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 I appreciated the opportunity to read these draft papers-in-progress. I have relatively 

few criticisms to make. Most of my comments are of the “I want to hear more about X” 

variety, which I imagine is a good thing for chapters that are still in development. In any 

case, I’m going to treat these four papers in pairs, since the connections between the Dudink 

and Cardoza papers seemed particularly strong to me, and the Colwill and Forrest papers 

also speak to one another in ways that could be brought out a little more explicitly.  
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Elizabeth Colwill urges us to use the categories of gender and slavery to rethink the 

temporality of warfare as well as the nature of claims to sovereignty and autonomy asserted 

through warfare between the late eighteenth and middle nineteenth centuries. As she puts it, 

“the slave trade relied on organized acts of state-sponsored violence that provoked, in 

response, both armed and everyday forms of resistance.” And, she wants to emphasize, both 

the violence at the inception of slave regimes and the various forms of resistance they 

provoked were gendered. Sexual violence and the modalities of reproduction, for example, 

obviously affected men and women differently, and “free womb” laws offered a distinctively 

gendered path to emancipation. Although Colwill does a fine job, in this chapter prospectus, 

in suggesting the diversity of the experiences of slavery and emancipation, and in showing 

the ways in which gender always informed the experiences of subordination and resistance, 

I would like to see her probe more deeply the problematic that frames the whole 

investigation—namely, the definition of war. If I’m reading her paper correctly, she seems 

to want to efface or at least minimize the distinction between open, armed conflict and the 

quieter conflicts that helped to define the slave experience. Slave rebellions, after all, were 

often inconclusive, and both rebellions and prolonged wars of emancipation sometimes had 

the effect of perpetuating or even worsening gender-specific forms of subordination. In the 

stories Colwill tells, violence is not eliminated but deferred, emancipation is qualified, and 

sovereignty is always partly contaminated. We learn, for example, that “many newly 

independent states in the Americas adopted paternalist policies and a ‘liberalized’ familial 

order as the foundation for modernizing labor regimes. Gendered and racialized bodies thus 

lay at the heart and center of emancipation, just as they provided a foundation for hereditary 

slavery itself.”   

All of this is fascinating, but it does make me want her to take the argument to its 

logical conclusion. According to Clausewitz’s dictum, “war is merely the continuation of 

politics by other means.” Is Colwill preparing to argue that emancipation involves the 

continuation of war by other means, or that domestic relations are in fact best understood 

by analogy with a state of war? This would be a provocative and potentially very 

illuminating claim, but it would require in turn that she treat the full spectrum of conflict, 

that she provide a way to differentiate wars involving guns and cannons from those contests 

fought over laws or bodies or workplaces or even psychological states. And of course, she 
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would then need to address with greater precision the issue of temporality. Are there breaks 

or transition periods between these varying states of war? Or do structural imbalances of 

power simply imply continuous warfare in which temporality is really beside the point? 

Whereas Colwill’s chapter might be strengthened through the development of a kind 

of typology of war and conflict, Alan Forrest’s paper introduced a principle of difference to 

which I would like to offer a modest challenge. Indeed, I have only a very limited critical 

response to this prospectus, which surveys the impact on civilian communities of war, and 

the process of mobilizing for war, in a thorough and unobjectionable way. But about 

halfway through the essay Forrest draws a comparison that repays close scrutiny. Drawing 

in part on the work of Philip Dwyer, Forrest shares details of the shocking brutality of 

Napoleonic armies in southern Spain, where peasants and priests had joined, as he puts it, 

“in a sort of holy war against the invader.” The French responded to the Spanish insurgency 

with unchecked ferocity. Masséna ordered the town of Lauria to be torched “and its 

inhabitants slaughtered as they fled.” Many hundreds were indeed massacred as they tried 

to escape, and several hundred more were rounded up for summary execution in the days 

that followed. Such tactics, Forrest notes, were not uncommon. This happened, he says, 

“wherever the French army encountered armed resistance from civilians.” And the French 

were not alone in practicing such scorched-earth repression. The British and the Prussians 

conducted their own experiments in systematic atrocity. 

These images do not quite prepare the reader for Forrest’s characterization of 

European behavior in the colonies. In discussing the Napoleonic expedition to reimpose 

slavery in Saint-Domingue in 1802, he says of the commanders that “the levels of violence 

they meted out, and the degrading forms of punishment they resorted to, were of a kind 

unknown on the old continent, and a brutality that they reserved for blacks or men of 

color.”  Guerilla troops and runaways were indeed shot and hanged. Rochambeau crucified 

a few offenders and drowned people in batches. Some rebels were even fed to hungry dogs. 

But was death-by-voracious-pack-of-dogs really any worse than being speared by soldiers 

while on the run from a burning village? Forrest suggests that feelings of cultural and racial 

superiority help to explain the lack of restraint in Saint Domingue, but he also 

acknowledges that similar stereotyping shaped French attitudes about backward priests, 

benighted peasants, and Mediterranean communities generally. Was ferocious military 
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repression of the kind implemented in Haiti, and European soldiers’ propensity to 

stigmatize enemies as cultural inferiors, really “unknown on the old continent”? As Forrest 

himself notes, the Terror had already unleashed forms of inhumanity at least comparable to 

those inflicted on Haiti. Perhaps one of the themes of this chapter should be the connection 

between the new scale of military mobilization after the 1780s—with “nations in arms” and 

all that—and the generalized capacity, or even requirement, to imagine the enemy as a 

subhuman creature deserving of the cruelest form of annihilation. (So…for Colwill I 

recommend “splitting,” for Forrest I recommend “lumping.”) 

The proposed chapters of Thomas Cardoza and Stefan Dudink are linked by a 

common emphasis on the gendered nature of military service itself. Cardoza examines the 

presence of female warriors, auxiliaries, and camp followers, following their experience 

from the late eighteenth century to the pivotal first years of the twentieth century, by which 

time, he says “the masculinization of war had almost completely swept aside all three 

categories of women.” Dudink, by contrast, discusses the phenomenon of conscription and 

the way in which it invoked and affected, as he notes, “notions of what constitutes a man.” 

For each of these interesting papers I would like to invite further exploration of ideas only 

alluded to or left implicit in these draft versions. 

Cardoza makes it clear that, at least to the middle of the nineteenth century, women 

were a ubiquitous presence in European armies, and women from all three of his main 

categories showed admirable resourcefulness. He shares the stories of several obviously 

extraordinary individuals. What I would like to hear more about, however, is the degree to 

which marginality actually empowered women and helped to account for their presence in 

battle and in and around army barracks. Whether because of their own personal histories or 

because of the roles they played on the periphery of military institutions, many of the 

women whose experiences are recounted in this chapter took advantage of their status as 

invisible or in-between figures who could avoid exposure and escape normalizing forms of 

discipline. “Whether they were orphans, victims of a cruel stepparent, or simply subject to 

abuse and parental control,” Cardoza writes, many women “left home to escape a bad 

situation.” The women who escaped into the army as actual soldiers generally disguised 

themselves, and they tended to go unnoticed and unbothered so long as they did not openly 

offend sexual mores. Meanwhile, camp followers, as Cardoza notes, used their unofficial 
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auxiliary function as suppliers of food and drink to justify pillaging, accepting and selling 

stolen goods, and ransacking “cellars, rooms, and…hidden corners,…where they take 

whatever suits them.” Marginality, in other words, seems to have provided its own form of 

power. I would like to know the extent to which the masculinization of the army toward the 

end of the nineteenth century was actually the consequence of the decreased 

maneuverability of women who found it ever harder to escape categories predicated on a 

gendered division of labor. 

Stefan Dudink underlines the obvious but remarkably overlooked point that the 

history of universal conscription was a gendered history centered on the conscription of men-

as-men, as he puts it. From Guibert’s Essay on Tactics through the early reforms of the French 

Revolution, all reformers understood that the creation of a new patriotic army would also 

involve the remasculinization of the army—meaning the elimination of lassitude, luxury, 

effete manners, and effeminacy. Because the objectives of remasculinization and 

regeneration also informed the articulation of new political rights in the early Revolutionary 

context—for example, the extension of rights to both Jews and slaves in Saint-Domingue 

was justified in part by reference to the male capacity for valor and military service—

Dudink goes on to assert that the granting of (or seizure of) political rights was another of 

the key premises of universal military conscription. Soldiers who served the patrie, went the 

thinking, were not only fulfilling their duties as men, they were acting as citizens endowed 

with rights. Military service, masculine qualities, and political rights went hand in hand.  

I would urge Dudink to rethink this formulation. The historical record of 

conscription seems to contain too many contradictions that require finessing. In the early 

years of the French Revolution, for example, when the rights of man were being most 

aggressively asserted, no one in the army thought conscription was the best path forward in 

military reform. Patriotic armies were supposed to be volunteer armies driven by the 

virtuous outpouring of selfless ardor. Conscription, in many ways, signaled the failure of the 

patriotic army first envisioned by the likes of Guibert (this point is made forcefully in a 

forthcoming book by Julia Osman.) Also, as Dudink himself notes, the Loi Jourdan of 1798, 

which finally imposed universal conscription, did not see the light of day until universal 

suffrage was a thing of the past—that is, the obligation to serve was enforced only after full 

citizenship rights had been stripped away from a great many conscripted soldiers. In a word, 



	  

	  

6	  

the long-term process of conscription seems to have been much more dependent on the 

proper masculinization of the soldier than on the elaboration of the soldier’s rights.  

In fact, I would like to see Dudink return to and expand upon his first point—namely, 

that conscription necessarily involved consideration of “what constitutes a man.” He notes 

in his introduction that masculinity was a “non-unitary category.” Why not pay special 

attention to the evolution of masculinity itself, as well as any governmental manipulations 

of manliness? Perhaps political rights factored in the definition of manly qualities at some 

moments during the wars of Revolution but not at others. Given the last major point made 

in this chapter—the fact that Napoleon’s conscripts were sacrificed to the maw of warfare 

with abandon—one wonders whether masculine virtue after 1800 had come to imply, 

paradoxically, the repudiation of personal rights and the complete subordination of the self 

to the needs of the war machine. Whereas Cardoza’s women may have been squeezed out 

of the ranks of the army because of their subjection to more clearly articulated gender norms, 

Dudink’s men may have been ground up by the war machine because of redefined gender 

norms that equated manliness with resigned sacrifice.  

     


