] needs of the people are provided, religion flourishes, charity is apparent.” In 1772 Briand informed the Holy See that the Catholic religion “is freely practiced, piety reigns, iniquity is despised and, should it show itself, it is to the horror of most.”8 The Treaty of Paris and the subsequent Royal Proclamation of 1763 took care of the organization of the newly gained “extensive and valuable Acquisitions in America.” Other than former Canada (now the province of Quebec), these territorial gains were East Florida, West Florida, and Grenada, where the crown acknowledged the political rights of Catholic inhabitants. The Treaty of Paris also transferred half of Louisiana to the Spanish crown. Catholic Spain, though, proved to be much less accommodating than Protestant Britain to its new colonies, and Louisiana experienced open rebellion from 1766 to 1769. There again the vicar general of the bishop of Quebec preached immediate recognition of the new rulers and accommodation at all costs, as did Pierre Gibault (1737-1802), a missionary in the region who claimed to get along well with the English.9
In the years immediately following the Conquest of Canada and prior to the French Revolution, the Holy See fully supported an accommodation policy in Quebec and Louisiana. This policy, mainly conducted by Propaganda Fide, aimed to preserve the free practice of the Catholic religion by adjusting to new political realities. Catholics were to assure the new governments of their loyalty and slowly to take advantage of whatever legal accommodations were made available to them to recruit new priests. In these critical years, the Holy See’s major concern was to never appear to interfere in negotiations between the Canadian clergy and the civil authorities. The clergy were to show no sign of arrogance, which would annoy the British government. The Holy See was adamant, however, on the procedure for selecting a new bishop. Briand had been elected by his church and then presented to the Holy See for confirmation. In a confidential memorandum, Giuseppe Maria Castelli, the prefect of Propaganda Fide, admitted that during the French regime the crown nominated the bishop of Quebec. But now that the cession of Canada had put an end to that privilege, the clergy must seize the opportunity to “return all the right of election to the Apostolic See, according to the current discipline.” After reaffirming this principle, however, it became obvious that there was no viable candidate other than Briand. The Holy See’s solution was then to formulate the relating briefs in such a way as to eschew any acknowledgment of the election. Castelli advocated this strategy of overall prudence and full cooperation with the British government for all of Briand’s successors at the Quebec bishopric. When he forwarded the papal brief, Dominus ac Redemptor, suppressing the Society of Jesus in 1773, Castelli invited Briand to implement it “with calm and tranquillity.” After the new vicar general in Paris, François-Joseph Sorbier de Villars (1720-88), surreptitiously sent French priests to Quebec in 1783-84 to circumvent Britain’s refusal to admit new ecclesiastics from France, Propaganda Fide strongly reprimanded him. In 1790, when Briand raised the issue of a new bishopric in Montreal, Propaganda Fide insisted the bishop first obtain permission from the crown.10
The Treaty of Paris thus required a major readjustment on the part of the Catholic Church in Quebec and Louisiana. Nothing of that sort happened in the Maritime Provinces or the British continental colonies south of Nova Scotia. With little or no assistance forthcoming from the bishop of Quebec, it fell to British authorities to make arrangements for the spiritual needs of the Acadian faithful. As early as 1767, Charles-François Bailly de Messein was sent to minister to the Acadians and the Micmac of Nova Scotia. The crown paid him a regular salary. This financial assistance became standard practice for many years to come. The small Catholic community of the British continental provinces (1 percent of the population) was unaffected by the immediate outcome of the Seven Years’ War. Not even the suppression of the Society of Jesus, to which all missionaries belonged, entailed “any notable change.” American Catholics recognized the advantages for Catholicism under the Quebec Act and compared their own status unfavorably with the freedom enjoyed by their Quebec coreligionists.11 After 1776 most American Catholics sided against Britain, though their religious identity had little to do with their choice. In the telling instance of Bishop John Carroll’s Maryland family, moderate Enlightenment ideas went along nicely with a personal adhesion to Catholicism. Carroll’s own twenty-four years in western Europe had confirmed his family’s traditional values: individual industry and thriftiness, poor relief through charity, encouragement to arts without extravagant expenses, and above all an orderly society ruled by a moderate and enlightened government. These values, which were not Catholic per se, went together with political tolerance and doctrinal firmness in religious matters. In 1783, Carroll argued that Catholics living so happily under the tolerant new regime “must strive to preserve, cultivate, and promote it with all [their] prudence, always behaving as good subjects faithfully attached to [their] political Government.”12 These words are strikingly similar to those employed by all bishops of Quebec to express their allegiance to the British crown.
Throughout the American War of Independence, Briand used every possible measure to ensure the loyalty of his faithful and ecclesiastical personnel to the British crown. His pastoral letter of May 22, 1775, called for all Canadians to fight the impending American invasion to defend “your country and your King.” Aside from due loyalty, Briand emphasized the crown’s recent favors, which included “the free practice of our Religion.” When a small American delegation traveled to Quebec in 1776 to try to win the support of French Canadians, the local clergy refused to even meet with Carroll, who was a member of the party. Several among the clergy, mostly members of regular congregations, sided with the Americans or were simply more accommodating. In general, however, the clergy stood by their bishop as they had prior to the war. In 1781, with peace negotiations around the corner, Sorbier de Villars hoped that the loyalty shown by Canadians during the war would pay off, the English “being so reasonable and so favorable to religion.” He concluded: “Should we owe this to politics and to reasons of state, why should religion care?”13  After the American War of Independence, the Church’s status in the United States improved, though in a manner different from that of Quebec. In 1791 the First Amendment of the Constitution secured universal religious liberty, a new and unheard-of legal guarantee. The Church had traditionally approved of the theory of the divine rights of kings, which in practice had slowly evolved into a more secular submission to the ruling crown. American Catholics, however, did not object to a new political system in which a president elected by an electoral college chosen by the people replaced a king who (at least symbolically) still took his right to rule directly from God. The self-styled parish priest of the Holy Cross in Boston, Claude-Florent Bouchard, known as abbé de La Poterie (1751-post-1790), called for loyalty to all established authorities in prioritized order. In his 1789 Pastoral Letter, he asked the faithful to pray for the pope, the bishop of Baltimore, “the prosperity of Congress ... the happy establishment of the federal government of the United States ... the state of Massachusetts, its Governour and Magistrates ... the King of France and the other friends and allies of America ... all those who respect the interest of his Most Christian Majesty in foreign countries.” Though Carroll condemned the Pastoral Letter, his prayer, adopted by the First Synod of Baltimore in 1791, is strikingly similar.14

The same Holy See bureaucrats who were responsible for the development of the Church in British North America fostered the U.S. church system after 1776. Fully supported by Pius VI and Holy See high officials, Cardinal Leonardo Antonelli (1730-1811) was in charge of North America. (Antonelli replaced Castelli as prefect of Propaganda Fide in the crucial years from 1780 to 1795.) He and this small group of bureaucrats applied to the new Republic the same cautious yet open-minded policy successfully used in Quebec. In their minds the outcome of the American War of Independence simply furnished an opportunity for the expansion of Catholicism. American historians of the Catholic Church have often, though imperfectly, related how Carroll was appointed first as prefect apostolic in 1784 and then as bishop of Baltimore in 1789, downplaying the importance of the early years of Catholicism in the United States. They highlight the separation of church and state as well as the novel and felicitous conjuncture of the democratic method through which Carroll was elected by his clergy. According to standard accounts, Carroll had asked the Holy See as early as 1785 to allow his clergy to select their own bishop. Furthermore, historians have emphasized that Carroll requested this procedure when his clergy petitioned for his promotion to full bishop. Finally, American historians have taken at face value their country’s official policy of noninterference in religious affairs.15 By insisting on the democratic procedure and the separation of church and state, they have tried to make the Church a full protagonist in the history of the early Republic and to show how American Catholics reneged on the Roman tradition of authoritarianism.
Regarding the democratic method of election, a simple chronology of events shows that Roman officials devised their strategy of expansion into the United States well before the 1783 Treaty of Paris and the arrival of the earliest petition from the United States in 1784. At the core of this strategy was the appointment of a superior to be chosen among the American priests. This move aligned with a policy that traditionally favored the local (or national) clergy over foreign missionaries. When American candidate Carroll was put forward as superior of the American Church (as opposed to British-born John Lewis [1721-88]), the Holy See welcomed the opportunity to implement its strategy, though it unwittingly deferred the establishment of a full bishopric to a later date.16 As for the separation of church and state in the new Republic, Benjamin Franklin’s role in the establishment of the prefecture apostolic and in Carroll’s selection was much more crucial than such a separation would allow. This role in fact embodied Old Regime diplomatic routines. At first French diplomats facilitated the whole procedure by sounding out a number of American congressmen. Then Franklin stalled the Lewis candidacy and suggested Carroll, a longtime acquaintance, for the position. Holy See officials nominated Carroll in full agreement with the American representative. After Carroll was eventually selected, Franklin privately boasted that it was “on [his own] Recommendation.” When examined next to Briand’s 1760 selection, the history of Carroll’s appointment during 1784-89 does not seem particularly innovative. Any emphasis on the novelty of these democratic procedures is exaggerated. If anything Carroll’s nomination in 1789 employed a mechanism that, though not prevalent, had been in use for centuries.17 In Briand’s and Carroll’s selections, Propaganda Fide took the same firm stand against bottom-up nominations and in both instances succeeded in picking who it thought was the best candidate for the position by attentively listening to all parties and avoiding the open endorsement of procedural solutions (such as the election of bishops) that might weaken Rome’s emphasis on a new centralizing policy.
In 1784, the nuncio in France, Giuseppe Maria Doria Pamphili, warned the Holy See that it could not take America’s gratitude to France for granted. New “revolutions similar to that of Canada” (that is, the cession of 1763), he argued, could irretrievably alter the relationship between the two recent allies. The French Revolution supplied just such an event, replacing America’s thin sympathy for its French ally with bellicose hostility. Whereas the American War of Independence had occasioned a timely yet substantially smooth passage of the church’s legal recognition, the French Revolution proved a much more fundamental turning point in reshaping American Church strategy and in strengthening the Church’s conservative social doctrine throughout the Atlantic world. During the last decade of the eighteenth century, almost one thousand priests and nuns were killed in France, with many more unaccounted for, and more than 150,000 French people, including some 30,000 Catholic clergy, fled abroad. This wave of political refugees was second in volume only to the Protestant emigration caused by the revocation of the Edict of Nantes in 1685. Even more fundamentally, the French Revolution and its Napoleonic aftermath represented an ideological turning point for the Catholic Church in the United States and British North America. The faithful abandoned any nostalgic hope for a return of Old Regime Catholic France in favor of a de facto political alliance with Protestant Great Britain, which replaced France as the friendliest among European countries. At least seven thousand French ecclesiastics fled to Britain, where persecuted Catholics could regroup and wait for better times.18

Some exiled French ecclesiastics seriously weighed the North American option. Eventually, however, only about one hundred settled in the United States and about fifty in British North America. Yet many Catholics in the North Atlantic world came to agree with French philosophe and traveler Constantin-François Chasseboeuf, comte de Volney, that the United States was a “haven of peace of which Europe did not offer any hope any longer” and that God had invented America to allow a rebirth of a better and purer Catholicism. These hopefuls included several members of the Roman high bureaucracy. As early as 1789, the new nuncio in France, Antonio Dugnani, wrote to a fellow prelate that “the best option is to go to America.” Such high officials of the Holy See were conscious of the epochal nature of events set in motion by the French Revolution. Disruption of the experienced organizational network through which the Holy See had managed the survival or expansion of Catholicism for at least two centuries, for example, significantly affected the development of the Church in the North Atlantic world. From 1789 to 1815, especially after 1797, this network was in a state of almost complete disarray. As for the North American high ecclesiastics, Carroll wrote in 1793 that “if anything could console us of the immense losses of religion in France, this would be the opportunity of the advantages that shall result for Canada and the United States.” With the revolutionary tempest clearly over in 1817, the vicar apostolic in the London district, William Poynter, believed that “the Church is going to recover in America the great losses sustained in Europe.”19
The carnage perpetrated by French revolutionaries eliminated any nostalgia French Canadians had for their former metropolis. At the same time, it transformed what had been a fruitful cooperation between the British government and the Catholic Church into an outright political alliance that lasted many decades. From 1784 to 1825, during the administrations of Louis-Philippe Mariauchau d’Esgly, Jean-François Hubert, Pierre Denaut, and Joseph-Octave Plessis, the bishops of Quebec and most of their missionaries went out of their way to please British authorities. The encounter between two Sulpicians in the Detroit region following the Jay Treaty (also known as the 1794 Treaty of London), which transferred the area to the United States, demonstrates how differences in rituals and customs did not prevent the sharing of more fundamental values. One of them, Lower Canadian François-Xavier Dufaux (1742-96), rather unemotionally reported that the Americans’ hymn was “God Save the People” instead of “God Save the King.” Furthermore he did not object when his confrère, Michel Levadoux (1746-1815), an émigré priest supportive of the principles of the new American Republic, welcomed the arrival of General Anthony Wayne with the singing of “Te Deum.” Loyalty to the legitimate government was never at stake.20 The protocol established for a bishop’s succession in case of death is one example of the long-lasting political alliance between the Church and the crown. Briand devised this procedure to prevent any recurrence of the vacuum that had followed Bishop Henri-Marie Dubreil de Pontbriand’s death in 1760. As soon as he obtained Lieutenant-General Guy Carleton’s agreement on Mariauchau d’Esgly, Briand asked the Holy See to appoint the latter bishop in partibus and coadjutor cum futurâ successione. At Briand’s death Mariauchau d’Esgly was to immediately replace him. Propaganda Fide hastened to approve, provided the crown agreed. Briand’s successors kept this protocol in place, which ensured hierarchical continuity and kept bishops from presenting a challenge to the government. Plessis felt that he had no choice but “to be submitted to the veto for the choice of our coadjutors and successors.” It took several years before the Holy See attempted to limit the crown’s veto power by making the crown’s approval only the last step. The protocol worked so well that Propaganda Fide applied it to the whole of British North America.21

As in Quebec opposition to the French Revolution in Newfoundland strengthened cooperation between the local bishop and the British authorities. This common attitude helped both sides avoid major conflicts. James Louis O’Donel, the vicar apostolic in Newfoundland, hated radicals of all sorts and French revolutionaries most of all. His report on the battles of Enniscorthy and New Ross, in County Wexford, which were part of the Irish Rebellion of 1798, leaves no doubt about his views. O’Donel got along well enough with Newfoundland’s naval governors and so did his successors. He was particularly helpful to Charles Morice Pole, governor during 1800-1801, when O’Donel thwarted potential threats of rebellion on the part of local United Irishmen sympathizers. It was British law, O’Donel believed, that made the Lower Canadians “the happiest people in either the old or the new world” and that allowed all Newfoundlanders to live “in perfect tranquility.”22

In its attitude toward the political establishment, Newfoundland (where 80 percent of the population was Catholic) resembled Ireland, O’Donel’s mother country and the place of origin of many Newfoundlanders. For most of the eighteenth century, Ireland had not been a particularly violent country. Political tensions ran high, however, and the Church was placed in an awkward position vis-à-vis the British government. In Ireland, as opposed to the rest of the British Empire, the struggle for Catholic emancipation soon took a revolutionary road. The danger of repeating the French Revolution seemed all too real to some. As spiritual leader of the Irish Church and archbishop of Dublin, John Thomas Troy never doubted that radicals and insurgents in France and Ireland were dead wrong. His 1793 Pastoral Instruction best summarizes his conservative political and religious thought; Irish nationalists later often attacked it.23 At the turn of the century, laymen, rather than clergy, set the Irish Catholics’ political agenda. The Church itself was still a weak organization that needed the crown’s protection to survive, at least according to Troy. To prevent a repetition of the Irish Rebellion of 1798, in which thirty thousand lost their lives, Troy in the end favored legislative union with Britain and the consequent demise of the Irish Parliament. He also accepted the royal veto on the appointment of Catholic bishops, a measure that he had at first opposed. The most important result of this policy of compromise between Troy and the crown was Parliament’s An Act for the better Education of Persons professing the Popish or Roman Catholic Religion. Passage of this act in 1795 was followed by the founding of the Royal (later Saint Patrick’s) College in Maynooth, whose budget was partially assured by the crown. Troy, his successor, Daniel Murray, and their fellow bishops came to believe that compromise had to be accepted to attain full Catholic emancipation and stability for the Church, including a crown’s salary for clergy.24

In the heart of the British Empire, John Douglas, the vicar apostolic in the London district, was keen on proving that being a member of the Catholic Church did not contradict the “true loyalty or duty Englishmen owe to king and country.” He, along with fifty-eight others, signed an 1807 statement of principles demonstrating that not even the pope could “absolve or dispense his majesty’s subjects from their oath of allegiance [to the crown], on any pretext whatsoever.” Poynter (Douglas’ successor), an intelligent and tolerant person, expressed the viewpoint of the North Atlantic Catholic subject better than any of his fellow prelates: “The great cause to which we are committed is one and Catholic; we all share our common interest in it, whether we are placed in Europe or in America; the seas that separate the Kingdoms of this world and the large continents do not separate the Kingdom of Jesus Christ.” His return to England in 1795, after almost two decades in France that ended with a two-year imprisonment, had indeed made Poynter appreciate the “great freedom in the practice of Religion” and the good disposition of crown officials. The vicars apostolic in the Lowland and Highland districts of Scotland and their European correspondents constantly expressed similar views. For them too the French Revolution was a crucial turning point. Antagonism and hostility toward the British crown, coupled with a reliance on traditional French support, had turned into just the opposite as early as 1789. Only a handful of lay Catholics in Edinburgh sided with French revolutionaries or were not loyal to the crown. The views of the Scottish bishops and of those of Scottish origin in North America coincided with correspondents, lobbyists, agents, and unofficial representatives to the Holy See and were no different from those of O’Donel, Plessis, Poynter, Troy, and many church leaders in the Atlantic world. A generation later Alexander McDonell, the ecclesiastical superior in Upper Canada, was aghast when he discovered the level of insurgency that was brewing in Lower Canada. He fully concurred with provincial Governor-in-Chief Matthew Whitworth-Aylmer, Baron Aylmer, that the local French-speaking bishops shared responsibility for allowing “levelling democratical principles” to be admitted “into the public schools.”25

The traditional national or regional historiographical framework depicts Holy See high officials as a bunch of reactionary bureaucrats who were at best poorly informed and slow to react. Undoubtedly, these historians’ views echo complaints prevalent in the papers produced by many British North American and American ecclesiastics. Gerald P. Fogarty and Jay P. Dolan, two of the foremost American historians of the Church in the post-Second Vatican Council era, exemplify this point of view when they refer to the Holy See’s “complete ignorance of the American situation,” especially of its democratization process and of the hierarchy’s minimal influence on the American Church. Indisputably, the Roman bureaucracy applied working habits that were not a model of modern efficiency. English-speaking church leaders would have welcomed an “infusion of English business-like method.”26 But it was not just North America that suffered from this overall inefficiency. Furthermore, when considering all of the North Atlantic rather than merely Rome’s bilateral relations with British North America or the United States as well as more fully examining the inner working of the Holy See’s bureaucracy, a different picture emerges.
First, when modern American historians of the Catholic Church fault church bureaucracy for its inattention, they seem to assume that North American affairs should have been treated as more urgent than others. Yet as a mission territory, and as such falling under Propaganda Fide, North America competed not only with Asia and Africa but also with all the non-Catholic countries of Europe. Considering the demands on them, it is striking that officials devoted so much time to discussing North American files. Probably only Ireland at this time received more attention. Second, a real effort was made by Holy See high officials to understand North American developments and to follow up with suitable decisions. Though inundated with letters, petitions, appeals, and all sorts of diverging opinions, they read them all. They also asked for external evaluations and regularly met with all the British North American and American clergy and laymen who personally took their cases to Rome. Sulpician Ambroise Maréchal, the archbishop of Baltimore, was furious when Propaganda Fide continued to welcome representatives of the trustees at the height of the trustee controversy. These people traveled to Rome, he alleged, only to misrepresent his views. Third, except for the disruptive decade that preceded 1808, Holy See bureaucrats fulfilled their role as ultimate overseers of local developments in British North America and the United States. They slowly came to evaluate American developments against a background of an orderly continental expansion in which Quebec and Baltimore enjoyed a leadership role. Following a general review of the state of religion in the United States introduced by Cardinal Bartolomeo Pacca, an influential member of Propaganda Fide, for example, in 1808 the Sacred Congregation erected four new bishoprics in Bardstown (Kentucky), Boston, New York, and Philadelphia. It also promoted Baltimore to archbishopric and decided that the new sees would be solely financed through the contributions of the faithful.27 Fourth, and most important, the Holy See’s decisions about North America were consistently in step with the Catholic conservatism observable everywhere else in the North Atlantic world.
American historians in the post-Second Vatican Council era have emphasized an alleged reactionary attitude on the part of the Holy See toward the Americanist faction of the American Church. From 1789 through the 1830s, some bishops apparently tried to take advantage of the separation of church and state to establish an American Church that would have been as exceptional in its democratic procedures as the country in which it prospered. Carroll and John England exemplified this attitude, whereas traditionalists had their champion in Maréchal. The latter favored strong dependence on the Holy See and consequently enjoyed the full support of Roman officials. As far as the Holy See was concerned, however, such a dichotomy between Amencanists and Romanists was never an explicit issue.28 Rome favored and appreciated Carroll, the innovative Americanist, as much as Maréchal, the stubborn traditionalist. What really mattered to Holy See bureaucrats was the pursuance of a moderate policy of compromise with the government in power, which applied to the United States as well as to any other country in the North Atlantic world.
Plessis’ long administration of the Quebec diocese might be viewed as the high point in this well-established relationship between church and government. He repeatedly and publicly thanked God for allowing the conquest of Canada and consequently sparing Canada the horrors of the French Revolution. Plessis’ 1817 election to the legislative council of Lower Canada is a telling case in point. When he received the crown’s offer, which required no less than an amendment to the Quebec Act, Plessis asked for the Holy See’s opinion and approval. Then, being reassured by the lieutenant-governor of Lower Canada, John Coape Sherbrooke, that “he could accept without compromising either his conscience or his principles” because “the government had taken the most appropriate measure to express its gratitude for his services,” he acted unilaterally, took possession of his seat, and never regretted his decision. At first Propaganda Fide noted that Plessis’ acceptance would have been an unforgivable scandal “in another century” because the legislative council was a Protestant body.29 Ultimately, however, after five years of internal debate, the Holy See did not object. In fact the Roman officials’ conduct in such a potentially controversial situation was not exceptional. Roughly in the same period, the Holy See showed a similar attitude about Troy’s initial wavering position toward the notion of a royal veto over episcopal appointments and about the election of Sulpician Gabriel Richard (1767-1832) as congressman for the Michigan Territory in 1823.30
The subdivision of the archdiocese of Quebec into a number of self-governing and ethnically oriented bishoprics represented another potential controversy. Still, differences among Plessis, McDonell, Angus Bernard MacEachern, and Edmund Burke (1753-1820) had more to do with clashing personalities and a good dose of ethnic bias than ecclesiastical politics. All these ecclesiastics fully shared a compliant attitude toward the British crown. McDonell in Upper Canada accepted the substantial emoluments the crown granted him in view of his crucial role in keeping good order among the Irish. These subsidies continued to increase. The Holy See itself was somewhat startled by this practice. Yet, following in the footsteps of its own decisions concerning Lower Canada, it did not disapprove.31 Thomas Weld, McDonell’s coadjutor, was a shareholder in the Canada Company. MacEachern enjoyed friendly relationships with several high crown officials, from whom he received substantial pensions and extensive land properties on par with the yearly allowances granted to the bishops of Quebec. Though Burke, the most vociferous among his colleagues, accused Plessis of being too subservient to the crown, he did just the same by siding with Carleton, then Baron Dorchester, on the issue of the non-confessional university to be established in Quebec. When the lieutenant-governor of Upper Canada, John Graves Simcoe, asked in 1794 for a “loyal Clergyman” who could “counteract any improper opinions and transactions” in the Detroit area, Carleton selected Burke. There he upheld the British cause to such an extent that he even annoyed the local French-Canadian priests. The published and private writings of these men throughout the North Atlantic world, whatever their ethnic background, show a striking commonality of intentions, long-term strategies, and even short-term tactics. At first this accommodating attitude was due to the early feeling of surprise and relief that the status of the Church strengthened after 1760. This feeling rapidly developed into a conviction that loyalty to the British crown, together with a certain amount of compromise, prevented any change for the worse in the status quo. Foremost in their minds were the tragedies brought about by what Thomas Hussey (1746-1803), principal chaplain at the Spanish embassy in London, referred to in 1790 as the “French disease.”32 This attitude became commonplace among Catholic officials after the French Revolution and remained unchanged throughout the Napoleonic Wars and the post-1815 Bourbon Restoration. It was indeed shared by all parties, including the crown and Holy See officials.
Yet insecurity lingered. The more they gained, the more the bishops of Quebec feared their privileges could be rescinded. Indeed in the British Empire, just as in Napoleonic France, Catholics could take nothing for granted. Would the next secretary of state be as well disposed as the current? Would a challenged lieutenant-governor switch to a less generous attitude? How far should a bishop go with his requests? Should he support or quash his faithful’s demands for change? Briand asked his faithful to be loyal to their new crown. If they acted differently, he reminded them, they ran the risk of being “stripped of all the privileges that he [the king] was so good to grant.” Two generations later another bishop, Plessis, reminded his vicar general in London, François-Emmanuel Bourret (ca. 1741-1807), of all the repressive statutes enacted by the crown from 1759 to 1774. These statutes, he warned, were still extant, and only the right amount of compromise on both sides had so far forestalled their implementation. Plessis feared that the arrival of the new lieutenant-governor of Lower Canada, Robert Shore Milnes, could mean the enactment of the crown’s never-abandoned, long-term policy of assimilation. His fears remained the same in the following years. The War of 1812 offered yet another opportunity for the Lower Canadian Church to show its loyalty to the government: “The clergy and the Catholic people profess their most decided loyalty towards it ... our Catholics have been shown to accept any temporal sacrifice for the defence of their country,” he explained to Troy. Plessis’ strategy did not change over the years. Catholics must “sometimes contain their wish to enlarge its establishment [of the Catholic religion] lest they lose even a part of the freedom which they enjoy, a freedom that they would not be able to find in several countries, where it is called state religion.” The whole of Plessis’ career wavered between a sense of accomplishment and a constant feeling of insecurity. Plessis’ fellow prelates in the North Atlantic world constantly expressed similar sentiments. In Newfoundland, for example, a cautious O’Donel criticized Burke, Troy, and Franciscan Arthur O’Leary (1729-1802), chaplain of the Spanish embassy in London, for writing overly strong anti-Protestant pastoral letters. Though he allowed that they might have been right in principle, O’Donel feared that those writings would provoke anti-Catholic repression. In the Maritime Provinces, MacEachern remarked that Catholics needed to seize the opportunity offered by the accommodating attitude of the current colonial ministry: “Who knows how long the same policy may prevail in the cabinet?”33
Despite their continued calls for loyalty, moderation, compromise, and accommodation, the North Atlantic bishops’ recipe for survival and expansion worked best in former French Canada, which was the “promised land, the land of milk and honey” that all North American bishops, especially the American ones, tried to copy. Benoît-Joseph Flaget, the bishop of Bardstown, traveled to Canada in 1818, and almost fifteen years later he still recalled that visit as the most satisfactory of his lifetime. According to a Louisiana priest, no church in any village or countryside of Europe could boast the perfection of Canadian churches.34 Outside Lower Canada, however, the territorial growth of the Church exposed a number of local conflicts that could threaten its general stability and orderly existence under the Holy See’s traditional leadership. Essentially, these conflicts fall within two major categories: ethnic rivalry and the trustee controversy. They continued for more than a half century throughout North America and were directly related to the ethnic composition of the waves of immigration in the period. As such these conflicts raged with particular violence during the two decades following 1815, which marked the beginning of sizable Atlantic migrations. It was also the year of Carroll’s death, Napoleon’s final abdication, and the end of the Congress of Vienna. Yet neither ethnic rivalry nor the trustee controversy represented a direct challenge to the conservative political attitude on which church leaders based their strategy for survival and expansion in North America.
In the United States, the urban intermingling of several “national” communities laid the groundwork for ethnic hatred among the faithful and their ecclesiastical representatives. Carroll was well aware that separation of church and state did not prevent enemies from within from eroding his model church. As early as 1788, he was embroiled in a major controversy with a community of German origin in Philadelphia. Two years later he begged the small Boston community to “lay aside national distinctions & attachments, & strive to form not Irish, or English, or French Congregations & Churches, but Catholic-American Congregations & Churches.” The disproportionate number of bishops, parish priests, and missionaries of French origin further exacerbated ethnic tensions. These ecclesiastics often despised their Irish faithful, who made up almost all their community. Ethnic rivalry was also present in British North America, where it involved Scottish and Irish communities as well as Acadians.35 There the French-speaking Quebec church was a powerful presence. North of the border, ethnic rivalry did not normally degenerate into a slanderous and violent confrontation as it had in the United States because ethnic communities rarely mingled or lived in proximity. Historians of the Catholic Church, who customarily interpret conflict within a national or regional framework, do not deny the existence of ethnic rivalry. Their opinions about it, however, vary. Historians of the British North American Church believe that differences between the French-speaking bishops of Quebec and the clerical representatives of the Irish and Scottish communities were irreconcilable. In their view each community legitimately fought for its own survival (the French Canadians) or for its emancipation (the Irish and the Scottish). Historians of the American Church downplay ethnic rivalry and make it only one element in the struggle for church democratization in which the partisans of a modern, decentralized American Church opposed the proponents of a traditional, hierarchical Ultramontane Church. Undoubtedly, ethnic rivalry caused a number of crises that, during several decades, threatened the stability of the North American Church. When historians examine local evidence in the larger North Atlantic context, though, it appears that ethnic groups did not represent a direct challenge to the conservative policy and the strategy of accommodation espoused by all church leaders, regardless of their different ethnic allegiances. In itself, then, ethnic rivalry was neither conservative nor anticonservative and represented only one element in the overall political conflict.36
The trustee controversy was a struggle for power that occurred in mainly urban districts between the corporation of laymen (or trustees) and the canonically appointed episcopal representatives. At the core was the right claimed by trustees, as legal managers of all ecclesiastical temporalities and duly elected representatives of the faithful, to hire and dismiss their priests at their pleasure. This right, called trusteeism, was not acknowledged by the bishops, who adduced canon law and the sacramental nature of any ordained priest. In the United States, disturbances directly linked to the trustee controversy continued for more than seventy years, from 1785 in New York City to 1855 in Buffalo. Historians in the pre-Second Vatican Council era thoroughly condemned the trustees’ demands as an aberration of church discipline and welcomed the normalization the Holy See and the bishops’ party ultimately imposed on the American Church, whereas historians in the post-Second Vatican Council era are more sympathetic to the trustees’ demands. They place them in a general bottom-up reinterpretation of Church history that focuses on the community (that is, the faithful served by the ordained hierarchy). In essence religious history replaces Church history. American historian Patrick Carey attributes the trustee controversy to the democratization of the Church in a context of major immigration and the absence of government interference.37

Undoubtedly, the language used by the trustees in their fight against episcopal authority was republican and democratic. In the 1790s such language had become common currency in the whole North Atlantic world. One broadside among many produced by the two main opposing parties illustrates the character of the polemics. Undated and signed “A Catholic,” this broadside was produced around 1818 by the trustees of Saint Patrick’s Church in Norfolk, Virginia. Its target was Maréchal (the “enemy”). The broadside claimed American Catholics were “free citizens of this sovereign and independent state.” As such they owed “high and indispensable duty ... to this country, and to its constitution, laws and government,” which were mainly symbolized by the Bill of Rights and the Constitution, “both evidently founded upon the natural and social rights of our kind.” Indeed, the broadside author argued, there was no doubt that their principles “emanate[d] from the laws of nature,” since the “whole frame of government and its system of civil polity is novel, and never before acted upon in the world.” According to the broadside, Maréchal insisted that Catholics choose whether “to be governed by the sacred laws of the Catholic Church” or “to make use of the liberty we enjoy under our free and happy government to introduce into the spiritual and temporal administration of [the] congregation sectarian principles, totally subversive of the discipline ... [of] the whole Catholic world.” The broadside author refuted Maréchal’s dichotomy, writing that to be a good Catholic meant to be a real American and that “all Pastors should be appointed by their respective congregations.” In their struggle against Henry Conwell, bishop of Philadelphia, who was their legitimate superior, the trustees went as far as using the Holy See’s approval of the veto system in Ireland to bolster their own case, a most audacious parallel. By allowing the veto right to a Protestant king, they claimed, the Holy See admitted the principle “that the government represented and acted for all its subjects.” In the United States, however, the “government is precluded from interfering in the religious concerns of any of its citizens.” Thus the full power of ecclesiastical appointments was vested in the trustees as the only legitimate representatives of the people. The republican and democratic language of so many claims made by the trustees may not have always corresponded to organized political opposition to the established authority. If their conservative attitude is the common ground on which the church leaders based their strategy in the North Atlantic world, can trusteeism, “very American and clearly republican,” be regarded as a major exception?38 When the trustee controversy is examined in the North American context, Carey’s thesis loses some of its strength.
Trusteeism was not a unique American phenomenon because all its components appeared in most of British North America in the same period, with the exception of French Canada. Lower Canada and its western dependencies were the only places where the trustee system failed to erode the bishop’s power and was never a viable alternative. There the marguilliers, as the members of the fabrique were called (that is, the trustees as a body), always regarded themselves as inferior to the parish priest, who in turn professed full hierarchical subordination to his bishop. It was not until the early 1830s, on the eve of the rebellions of 1837-38, that some marguilliers close to the Parti Patriote, an anti-British and anticlerical political party, tried to take over the administration of the parishes by legally disempowering the bishop’s representatives. Outside French Canada, however, evidence of trusteeism is plentiful. According to Canadian historian Terrence Murphy, the earliest record of a lay committee in British North America appears in Saint John, New Brunswick. In Halifax, Capuchin James Jones (ca. 1743-1805), the superior of the Nova Scotia missions, refused to accept this new system, “to wit, in entering into a compact, with the people for a salary,” which he considered an “American idea” more proper of “modern sectaries, [who] wish to have the priest on hiveling.” In the Atlantic provinces of British North America and the United States, legal conditions were similar, without any structured system to accommodate the Church or offer any special protection to it. (In British North America, however, the crown certainly accommodated the Church, and even in the United States exceptions to the First Amendment were occasionally made.) Therefore the initiative to ask permission, raise money, build a chapel or a church, obtain the assistance of the Irish or Scottish clergy, and eventually recruit a priest fell entirely on the shoulders of self-appointed committees of affluent Catholics. Once the church was built, those who put up the money managed the property as trustees, just as they did in the United States. Jones’ reference to the trustee system as an American idea is telling: the system was foreign, yet its presence in Nova Scotia was real. Republicanism and democracy may have supplied the language to the trustees’ claims on both sides of the border, but neither was a significant element in British North America, where no republican structures were at play and no prevailing democratic political climate existed.39 Thus Carey’s direct link between the republican and democratic language used by the trustees and their political opposition to the established authority does not seem to be as strong as he claims.
Though innovative in several ways, the trustee controversy was also rooted in and indeed complicated by an Old Regime tradition of church conflicts over status in society that persisted well into the mid-nineteenth century. Everyday conflicts of this sort normally concerned, for example, preeminence in processions, invocations in prayers, prominence in blessings, and precedence in the assignment of pews. In a place such as Detroit, which in one generation went through three political regime changes, the contemporary presence of Old Regime demands and a new democratic language is particularly evident. In its two churches, Saint-Anne-du-Détroit and L’Assomption-du-Détroit, controversies mainly derived from the right to use certain pews. Pews were a source of income for parish priests, who rented them out at public auctions. Some of them were assigned, ex officio, to the highest civil and military officials. This system produced a delicate balance based on local prevailing rights. In 1792, the trustees went head-to-head with the parish priest, Pierre Fréchette (1752-1816). In a truly democratic style, they opposed the rules spelled out in the ritual for assigning the pews on the grounds that “they were the masters of their trust [and] could grant pews and privileges to anybody according to their own pleasure.” A few years later, the trustees represented the local population in the struggle between François Baby (1733-1820), the highest-ranking militia officer in the county, and the parish priest, Louis Payet (1749-1801). In a crescendo of violence, pews were successively locked, privately built and installed, then thrown out of the church, until one of the missionaries threatened to call in the royal troops against the French-Canadian culprits and forbade his fellow missionaries from dispensing any religious services to the local population. Though trustees claimed to be the legitimate representatives of the faithful (that is, of the Catholic people) on account of their election, only the democratic language of the trustees distinguishes these new conflicts from those that were a typical feature of the Church under the Old Regime. Another striking example of innovative and indeed republican language masking a typical Old Regime controversy about revenues and power revolved around the thorny issue of a two-thousand-acre White Marsh, Maryland, estate during 1821-25. The contentious issue was whether it should be reserved for the American province of the Society of Jesus or handed over to Archbishop Maréchal. The Jesuits refused to budge, even when the order came directly from Pius VII, on the grounds that reversion of the estate to Maréchal was tantamount to “an invasion of the Holy See into the supreme and independent jurisdiction of our republic.” When the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania ruled in favor of Philadelphia’s Saint Mary’s trustees over its bishop in 1824, the court based its decision on the same legal ground, the interference of “a foreign potentate” in a civil matter. The trustee controversy, then, cannot be construed as a direct challenge to the Church’s overall conservative attitude. Trustees and church officials usually tried to resolve their disputes through cooperation and compromise.40 The republican and democratic language evident in most of the literature arising from the trustee controversy was often strategic rhetoric used for leverage in a specific debate rather than a register of a broader effort to democratize the Church. The Old Regime nature of many of the contests normally associated with that controversy weakens the thesis that these conflicts reflected opposition to the structure of Church authority. Trusteeism has been exaggerated as a threat to the power and authority of the conservative Church leadership.
From 1760 to 1829, a period in which the Western world often seemed on the verge of irreparable destruction, the Roman Catholic Church in the North Atlantic world not just survived but transformed itself into an inherently stronger institution. During the shaking experiences of those revolutionary decades, the Church showed a notable lack of internal dissent and a remarkable unity of intentions, which was certainly shared by its hierarchy and, as far as scholars are able to tell, by the rank-and-file local priests and missionaries. Ruthless and lengthy as they were, not even ethnic rivalry and the trustee controversy, the two major instances of internal conflicts, succeeded in challenging the general stability and orderly existence that the North Atlantic Church enjoyed under the overall direction of the Holy See. In an age of imperial warfare and democratic revolution, leaders of the Catholic Church on all levels shared a political attitude based on an abhorrence of radicalism, a straightforward loyalty to the established government, and a delicate balance between deference and firmness concerning their political and institutional leaders. Aimed as it was at non-Catholic civil governments, this conservative attitude was indeed a momentous novelty. A flexible and accommodating stance toward civil authorities helped Church leaders strengthen their organization and consolidate their power and authority within it. Political necessities became ecclesiastical virtues, with a conservative institution devising a new strategy that allowed the Catholic Church to flourish after 1829.
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  Temple and Mosque, Conflict and Balance 
Frederick M. Asher
The power of visual imagery to engender religious disputes has been demonstrated repeatedly, from a huge monument depicting the Ten Commandments in the rotunda of the Alabama Supreme Court to the Temple Mount in Jerusalem and at several places in India. Unlike the case of Alabama, which pits secularists against Christian religious conservatives, and unlike Jerusalem, in a nation established as an explicitly Jewish homeland, India was created as a secular nation state. Despite that heritage, however, its imagined integrity was shattered on August 14, 1947, when the Islamic Republic of Pakistan was carved out of former British India, and suddenly a significant portion of India’s Muslim population became foreigners, a notion that has gained increasing currency in reference to the Muslim population that chose to remain in the newly-created secular Republic of India. The establishment of an Islamic republic bordering India has led to an increasing sense of religious identity on the part of India’s majority population, that is, identity with a religion as much as with a nation. Stated differently, a strong Hindu identity has emerged both within India and among Indians abroad, one that has sought to remake India as a Hindu nation and, in the process, to conflate religion and nationality. Just as colonial remnants have been removed -- British street names, for example -- so there is a quest to remove remnants of an Islamic presence in India, particularly those remnants that recall rule by Muslim dynasties.
There has been some success to this quest, most notably the destruction of the second-oldest mosque built by the Mughal dynasty. The mosque was the so-called Babri Masjid at Ayodhya, so-called because it was not constructed by Babur, the first Mughal monarch, but rather by one of his nobles, Mir Baqi, in 1528-29. Many Hindus believe that the mosque had been constructed on the site of the birthplace of the god Rama, a place, they argue, where a temple commemorating the precise locus of this god’s birth stood prior to the mosque’s construction. For some time, militant Hindus threatened to demolish the mosque and replace it with a temple dedicated to Rama. The stand-off became a charged political one debated in both state and federal legislatures. It pitted a well-organized and financially well-backed group of Hindus more against police who had been ordered to protect the mosque than against any organized Muslim community. As tension mounted, a mob finally stormed the police lines on December 6, 1992 and demolished the mosque, while the police did little to stop its desecrators. In the months following, even in the years right up to today, the debate has centered much more on whether a temple had been demolished in order to make way for Mir Baqi’s 1528-29 mosque than on any other issue. Virtually never debated was the ethics of righting one wrong by perpetrating another, in fact, seeking retribution more than 450 years after the event, or, as may be more interesting, debating the notion of space itself. That is, when space is contested, what magnitude of space forms the locus of such contestation?
Among other historically important sites under threat is one that, like Ayodhya, is claimed as the locus of a god’s birth, in this case the birth of the Hindu god Krishna. This site, the Katra Mound, is at Mathura, 145 km. south of Delhi. The Katra Mound long has been known to art historians and archaeologists as the source of an image, one encountered by almost every student who has had even an introductory course on South Asian art history. The image is commonly identified as the Katra Buddha. Despite the fame of this 2,000 year old sculpture, the history of the Katra Mound, that is, the source of this image, tells a story of present-day importance.
That the Katra Mound was the site of a Buddhist monastery seems likely from the several images found there.1 But the Buddhist monastery was not the only occupant of the place art historians call the Katra Mound. Also found there were Jain and Brahmanical images,2 indicating that it was a site used by several religions; in today’s terminology, we might call it a multi-communal site. For example, an inscribed pedestal of a seated Jain image, a work of the second century, originates at the Katra Mound as does a fifth-century lintel with a fine image of the Hindu god Vishnu. Certainly we know that it was the location of a Hindu temple, the Keshavadeva temple, that was dismantled under Aurangzeb’s orders and replaced with a great mosque that still occupies the space.3

That last change was clearly intentional and sequential, that is, a Hindu temple was replaced by a mosque. But should we assume that during the entire history of the Katra Mound, there was a sequential occupation, that is, first by Buddhists, then “Brahmans,” and finally “Musalmans,” as Alexander Cunningham asserted in 1870?4 Or, to quote another scholar writing somewhat later, that is, at the beginning of the last century, Jean Ph. Vogel: “We may conclude that the Katra site was once occupied by a Buddhist monastery. ... On the ruins of that building there arose in afterdays a Hindu temple dedicated to Vishnu under the name of Kesab Dev or Keso Rai, ... but in its turn had to make place for a mosque built by Aurangzeb.”5 These assertions, following and reinforcing commonly held beliefs, assume exclusive ownership of a sacred site and changes, when they occur, coming in sequential order. That is a notion that fits well with the assumptions of art history, a field committed to sequences. But is that notion, we must ask, more a construct of a present-day world in which territory is more often contested on religious grounds than simply shared? And, for that matter, how do we understand the category of “religion” in pre-modern India? I should add one important note here before considering the site today and its precarious situation. The Keshava Deva temple that was destroyed in order to construct the mosque there had been built at the beginning of the seventeenth century by Raja Bir Singh Deo of Orchha and subsequently supported by imperial Mughal grants, that is grants for this Hindu temple from a dynasty of Muslim monarchs. The Raja who had provided this temple was much admired by the Mughal emperor Jahangir and at the emperor’s behest killed Abu al-Fazl, biographer and confidant of Jahangir’s predecessor on the throne, Akbar. It was thus not a temple of any great antiquity; stated differently, it was specifically associated with a person whose memory remained alive at the time the temple was destroyed in 1669 during the reign of the Mughal emperor Aurangzeb -- destroyed, it might be noted, in retaliation for uprisings in the area around Mathura. Mughal losses were massive and included the Mughal commandant of Mathura. What was destroyed was, in a very real sense, the Mughal’s own temple.6  It was replaced by a large mosque, the one that remains on the site.
That’s not the end of the story, for the site of the temple and mosque has been imbued with a new meaning. It has been identified as the locus of the god Krishna’s birthplace, and immediately abutting the mosque a large temple complex has now been constructed. Both mosque and temple are heavily guarded by police; cameras are prohibited, and visitors are scrutinized for anything dangerous they might bring into the courtyards of either building. The space is not just contested; it is highly charged. Few visitors go to the old mosque whose entrance faces a direction 90 degrees and two hundred meters away from the entrance to the temple compound. By contrast, however, thousands every day descend upon what is called Krishna Janmabhumi, the birthplace of the god Krishna, where one recent temple is now said to mark Krishna’s birthplace and a still newer and very much larger temple in the compound, a temple that is less than a decade old, celebrates the location of Krishna’s birth but is not believed precisely to mark it. The mosque remains, but the Vishva Hindu Parishad (VHP), the group most ostensibly responsible for destruction of the mosque at Rama’s birthplace, Ayodhya, remains intent on its demolition. Are there ways to grasp this threat with sympathetic understanding, rather than simply fear for the potential loss of a monument of historical importance on one hand or, on the other hand, the obliteration of Jawaharlal Nehru’s vision for a secular India, one in which all communities, that is, members of all faiths, might live in harmony? 
Religious space in India has been shared and continues to be. On one level, we might consider some of the internationally regarded monuments from India’s antiquity, for example, the site of Elephanta, off the coast of Mumbai, where a sixth-century sanctuary was excavated from the side of a cliff high on the island’s peak. Today, the sanctuary is an object of sacred pilgrimage for devotees of the god Shiva, but since pilgrimage in India incorporates notions that we might consider tourism, the pilgrims join with more secular tourists, including large numbers of foreigners, who take the hourly boats from India Gate Harbour to Elephanta. And all of them share the space, sometimes competitively, with the Archaeological Survey of India, whose job it is to protect the site, but to sustain their work must depend upon income from the sale of admission tickets purchased by both tourists and pilgrims.
There are many more conventional instances of shared space, some of them sites where we might least expect it. For example, regarding one of the most sacred sites of Islam in all South Asia, the Dargah of Muin-ud-Din Chishti, a nineteenth-century edition of the Ajmer District Gazetteer notes, “The shrine of Khwaja Sahib is venerated and visited by Hindus as well as Muhammadans and other Indians irrespective of their religion.”7  And I have observed, with a degree of wonder that was probably unnecessary, a burka-clad and thus obviously Muslim woman in the great temple of Shiva Nataraja at Chidambaram. This underscores the need to consider with care the meaning of religious identity in the South Asian subcontinent. To what extent is that sense of identity with a particular religion a legacy of colonial conceptions, perhaps most closely associated with the census, which beginning in 1871 mandated counting individuals by religious affiliation that fit British-conceived categories? Certainly we know cases in which communities might identify simultaneously as both Hindus and Muslims, for example the Patuas of Bengal.8  But even in cases such as those, I wonder if the members of these communities imagine a dual identity, as we might construe it, rather than simply identity with the community and its culturally instilled practices.
Although Mathura long has been home to diverse religious communities, it is best known today for its association with the god Krishna. All texts agree that Krishna was born in Mathura but where precisely in this large city, none specifies.9 Thus sanctity extends to all Mathura and even its environs, an area known as Braj, as we can sense from pilgrimages to sites associated with Krishna, an impressively large circuit. But what of the god’s birthplace and its present citing at the Katra Mound? That notion does not seem to have any substantial antiquity.
We have relatively little information about the temple that Bir Singh Deo built, the one that was demolished and replaced by Aurangzeb’s mosque. There is no surviving inscription commemorating its foundation, so we need to rely on written references that might suggest an association of the temple’s site with Krishna’s birthplace. Two European accounts, one of the seventeenth century and one of the late nineteenth century, describe Mathura in some detail, but neither identifies a specific site for Krishna’s birthplace. One is by F. S. Growse, a District Officer serving colonial India, whose 1883 book, Mathura: A District Memoir,10 was intended to aid the colonial agenda which, in part, sought to solidify rule by capturing information, as much information about India as conceivably could be amassed. Growse clearly recognized the importance of Krishna to Mathura, even acknowledging that “the deified Krishna [is] the tutelary deity of the district,” something he states in order to explain the extensive discussions of Krishna in this volume. But when he discusses the Katra Mound and Bir Singh’s temple that once stood there, he never identifies the site with Krishna’s birth. Had local tradition done so, he surely would have reported that, for Growse pays considerable attention to such detail. 
Nor does the French jeweler Tavernier, who saw Bir Singh’s temple about 1650 and described it in detail. He calls it the third most important temple in all India and one of the most sumptuous in the realm, even though at the time not many Hindus, he reports, worship there because the Jamuna River, where they would have bathed prior to worship, had shifted course rather far distant, making a walk to the temple inconvenient. Tavernier notes his encounter with the priests and even describes viewing the temple’s main image, but nowhere does he suggest its association with the birth of the god Krishna.11
Bir Singh’s temple was not the first at this site. Many argue that there must have been a temple on the Katra site at the time Sultan Mahmud of Ghazni raided Mathura in 1017,12 although we have no specifics at all, mostly Bada’uni’s claim some 600 years later that Mahmud razed Mathura to the ground and broke all the idols, and Mahmud’s own claim that the images he broke yielded an immense amount of gold and jewels.13 This is an important piece of information because it suggests that this raid and others wrought by invaders who happened to be Muslim sought valuable commodities much more than the satisfaction of engaging in iconoclastic devastation. After all, why would Mahmud of Ghazni engage in the raid in the first place if it were not for profit of some sort. Moreover, we might recall that one way of encouraging and paying an army was the promise of plunder. There is one other issue that we need to keep in mind by way of explanation. That is, in Islam -- as in the other Western Asian religions, namely Christianity and Judaism -- religious structures were gathering places; they were congregational, quite unlike a Hindu temple. Thus it is likely that potential conquerors such as Mahmud of Ghazni must have imagined that by destroying temples they were destroying gathering places for people, an institution fundamental to a social network and thus to the potential for resistance.
The damage Mahmud wrought did not last long, for an inscription found at the Katra Mound dated 1150, that is, 133 years after the time of Mahmud of Ghazni, records the construction there of a temple of the Hindu god Vishnu that was brilliantly white and so large that it was said to be “touching the clouds.”14 Nowhere does the inscription specify either that this temple replaces an earlier destroyed one or that its location marks the birthplace of Krishna. It is hard to believe that if this site were in 1150 believed to be that of Krishna’s birthplace, the inscription would fail to so indicate. What happened to this temple that necessitated its replacement by Bir Singh Deo is not as certain as sometimes reported. Generally, it is stated with considerable confidence that Sikander Lodi (r. 1489-1517) destroyed the temple.15 All that we know, however, is that Sikander Lodi built mosques at Mathura and was pretty tough on Hindus there, for example, prohibiting certain practices that Hindu pilgrims normally would follow. But we certainly don’t know that he destroyed temples. In fact, we learn from the account of a Jesuit who was present from 1580-1582 at the court of the Mughal emperor Akbar, Father Monserrate, that many temples were found in the area, and that huge crowds of pilgrims came from all over India to one temple in particular, one that must have escaped Sikander Lodi’s desecration, if indeed he did desecrate temples. That temple, which attracted crowds of pilgrims, Father Monserrate reported, was situated high on the bank of the Jamuna River, very possibly a reference to a temple on the elevated Katra Mound. Nowhere, however, does he specify that this temple is associated with Krishna’s birthplace.16 What we might imagine is that this temple was not in very good condition a generation later, when Bir Singh Deo took the opportunity to replace it with a new structure, again without reference to the spot as Krishna’s birthplace.
But is historical documentation of consequence for religious belief? The present temples comprising the site now better known as Krishna Janmabhumi than as the Katra Mound shape belief; they do not simply mark or commemorate it. Various versions of a text known as the Mathura Mahatmya, especially relatively late versions of this text on Mathura’s sanctity, conceive of the Katra Mound as the center of the lotus, which is used to map Mathura conceptually.17 But no version of this text explicitly associates the mound with Krishna’s birthplace. That notion seems to have evolved at least in part to strengthen legal claims to the site. The first claim was brought to court in 1878, by Muslims who argued that the mound belonged to the mosque constructed there. While we know little about the background to this claim, we can surmise that it was entered because the Muslim community began to feel that the site of their mosque was being seriously contested. The verdict of the case inserted a great deal of ambiguity into the situation, insuring considerable income to several generations of attorneys. The verdict concluded that the Katra Mound was then not owned but that in 1815 a king of Varanasi named Patnimal had purchased it from the East India Company. At least three subsequent court cases were filed and concluded with decisions that, not very helpfully to present politics, assigned ownership of the mosque to descendants of the Hindu King Patnimal. Then in 1944, Jugal Kishore Birla, from one of India’s leading industrialist families, purchased the land from the descendants of King Patnimal with the express intention of building a temple. What sort of temple is not specified, but clearly it was one commemorating the birthplace of Krishna because almost immediately after the settlement of this case in 1946, a Krishna Janmasthan Trust -- that is, a trust for the birthplace of the god Krishna -- was established and the land sold to it. Work on a temple there commenced in 1953 but was concluded a great deal more recently. The temple includes an underground chamber immediately abutting the qibla wall of the mosque that is believed to be the very spot of Krishna’s birth. The still larger temple at the site was completed within the past decade. It could not have been commenced until one final court case was decided in 1960, one whose verdict concluded that the property was legally owned by the Krishna Janmasthan Trust and that Muslims, in fact, were protected for use of the mosque only on the occasion of Id.18 Thus a legal battle whose parties identified themselves in religious terms managed to transform the space of a temple into the space of a specific sacred locus, that is, Krishna’s birthplace. 
That history of the Katra Mound as contested space is only part of the issue. The parallel issue may be asked as a question: Why can't this space be shared by the two communities, Hindus and Muslims, as, let us say, Jerusalem is shared -- however tenuously -- by Jews and Christians and Muslims? The answer is, at least in part, dependent on differing conceptions of space. For those religions formed on West Asian soil, that is, Judaism, Christianity and Islam, religious space is generally conceived as a place where adherents might gather. It may have historic poignancy, even sacred historic poignancy, but it does not have inherent sanctity that goes beyond its function and whatever history that might be associated with it. And while churches might have historical affiliations, for example, the Church of the Holy Sepulcher or the Church of the Nativity, as some mosques do as well, for example, the al-Aqsa Mosque adjacent to the Dome of the Rock, which marks the spot believed today by Muslims to be the locus of the Prophet’s ascent to heaven, these structures remain gathering places for worshipers. Thus when religious shrines are desecrated in times of war, it is often imagined that a locus for social gathering and thus an institution that creates the very fabric of society itself has been undermined.
That West Asian concept of a religious structure is quite different from the Hindu conception of sacred space. A temple is conceived as god’s space, not that of mortals, and so the worshiper does not enter the temple’s sanctum, the place where the image is installed, on the right. Rather, the devotee enters a porchway, a liminal space between the mundane world on the outside and the god’s realm in the sanctum. Standing at the threshold, then, the worshiper beholds the deity. It is not just a stone sculpture, the object to which the art historian has transformed it, but a manifestation of god himself who occupies this space. It is thus charged in ways entirely different from space intended to accommodate mortals. For without the temple, can the god Krishna even manifest himself at the site of his birth, an event, though one of antiquity, linked to the present by the temple’s image?
In the case of Jerusalem, the issue is ownership of or dominance in a nation-state or a specifically designated large part of such a modern state. The protests are public and intended to intimidate the opposition, a battle that is most effectively waged in public space such as the streets or marketplace. But in India, where the temple marks god’s space, not that of his worshipers, competing shrines are imagined to diminish the unique power of the deity and his ability to manifest himself in radiating fashion. And if these competing monuments are imagined to be on the very spot where a deity such as Krishna or Rama was born, then they prevent this god from manifesting himself on a spot that is justly his. Thus in India, the lines are not just drawn on the basis of religious identity, that is, along social lines. Rather, they are drawn on the basis of a structure because that structure is not understood simply as a space for the gathering of adherents but rather a place necessary for god’s presence. 
Are Hindus and Muslims invariably opposed? Not necessarily. It depends on the currency of identity. In India, identity is generally based on community, which can mean what we’ve come in English to call caste, though even that has shades of meaning. But identity also is, at least in recent times, extended to what we might call religion. It was not always so. The foreignness of people in India who happened to be Muslim was the basis of their identification. That is, we have innumerable written references to Turushkas, or Turks, as the term may be translated, a word that refers to their non-indigenous origin, not their faith. The notion of creating religious-based taxonomies for Indians seems largely a European notion, one that may very well spring from religious contests that afflicted Europe -- the Crusades, the Spanish Reconquest, and much more recently the Holocaust. Even the very term Hindu as a religious designator is essentially of European origin, and recent origin at that.
Will the present balance between temple and mosque remain intact? There are competing discourses, and it is not at all clear which one will ultimately dominate. To the Vishva Hindu Parishad, the destruction of the Ayodhya mosque (or, as they would see it, reclaiming the space of that mosque) was only the first step. Among their other targets is the Mathura mosque. As recently as July, 2003, the head of the VHP, Ashok Singhal, stated that Hindu claim on this structure, along with one other mosque, was “not negotiable” and that Muslims in India, if they want better relations with Hindus, must withdraw their claim on the mosque. Such rhetoric, however, is very different from that at Mathura itself, where both Hindu and Muslim leadership seems intent on preserving the present balance. There, Abdul Haque, who has served as secretary of the mosque since 1991, asserted unambiguously that “there is no problem. It is a political issue only.” This view was reinforced by Kapil Sharma, secretary of the Krishna-Janmasthan Trust, who noted that in 1992, after the destruction of the Ayodhya temple, there was rioting in many parts of India but not in Mathura. He is certain that the mosque and temple will remain intact, noting that “They are doing their religious work. We are doing ours.” How does one reconcile the distinction between the rhetoric of the Hindu nationalists in other parts of India on one hand and those charged with maintaining the contested institutions at Mathura on the other? We need to recognize the pragmatism of the arguments. During the week of Krishna’s birthday in August, 2003 (Krishna Janmashtami), the officers of Krishna’s birthsite maintain, some 5 million visitors descended on the site with 3.5 million on a single day. Even if those numbers are inflated, as likely they are, the number of devotees was enormous by any reasonable measure, and their economic impact on Mathura was substantial. Destruction of the mosque would raise such tension that all Mathura would feel the impact, and it is very likely that traffic to the Krishna Janmabhumi would be significantly curtailed if not terminated altogether. How then should I take the comments I heard at Mathura? With recognition that I was a note-taking outsider, likely one who would report on what I heard. And if what I might write could be used as a tool to promote a sense of harmony, the pilgrimage -- and the money pilgrims spend -- would be undiminished.
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