British Creoles: Nationhood, Identity, and Romantic Geo-Politics in Robert Southey’s History of Brazil 
Abstract

This essay considers the nationalist preoccupations underpinning Robert Southey’s three-volume History of Brazil (1810-19), maintaining that there are important links between his historiographical practices and his rethinking of British imperialism in relation to the challenges raised by the Peninsular War and Napoleonic France. It argues that Southey’s rejection of many of the discourses associated with European encodings of the imperial frontier—such as climatic determinism, sentimental and stirring descriptions, and conquest narratives—forms part of the emergence of a new legitimatory style of British national historiography. While Southey deflates sublime or heroic tales of discovery and conquest, he nonetheless naturalizes the European experience in Brazil via a latent Anglo-centric subtext, simultaneously co-opting the hegemonic tendencies of Spanish/Portuguese imperialism, and representing Britain as a benign colonial power divorced from the violence and cruelty associated with those regimes. As Southey’s Brazilians progress towards independence from Portugal, they are invested with more refined moral sensibilities and peculiarly ‘British’ national qualities, making their drift towards emancipation a vindication of a superior British colonial culture. Southey thus uses Brazil as a complex geo-political space with which to examine a number of his most pressing national concerns, including his fears regarding French imperialism, his residual support for anti-slavery and emancipatory movements, his faith in British expansionism and missionary interventionism, his understanding of the British national character, and his endorsement of new models of ethnic and civic nationalism pioneered in South America. 
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Historians of imperial Britain have increasingly characterized the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries as a period of scepticism towards empire, arguing that the cultural relativism of figures such as Adam Smith, Edmund Burke, and Jeremy Bentham eventually gave way to a ‘new imperialist variant of liberalism … driven by a profound sense of national self-confidence and European cultural superiority’ and ‘exemplified in the thought of John Stuart Mill and Alexis de Tocqueville’.
 While there is much to be said for these so-called ‘turn to empire’ theses, their emphasis on liberalism obscures the strong strand of conservative support for British expansionism by Robert Southey, Thomas De Quincey, and other contributors to the Quarterly and Annual Reviews, as well as downplaying the many contradictions that exist in the ostensibly anti-colonial writings of Smith, Burke, and Bentham.
 There is little doubt that the 1820s and 30s were ‘a watershed’ in British colonial history, ‘witnessing a move from a protectionist colonial system … to a free-trade empire with a political and moral agenda’, but as David Eastwood has demonstrated, the debate over empire was not confined to Whig and radical voices; nor were those voices always reducible to divisions along liberal and conservative lines.

Anti-Catholic sentiment, an evangelical revival, and the alignment of Protestantism with the British national character meant that imperialism was increasingly seen as a missionary as well as a territorial and commercial endeavour.
 Southey’s promotion of Anglicanism in his essays against Catholic Emancipation, for example, was inseparable from his pragmatic belief that an established ‘national church’ was critical both to British liberty at home and imperial control abroad.
 Anxiety over Napoleon’s invasion of Egypt and its implications for British India even led him to promote a revised version of the much-maligned Spanish colonial model, claiming in his review of Transactions of the Missionary Society (1803) in the Annual Review for 1804 that British control of India could only be maintained by Jesuit-style mass conversions.
 As Nigel Leask has pointed out, while Southey praised Baptist and other nonconformist sects for taking up the missionary challenge, his preferred option was a more systematic programme of missionary interventionism in the manner of Spanish and Portuguese America, seeing Anglican ‘cultural relativism’ as an ‘ideological weakness’.
 

Spain and Portugal were therefore important focal points for British colonial ideology and practice in the early to mid-nineetenth century. Writers from John Locke and William Robertson to Samuel Purchas and Richard Hakluyt had, of course, long been critical of the ‘black legend’ of Spanish colonial policy in South America.
 But by the time Southey began to write his three-volume History of Brazil in 1806, condemnation of Spanish and Portuguese imperialism could function in multiple ways, offering either a ‘generalized indictment’ of European and British colonial violence, or a means of deflecting criticism from Britain and thus of endorsing British global expansion.
 Arguments in favour of Spanish American emancipation tended to favour the latter view, providing an opportunity for Britain to represent herself as a liberal empire opposed to the evils of the corrupt Spanish and Portuguese regimes. James Mill’s essay on the ‘Emancipation of Spanish America’ in the Edinburgh Review for 1809, for example, echoes libertadores such as Francisco de Miranda in arguing that the emancipation of Spanish America was comparable to the abolition of slavery.
 But while the independence of Spanish America continued to have support in Britain in the second decade of the nineteenth century, Napoleon’s invasion of Portugal and Spain in 1807 and 1808 radically changed the nature of Anglo-Iberian relations.
 Mill was now forced to admit to a ‘generous sympathy with a people contending for their independence’ and concede that support of Spanish American independence movements would need to be temporarily suspended.
 Following a spontaneous uprising in Spain in May 1808, even those Whig politicians initially inclined towards Napoleon such as Samuel Whitbread and Lord Holland characterized the Peninsular War, as Wordsworth put it in The Convention of Cintra (1809), as one against ‘a PEOPLE, and not a mere army or set of armies’.

The Napoleonic Wars—and in particular the Peninsular War—had a significant impact on Southey’s attitude towards empire, and much of his subsequent writing involved a rethinking of Britain’s imperial role in relation to the ‘ideological challenge’ of Napoleonic France.
 Although he initially welcomed Napoleon’s aggression, describing his campaigns in Italy and Egypt as ‘a dose of gaseous oxide’, Southey increasingly saw Napoleon as a serious constitutional threat to the European balance of power.
 This gave British war policy a unique ‘moral status’.
 Like Coleridge, who rejected what he saw as ‘Whiggish defeatism’,
 Southey saw the Peninsular War as a ‘just’ or ‘holy’ war, claiming in the opening chapter of his History of the Peninsular War (1823) that ‘this was no common war … it was as direct a contest between the principles of good and evil as the elder Persias, or the Manicheans imagined in their fables’.
 

Just as many of his epic poems can be read as ‘allegorical denunciation[s] of French imperialism’, Southey’s History of Brazil is dominated by his anxiety over the Peninsular War and his ‘imperialist ambitions’ for Britain.
 Like contemporaries such as Helen Maria Williams and Matthew Lewis, Southey identifies strongly with Amerindian and African slaves, as well as with Latin American independence movements, but he also simultaneously uses Brazil as a means of critiquing Portuguese and Spanish imperialism, and as an empty canvas on which to project his views on British national concerns:
 ‘Here in Brazil’, he writes on the first page of the History, ‘are no tangles of crooked policy to unravel, no mysteries of state iniquity to elucidate, no revolutions to record, nor victories to celebrate’.
 It is not simply that Southey contrasts the corrupt European world with a new dawn in the Americas, as he does in epic poems such as Madoc (1805), but also that Brazil’s ostensibly blank history provides him with an opportunity to displace or project onto a distant geographic space uniquely British concerns about national character, social cohesion, and patriotic resistance in the wake of the Napoleonic Wars, as well as providing a safe space in which to discuss matters of ‘domestic radicalism’ such as republicanism and abolitionism.

At the same time, ‘displacement’ is not an entirely adequate paradigm for understanding how Southey approached his study of Brazilian/British national identity formation. Benedict Anderson has famously argued that the model of the modern nation state was worked out largely in the Americas and imported to Europe during the nineteenth century. While we tend to think of the ‘romantic projects of liberty, individualism and liberalism as emanating from Europe to the colonial periphery’,
 Anderson suggests that the creole states of Latin American were among the earliest to develop conceptions of nationhood, pioneering a model that, by the second decade of the nineteenth century, was available for European ‘piracy’.
 Historians of Latin America tend to be sceptical of Anderson’s claims regarding the Latino origin of civic nationhood,
 but I argue in this essay that Southey’s History of Brazil is indeed suggestive of the role South America played in the creation of British national identity. My argument is not so much based on Anderson’s identification of the catalysts for Latin American nationhood—‘pilgrim creole functionaries’ and ‘provincial creole printmen’—but rather on the discourses of racial fusion, emancipation, and ethnic nationalism that emerge in Southey’s text. 
Far from evoking negative Orientalist images of the ‘creolisation’ of Spanish and Portuguese settlers in the South American tropics, Southey seems to have seen Brazil as an ideal space for the rejuvenation of European society.
 If in his journal articles on Ireland, India, Africa, and Polynesia, he downplays the similarity of European homeland to colony, in the History of Brazil he draws parallels between British and Brazilian settler attitudes towards slavery, missionary conversion, and political independence, showcasing the creation of nationhood and national identity in a positive way by distancing the radical associations traditionally linked with colonial opposition to the mother country. While the Brazilians occasionally function as exotic and even demonic ‘others’ in order to ‘shore up the credibility of the domestic self’,
 Brazil also provides Southey with a more positive model of miscegenation and racial harmony than either the caste systems of Spanish America that he later explores in his Tale of Paraguay (1825) or the slave-owning settlements of North America that are invoked in his unfinished Oliver Newman (1845).
 Southey’s Brazilians are still ‘other’, but, as they gain a national self-identity and advance towards independence from Portugal, they become ‘self-consolidating’ rather than ‘absolute’ others, to use Gayatri Spivak’s terms, and take on some of the positive characteristics of the British national character such as sturdiness, resourcefulness, and moral probity.
 Southey’s writing on Brazil therefore relates to a larger discourse of British imperialism and its ‘reliance on distant, foreign spaces for its discussion and realization’,
 but it also complicates claims by Linda Colley and others that British identity in the early nineteenth century was always consolidated against European and colonial others by providing a less agonistic model of national identity creation and affirmation.

Writing Brazil: Discovery, Sentiment, and Science in Southey’s History 
The most notable feature of Southey’s History is the extent to which it reconsiders the well-trodden formula for writing on Brazil, which was generally characterized by conquest and discovery narratives, stadial accounts of the Amerindians, and/or a sentimentalized ‘Edenic vision’.
 Unlike earlier histories of the Americas by Robertson, Voltaire, and others, Southey does not write a dramatic history of discovery and conquest.
 While he describes the newly-found Brazil as a ‘terrestrial paradise’ (HB 1. 17) and represents its natives as comely and well-made (1. 16), there is none of the ‘enthusiastic fervour’ of Madoc, the ‘tragic portent’ of primitive encounter narratives in Robertson’s History of America (1777), or the ‘exultant diction’ of moments of discovery in travel narratives.
 Southey does not image himself as a Columbus, Vespucci, or Raleigh viewing a timeless paradise. On the contrary, the discovery of Brazil is anti-climatic and for over thirty years Vespucci’s Brazilian settlements are virtually ignored by Portugal: ‘the Portugueze government, wholly occupied with the affairs of India thought little of a country in which, whatever profits were to be acquired, must come from agriculture, not from commerce … Brazil was left open like a common’ (1. 32).  

Southey’s subsequent accounts of the discoveries of the conquistadors and heroes of Portuguese and Spanish America focus on the avarice and cruelty of figures such as Pizarro, Cabot, Yrala, Ayolas, and Mendoza rather than on sublime conquests or sentimental responses to the Brazilian landscape (see, e.g., HB 1. 52, 64, 80, 171), condemning their treatment of the Amerindians and the corrupting nature of conquest more generally. Like Bartolomé de las Casas before him, Southey reviles the Spanish and Portuguese lust for gold (3. 63), and is particularly scathing about the illusory nature of quests for El Dorado, which he considers more fully in his Expedition of Orsua; and the Crimes of Aguirre (1821). In the latter, originally intended to form part of the History of Brazil but eventually deemed too dramatic, ‘wild and unconnected’ for inclusion in a ‘regular’ history, Southey represents the search for El Dorado as a kind of pathology that reaches its apotheosis in the literal madness—the ‘frantic gestures’ and ‘foaming mouth’—of the conquistador Lope de Aguirre himself.
 Most of the quests for gold Southey describes in his History similarly end in death or mutiny, forming part of a rhetoric of colonial and post-colonial trauma that haunts both the Expedition of Orsua and the History (see, e.g., HB 1. 104, 156).
 While he is not disinterested in the foundation myths and fables of Brazil, arguing that ‘fiction not infrequently affords a clue to truth’ (1. 606), Southey has little sympathy for the ‘geographical, material, logistical, and political barriers’ the European conquistadors face in South America.
 His adventurers are particularly inept at converting Indigenous knowledge into credible or usable forms of information: under the threat of torture, the ‘natives’ naturally return the answers that the ‘credulous’ conquistadors would most like to hear and thus delude them into believing mythical tales about deposits of gold and other precious metals (see, e.g., 1. 157-8).
Southey also breaks with much eighteenth-century writing on the New World by downplaying the comparative sociology of the Scottish Enlightenment, theories of climatic determinism, and the primitivist myth of the noble savage. While he discusses the manners, customs, superstitions, and modes of subsistence of various tribes of Indians (see, e.g., HB 1. 34-5, 118-19, 224-51), and implicitly draws on the so-called ‘four-stages’ theory by referring to ‘the barbarous and semi-barbarous stages of society’ (2. 861), he does not undertake an explicit analysis of Amerindian life in stadial terms (see, e.g., 3. 398-401, 421, 773, 831).
 Instead of focusing primarily on modes of subsistence, Southey draws on travel narratives by Hans Staden and Jean de Léry, which emphasize anthropophagic rituals such as witchcraft, cannibalism, infanticide, and promiscuity (1. 218-23).
 His detailed attention to the rituals and superstitutions of native tribes is more observational than analytical in its inclination, providing a description of the daily lives of the Amerindians that relishes details of cannibalism and infantilism (see, e.g., 1. 221-2).
As opposed to popular descriptions of their North American counterparts, the toughness and virility of the Brazilian Amerindians is made clear by descriptions of their brutal initiation rites and military prowress (HB 1. 215, 388). However, unlike Anthony Benezet’s Some Historical Account of Guinea (1767) and his and Coleridge’s own Lecture on the Slave Trade (1795), Southey specifically rejects the myth of the noble savage,
 echoing Adam Smith’s belief in his Theory of Moral Sentiments (1759) that ‘savages’ were interested only in self-preservation and possessed ‘little natural affection’ (2. 44).
 At the same time, Southey notes that the tribes of Brazil are ‘in many grades of progression’, with some having acquired ‘stationary habitations … habits of settled life, a regular government, a confederated priesthood, and a ceremonial religion’ (1. 85). He therefore rejects Abbé de Raynal’s suggestion that the Amerindian tribes were all the same or distinguished only by shades of difference (3. 393), maintaining that the ‘varieties of character and manners among savage tribes are as great as among civilized nations’ (3. 204).
Unlike Montesquieu, Robertson, and De Pauw, Southey was also ‘deeply opposed’ to theories of climatic determinism and degeneracy (see, e.g., HB 1. 640 n66, 642 n73), following Hume in arguing that native savagery was either the result of being ‘cut off from the influence of the civilized world’ (3. 831) or the product of social practices such as the ‘morally brutalising effects’ of slavery, caste systems, polygamy, and false religious beliefs (3. 831).
  He therefore avoided prevailing scientific or natural history explanations of the ‘savage’ state in favour of more humanistic or moral explanations of its causes, arguing that the ‘principle of deterioration’ is ‘fatally and inseparably connected with … institutions’ (3. 831).
 Reviewers tended to condemn Southey for his apparent lack of anthropological interest. The Eclectic Review, for example, complained that: 

no assistance is offered to the reader in generalizing the phaenomena of savage life; scarcely any in tracing the cause of the peculiarities among different tribes … no attempt is made to illustrate the springs of human nature, as exhibited in those unfavourable circumstances; to trace the points of agreement and diversity between this the most unhappy state of society, and that which is presented at all the different stages of civilization.
 
Southey’s articles in the Quarterly and Annual Reviews attest to his healthy anthropological curiosity and to his belief in the right of conquest over ‘savage’ peoples.
 But in the History, he attempts to shift the debate away from the measurement and comparison of the uneven material advancement of society towards assessing the more equivocal question of moral progress in Brazil. Despite his occasionally extravagant accounts of native savagery, Southey’s emphasis is firmly on the moral behaviour of Europeans in the New World: he argues, for example, that the Jesuits encountered more difficulties in the conduct of their own countrymen than they did with the native Indians (1. 257, 258), and notes ironically that when the settlers express their astonishment that the natives should kill and eat men, Southey’s natives express ‘equal astonishment at learning that the Portuguese killed men and did not eat them’ (1. 17). 
By the late eighteenth century, sentimentality had established itself as ‘a powerful mode for representing colonial relations’, establishing a clear link between aesthetics and ideology in the representation of discovery and conquest.
 If in his ‘Poems on the Slave Trade’ (1797) Southey adopts the sentimentalizing language common to anti-slavery writing and sees his own role as poet as that of the suffering witness, in the History of Brazil he prefers a more documentary style that focuses on the misdeeds of the European adventurers in the New World rather than on their suffering victims. While anti-conquest narratives and other ‘strategies of innocence’ can remain tied to an imperial rhetoric of conquest and possession,
 Southey’s ironic tone and his focus on the documentary rather than the celebratory is suggestive of his opposition to a system of unqualified or unlimited conquest, and his distrust of any empire based on plunder and the enslavement of Indigenous peoples (see, e.g., HB 2. 261).
 In the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, for example, Southey sees the English as implicated in an immoral and aggressive pan-European colonial policy. Drake is a pirate who operates ‘in the worst spirit of predatory warfare’ (1. 354, 355; 2. 57), and Raleigh uses fables such as El Dorado as ‘baits for vulgar cupidity’ (1. 373). English behaviour in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries is little better: the English imperial wars against Spain are rash and ill advised (2. 299, 694). Even in the present day, England’s treatment of plantation slaves in the ‘Sugar Islands’ and elsewhere is less progressive than that of the settlers in Brazil, where slavery is at least mitigated by religious festivals, frequent emancipations, and a spirit of compromise: ‘Would that the English … were worthy to be compared at this time with the Brazilians for the treatment of their slaves, and the laws by which their deplorable situation is mitigated!’ (2. 675; see also 784-5).

Southey thus represents Brazil as the site of European greed and barbarity, condemning Spanish and Portuguese imperialism without initially providing an alternative model of British moral perspicuity. He is even more explicit about the communal nature of European guilt in his anti-slavery critique, noting that ‘[t]here is an ineffaceable stigma upon the Europeans in their intercourse with those whom they treat as inferior races; there is a perpetual contradiction between their lust and their avarice’ (HB 1. 258).
 He accordingly rejects pro-slavery arguments, such as the idea that slavery was a practice that originated in compassion (2. 506, 644), and showcases the effect of slavery and the practices of the Bandeirantes on the Amerindians. Southey’s ‘natives’ see slavery as a fate worse than death or cannibalism, choosing to ‘perish in the flames’ rather than submit themselves ‘to the miserable state of existence which was the only alternative’ in sugar and coffee plantations (2. 641). Similarly, when a party of Portuguese rescue a native woman from cannibals ‘her contentment was changed to tears, and she lamented her fate, that instead of dying at so famous a feast, and leaving behind her a celebrated name, she was to become a slave among the white people’ (2. 639-40).

As Marcus Wood has pointed out, the contrast between the horror of cannibalism and the horror of slavery is an ‘effective rhetorical tool’ with which to evoke the savagery of Portuguese colonialism, presenting physical cannibalism as almost ‘desirable, estimable, and normal’ when compared to the ‘moral and economic cannibalism’ generated by the slave systems of the Portuguese.
 Slavery is, moreover, corrupting to both settlers and Amerindians. The Portuguese deflect all physical labour onto their slaves, and thus become weak, corrupt, effeminate, and ‘dependent’ (2. 643), while the Amerindians trade their own people to the Portuguese in the sixteenth century (1. 28) and likewise become ‘feeble in captivity’ (2. 639).
 Southey is also critical of the contradictory anti-slavery policy of the Jesuits, who are against the slave trade because it de-humanizes the Indians, but at the same time keep them ‘always like little children in a state of pupillage’ (2. 334), thereby maintaining a strict paternalism and hindering ‘political and intellectual emancipation’ (2. 362). By infantilizing the natives, the Jesuit missionaries become the unwitting agents of future acts of genocide. Here, as throughout the History, there is a sense of the ambiguous nature of paternalistic Western interventionism in South America that points towards Southey’s revised form of ethical Protestant ‘missionary colonialism’ in A Tale of Paraguay.
 

Southey is, however, less hostile to the Jesuits than his rabid anti-Catholicism would suggest. He demonstrates a cultural relativism of sorts when he invokes a historicist argument in their favour, maintaining that we must measure Jesuit actions according to the values of the time (HB 2. 278). Joam III, who establishes the first Jesuit mission to Brazil, is described as ‘superstitious to the lowest depth of degradation’, but he is also rightly anxious to spread his religion since Christianity, even when defiled by Catholicism, is still ‘a great and inestimable blessing’ (1. 214; 2. 171). For Southey, religious institutions are central to civilization and thus to the practices of settlement and colonialism: ‘habits of settled life take root as soon as a temple is founded … no nation has ever yet emerged from a savage sate till it had a regular priesthood’ (1. 251).
 He therefore gives the Jesuits what he sees as their due as religious pioneers in Brazil, claiming that his general attitude towards them is one of ‘strict impartiality’ (2. 252). He later even argues that Jesuit history must not be stript of its miracles ‘for if the miracles were laid aside and the facts alone related, the Jesuits themselves would not be fairly represented’ (2. 268, 278). Southey is also unbiased enough to reject accusations against the Jesuits in relation to their treatment of the South American natives (1. 217; 2. 332; 3. 372-3, 510, 543). And despite his anti-Catholic stance, he condemns their persecution under the Treaty of Limits and their deportation from Paraguay and Maranham in 1759 (3. 614).
 

In largely vindicating the Jesuits, Southey was treading a well-worn path established by Montesquieu in his Esprit des Lois (1758) and Robertson in his History of America. His position reflects his commitment to the virtues of missionary efforts that were detached from military violence while at the same time disapproving of the fanaticism that often accompanied them.
 Yet unlike Las Casas and Robertson, who argued against conversion and in favour of the protection of Indigenous religions, Southey revalidates European supremacy by insisting on the superiority of Christian values. Just as in Madoc, where the initial tolerance of the Welsh proves to be unsuccessful in maintaining colonial power, Christianity—that ‘great and powerful engine of civilization’ (HB 2. 171; see also 1. 251)—is recuperated in service of national hegemony over conquered peoples. Ironically, Southey employs a model of cultural relativism towards the Jesuits in order to critique Anglican cultural relativism towards Indigenous populations.
 Despite his lifelong opposition to slavery, Southey accordingly naturalizes colonial relations and racial hierarchies in Brazil by offering a critique of European behaviour only to the extent that it is dehumanising and/or ineffectual. 
Along with his relatively unsentimental portrayals of fanatical Jesuits, enslaved Amerindians, and brutal conquistadors, Southey’s lack of interest in the Brazilian landscape and geography, other than in a descriptive or strategic sense, also works to deflate the sentimental effect of his History. Southey had read Alexander von Humboldt’s Views of Nature: or Contemplation of the Sublime Phenomena of Creation (1808) as well as his Researches Concerning the Institutions and Monuments of the Ancient Inhabitants of America (1810; trans. 1814).
 Although Humboldt’s work on South America was part of a new global classificatory project that focused on scientific visualizations, nomenclatures, and taxonomies,
 his analysis of tables, maps, and data both in his Researches and in his unfinished Personal Narrative of Travels to the Equinoctial Regions of the New Continent, During the Years 1799-1804 (1814-29) was accompanied by written narrative that records his physiological and emotional reactions to the South American landscape.  This was a style Humboldt developed from his earlier Views of Nature, where he noted that ‘the physical world is reflected with truth and animation on the inner susceptible world of the mind’.

Despite his praise of Humboldt’s ‘poetics’ of science and his comparison of Wordsworth and Humboldt,
 Southey does not succumb to the romantic otherness of the Brazilian landscape, either naturalizing scenes by comparing them to European ‘Alpine grandeur’ (HB 3. 284-5) and/or relegating stirring descriptions and prospect views by Vasconcellos and other early chroniclers to the footnotes of his text (see, e.g., 1. 262-3).
 Equally revealing is the fact that the History does not contain plates or illustrations of any kind, other than a map of Brazil and Paraguay in volume 2, thereby downplaying both visual and verbal painting of a sublime Brazilian landscape. Whereas for Madoc, Southey relied on idyllic descriptions of the American landscape in popular travel narratives by Jonathan Carver, William Bartram, and Samuel Hearne,
 the History is better characterized as a history of the anti-sublime, eschewing a psychological investment in the Brazilian landscape, and instead describing the transformation of an initially uncorrupted and unexploited environment by the introduction of European horses and cattle (3. 376-7). 

In a review in the Monthly Review for December 1812, Robert Lower astutely noted Southey’s lack of ‘dazzling description’ and his distance from the prevailing taste for sentimental effect in favour of a language of ‘civic description’.
 Although not entirely devoid of anecdotes or curiosities, Southey’s focus on the civic life of Brazil reflects the fact that Britain’s relationship with Brazil was marked more by commerical rather than directly territorial interests. In the early nineteenth century, Brazil was of strategic importance for offloading goods blocked by Napoleon on the continent, and most of the British travellers to South America in the 1810s and 20s were sent by European investors and mining companies as experts in search of exploitable resources. As one might expect, Brazil’s natural landscape held less interest for this ‘capitalist vanguard’ than scientific, geographic, and social information.
 As Mary Louise Pratt has shown, in works such as John Mawe’s Travels in the Interior of Brazil (1815) unexploited nature is, at best, a sign of future opportunity or profit and, at worst, a symbol of economic neglect.
 

The most wide-ranging study in English of early nineteenth-century Brazilian life, Travels in Brazil (1816), was dedicated to Southey and written by his friend Henry Koster. The Travels contains a series of observations on Brazilian social, economic, and political life, focusing on religious rites, various types of agriculture and industry, racial divisions, and slavery. Koster had the advantage of having been naturalized in Brazil, living and working in Pernambuco as a fazendeiro from 1809-1815. His book’s personal tone and subject position from within Brazilian settler society were widely praised by reviewers.
 Southey favours Koster’s emphasis on the political and socio-economic life of the various settlers in Brazil in the third volume of his History, but rejects a modernizing vision of industrial progress in favour of an agrarian model: mining, for example, is generally counter-productive to civilization as the settlers turn away from other ‘commerical pursuits’ (see, e.g., HB 3. 593, 63): ‘Commerce of every kind declined when the staple article [sugar] was thus reduced, and the inevitable consequence of this decline was to increase the spirit of emigration by which it was occasioned’ (3. 65). But if Southey’s negative representations of European commercial and civic society appear tantalizingly anti-expansionist, the feeling is short-lived: European interventionism is an occasionally damaging but necessary aspect of the ongoing ‘civilizing’ process of settlement in Brazil.
Settler Society, Revolution, and Black African Consciousness in Brazil

Like his account of the Amerindians, Southey’s view of the sociological development of Brazilian settler society loosely follows the Scottish Enlightenment stadial model of savage, feudal, commercial, and industrial stages. In the early stages of society, men are divided into hostile bands, a condition that is perpetuated in settlements in the New World, which exhibit a tendency towards segregation and ‘savage’ independence (HB 3. 773). Although Brazil progresses economically in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries (1. 318-322), murder is still rife (1. 329; 2. 305) and anti-slavery legislation is ignored (2. 329, 376). Southey deems the state of society of Portuguese herdsmen even worse than the savage state, and the general degradation of both the Indians and the Portuguese is attributed to the over-abundance of cattle and horses, which prevents cultivation and the bonds of sociability, and contributes to the development of a reckless and fickle population (3. 376-7). The first European settlers also have trouble ‘transplanting’ and adapting to the Brazilian climate, suffering terribly from insect bites, listlessness, ulcers, and tropical diseases causing blindness (1. 326-8), as well as from ‘new diseases’ arising from the intermixture of the European, American, and African races (1. 327). Yet, Southey concludes, their ‘moral nature suffered more’ (1. 329). In Paraguay the situation is far worse: as in other parts of the Spanish Indies, Paraguay has a prolonged feudal system of governance (2. 260) and a repressive taxation system, which results in a form of modern serfdom (2. 261).
 The Spanish and Portuguese settlers thus initially exhibit a curious mixture of civilization and savagery (2. 380, 450-504), and remain in this stagnant state for some time.
While Southey represents religion as the primary engine of civilization, like Adam Smith and other Scottish Enlightenment social theorists he also sees commerce as a civilizing ‘spirit by which nations become prosperous’ (HB 3. 21, 773; see also 2. 347). By 1686 an increase of trade introduces a great change in the administration and condition of the people in Brazil, which is largely based on regulations surrounding the ownership of mines and their profits (3. 41-5, 362). Initially licentious and consumed by a lust for gold, the Portuguese settlers or moradores are increasingly represented as sturdy, hardy, and vigorous, largely through their successful inter-marriage with the virile South American natives (1. 330; 2. 643; 3. 729-30). It is they, rather than their mother country, who undertake exploratory journeys into the colonial interior and secure for Portugal vast frontier territories in South America (1. 330), as well as re-establishing the Portuguese claim to much of Brazil against the English and the Dutch in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (2. 186-7). In São Paolo, too, ‘the mixture of native blood’ ‘improved the race’ and in the mamelucos (or mixed-race children) ‘the European spirit of enterprize developed itself in constitutions adapted to the country’ (2. 304; see also 2. 643).
Just as in the second part of Madoc, with its inter-marriages between ‘natives’ and Europeans, Southey represents nationhood as linked to racial fusion and emancipation from imperial control.
 It was not uncommon for contemporary observers to attribute Brazil’s prosperity to its liberality about mixed racial castes. Koster, for example, argued that the ‘degraded state of the people of colour in the British Colonies is most lamentable’ and praised Brazil for its more enlightened attitude.
 In many ways, Koster and Southey’s accounts of the transplantation, naturalization, and miscegenation of settlers in Brazil pre-empt the utopianism of Gilberto Freyre’s infamous theory of ‘lusotropicalismo’ or the idea of successful European adaptation to the tropics:
With cultural compromise and a genius for combining civilized and indigenous values, [Brazilians] have been able, perhaps better than any other people of predominantly European origins, to adapt a European civilization to the tropics.

By presenting Brazil as a model for the productive cohabitation of races—a mestizo culture that is the result of Afro-Amerindian-Portuguese racial and cultural fusion—Southey detaches nationhood from racial purity while simultaneously making it heavily contingent on a merged or fused ethnicity and eventual homogeneity. 
Despite his conservative reputation, Southey was not overly concerned by either the ethnic mixing or the republican inclinations of colonial settlements, predicting a process of independence for Canada, Australia, and the Cape Colony. As Karen O’Brien has pointed out, Southey even felt that ‘migration and a degree of separation might be the very conditions for the renewal of the British culture of liberty, eroded in recent times by the industrial economy with its ever more thinly sliced divisions of labour’. Britain might therefore ‘gain wholeness and autonomy through the dual process of migration and settlement’ just as the Portuguese government had rediscovered community and religious cohesion in Brazil (HB 3. 878).
 Although he does not actively support revolutionary violence (see, e.g., 3. 128, 798) and in his Expedition of Orsua associates his mad ‘tyrant’ with the ‘fanatics of the Cromwellian age and the monsters of the French Revolution’,
 Southey showcases in his History the ways in which rebellions with some degree of popular legitimacy can encourage attachment to the nation rather than fragmenting it. He is scathing, for example, about the greedy materialism of the Dutch West India Company, whose sole aim in Brazil is commercial speculation; and for this reason, he supports the Portuguese patriots over the Dutch in the seventeenth century, the latter of whom are ‘lawless’ (1. 538), sanction attacks on the settlers by savages (2. 104), are not prepared to defend the colonies in peril of their own lives (2. 138), and fail to intermarry with the Portuguese settlers (2. 658). 
Southey particularly praises João Fernandes Vieira, a mixed-race revolutionary who rebelled against the Dutch. While he rejects Vieira’s ‘blind’ Catholic superstition (2. 66), he expresses admiration for his rebellion (2. 186-7), in part because he saw Vieira as an ‘abolitionist symbol’ but also because such rebellions represent an important step towards Brazilian national self-identity.
 Here, as elsewhere in Southey’s texts, Brazilian nationalism is not based on ethnic or racial purity, but is rather a new, ‘insurgent nationalism’ that echoes ‘the virile heroism of its fore-fathers and empire-builders’, as well the more local patriotism of national defenders such as the Swiss, Tyrolese, Spanish, and Portuguese guerrillas during the Napoleonic wars (PW 1. 86; 2. 503-4, 709-11).
 If he condems the ‘mob’ of the ‘lowest orders’ associated with the insurrection of African slaves in Minas Gerais, arguing that its ring-leaders were foreigners or ‘men of the mother country’ rather than native Brazilians (3. 128), Southey’s praise of Vieira and his support for the Portuguese revolutionaries against the Dutch forms part of an alternative narrative of patriotic Brazilian (and British) self-discovery in the History. His qualified pro-revolutionary narrative has a latent Anglo-centric subtext: as Southey’s Brazilians progress towards independence from Portugal and develop a more cohesive national identity under the influence of trade with the British (3. 550), they are invested with peculiarly ‘British’ national qualities such as bravery, sturdiness, practicality, moral probity, and prudence (3. 294, 553). This makes their drift towards emancipation a vindication of a superior British colonial culture:
 
now, as they became more industrious, they grew less insubordinate: the spirit of enterprise lost its ferocious character, when they were no longer permitted, under any pretext, to kidnap slaves for themselves; and the general introduction of a civilized in place of a savage language, removed an obstacle which, so long as it continued, must have precluded any intellectual advancement (3. 553).

At the same time, Southey’s approval of the Brazilians’ local patriotism is largely defined in terms of support for the existing political order: the Portuguese settlers defend their territories from incursions by the Dutch and their resistance to authority is therefore defensible in a way that rebellion by ‘native’ populations in India and elsewhere is not.
 Southey’s support of Brazilian nationalism is therefore grounded in the language of moral reform: he is prepared to champion the Portuguese settlers as they become gradually more refined, liberal and open to free trade; in other words, as they align themselves with British colonial practices rather than Iberian ones (see, e.g., 3. 223). 

Southey’s attempt to represent Brazil as part of a ‘Greater Britain’ was partly a response to the fact that South America was an important part of Britain’s ‘informal’ or ‘economic’ empire. Rebecca Heinowitz has noted the extent to which ‘commercial pre-eminance in Spanish America’ was seen as ‘tantamount to possesion’.
 The same thinking applied to Brazil, which imported nearly half of its consumer goods from Britain and, unlike Peru, was increasingly open to British investment. Brazil was also perceived to be different to other Latin American colonies. As Doris Sommer has pointed out, Portugal was ‘either too weak or too pragmatic to be very principled about such things as trade monopolies, Catholic orthodoxy, preference for the European born, or other measures that stifled and offended Spain’s colonists’.
 Brazilian elites were therefore far more autonomous than their nineteenth-century Spanish counterparts in the Americas. When the Portuguese ruling powers fled to Brazil after Napoleon’s invasion of Portugal in 1808, relations with the colony were seen to be almost inverted, turning the mother country into ‘a kind of dependency’ (HB 3. 878). As Southey presciently remarked in a letter to John Rickman on the Portuguese-Brazilian dynamic in October 1800, ‘the population of Brazil is said to double that of the mother & now dependent country. So heavy a branch cannot long remain upon so rotten a trunk’.
 

With its profitable sugar economy and Prince Dom Pedro’s decision to stay in Brazil at the end of the Peninsular War, Brazilian republicanism was by no means as radical or as pressing as in other Latin American colonies. There were certainly rebellions—such as the republican Minas Conspiracy of 1789, a proposed conspiracy of mulatto artisans in Bahia in 1798, and numerous plantation uprisings
—but Brazil’s national history essentially begins with continuity instead of revolution, rupture, and disorder: that is, with Dom Pedro’s declaration of an independent monarchy in Brazil in 1822. If by 1831, Brazilian creoles had forced Dom Pedro to abdicate in favour of his 5 year old son, Brazil nonetheless ‘managed to have their king and rule him too’. In this sense, as Somner notes, they outdid the British themselves ‘in developing a modern state through policies of wise aristocratic flexibility that avoided major political ruptures’ or full-scale revolutions.

The pragmatism and gradualism of Brazil’s history appealed to Southey. As he put it in the final pages of the History, Brazil had the fairest of prospects if it continued to ‘escape the curse of … Revolution’ which, he felt, would ‘bring on anarchy and civil war, and end in dividing the country into a number of petty and hostile states’ (HB 3. 877). While some commentators such as William Beckford, Charles Brockwell, and John Mawe were critical of Brazilian society, arguing that it was anti-British and complaining of emergent radical and revolutionary discourses, Southey’s History points to a tendency in British Romantic writing on Brazil to obfuscate the hostilities between various settler communities and to downplay the risks of radical racial upheaval in South America.
 Yet while Southey draws on a transformed language of patriotism increasingly distanced from radical and oppositional movements, he also takes an interest in African marronage culture in Brazil—particularly the large quilombo of Palmares, which was a kind of organized federation of various Maroon communities of escaped slaves and their descendants (2. 27)

As Wood has pointed out, Southey produced ‘the first extended account in English’ of the inhabitants of Palmares.
 Moreover, while most histories of  Brazil tended to regard these African-descended escapees as dangerous insurgents and ‘enemies of the State’, Southey views them with respect and admiration, representing their societies as relatively ‘democratic’ and ‘highly organized’ (HB 2. 27, 3. 24).
 As in his epic poems and biographies, Southey’s emphasis on the importance of individuals in guiding historical events is evident in the section of the History devoted to the last leader of Palmares, Zumbi, whose bravery, military skill, and self-sacrifice he admires: ‘the Zombi and the most resolute of his followers retired to the summit of the rock; and preferring death to slavery, threw themselves from the precipice … men worthy of a better fate for their courage and their cause’ (3. 29). While Southey accepts that Palmares had to be contained—‘the necessity of rooting out such enemies from their own border is clear and indisputable’ (3. 29)—he ultimately rejects both ‘the inhumane treatment of the defeated Palmares peoples’ and ‘the culture of slavery that had fomented its creation to begin with’.
 
Southey certainly celebrates the Palmares residents, stating that their history ‘will not be perused without some feeling of respect for their character and compassion for their fate’ (HB 3. 24). Whether or not he went as far as to adopt or anticipate the perspective of ‘black radical consciousness’ associated with Luso-Brazilian post-colonial resistance and ‘African survivals’ is far from certain.
 As Wood admits, it is more likely that Southey’s saw Zumbi’s resistence as a means of defaming Portuguese colonialism rather than explicitly invoking aspects of radical African consciousness. The Palmares free state is nonetheless ‘an emblem of the great range and possibilities of a free African-descended population’ in Brazil, reflecting Southey’s optimistic view of Brazilian progress (3. 696, 831) and his belief that its peoples would eventally be blended into a single nation:
  
The grievances of the people may easily be remedied; the abolition of slavery will follow the abolition of the slave trade; the remaining savages will soon be civilized; and Indians, Negroes, and Portugueze, be gradually blended into one people, having for their inheritance one of the finest portions of the earth (3. 878). 
Southey’s thereby casts the history of Brazil as one of promise, projecting ‘the nation’ onto the future rather than defining it as the product of a glorious past of exploration and conquest. At the same time, however, his History can be described as legitimatory in that it represents the process by which nations gain religious, racial, and governmental cohesion.
Anti-Gallicism, Classical History, and the Nation State
Despite its British resonances, its topicality, and its meticulous research, many reviewers considered the size of Southey’s History disproportionate to its value. The Eclectic Review thought that the incidents recorded ‘by no means merited so accurate and minute a delineation, as Mr. Southey has thought proper to furnish’. Lower similarly argued in the Monthly Review that a history of Brazil was not a subject worthy of Southey’s immense labour.
 Their rejection of Brazil as an appropriate subject for a three-volume history was the result of two interconnected reasons: first, the belief that there was a lack of appropriate sources on Brazil; and second, the idea of Brazil’s perceived unrepresentability. Like the history of the early Middle Ages, the history of Brazil is ostensibly fantastical, chaotic, obscure, impenetrable, and resistant to available historiographical models, as well as being founded on totally unreliable sources. For this very reason, Southey spends much of his History exposing the historical biases and inaccuracies of Portuguese, Dutch, and even English historians on Brazil, while also attempting to construct a more viable history based on original manuscript sources.

Reservations about Brazil as a subject were accompanied by reservations about Southey’s historiographical techniques. Most reviewers agreed in praising Southey’s ‘labour in the accumulation of facts’ and his ‘indefatigable spirit of research’, but nearly all of them found the work lacking in reflection and selectivity, particularly in relation to the anthropological sections of the history. While recognising that Southey had deliberately selected a particular ‘mode of writing history’ which is ‘confirmed in great measure by the authority of the ancients, and among ourselves by the recent example of Mr. Fox’, Lower argued that Southey ‘has gone greatly too far into particular detail for the taste of the present generation; which expects something more than a succession of objects and occurrences, clearly and specifically described, but not brought together so as to produce effect by combination’. A writer for the British Critic, reviewing the first two volumes of the History, similarly asserted that the historian’s duty is not merely to record events, but to select, classify, compare, and evaluate them so that ‘moral lessons are enforced, and the principles of human conduct deduced’.

Southey’s own reflections on his projected twelve-volume history of Portugal endorse Lower’s claim that he was writing history in the ‘inductive’ mode of the ancients rather than the ‘deductive’ mode of the moderns. Leask has outlined the details of Southey’s ‘systematic study’ of sixteenth-century Spanish chronicles in the Royal Library in Lisbon in 1800, during which time he perceived the factual inaccuracies and methodological problems with Robertson’s History of America; in particular, its over-reliance on Herrera and its conjectural qualities. By contrast, the chronicles were closer to the kind of ‘mythological history’ Southey sought to establish in Thalaba the Destroyer (1801) and The Curse of Kehama (1810).
 Despite their inaccuracies and emphasis on conquest, Leask rightly notes that Southey saw in the ‘vivid eye-witness accounts’ and ‘counter-Reformation Catholic triumphalism’ of the chronicles of Diaz, Cortés, Martire, Herrera, Oviedo, Gómara, and especially Torquemada a means to ‘inject new energy into the discourse of nineteenth-century British imperialism’.
 While there is little of the imperial rhetoric of later Victorian travellers in Southey’s History, he nonetheless uses the model of the old chronicles as a means of countering the ‘Frenchified’ style Robertson and Gibbon.
 As he noted of his epic poetry in correspondence with William Taylor, ‘[Madoc] is, I hope, pure English undefiled, always straightforward to the point; the style certainly my own, for I read little English poetry to catch the manners of my predecessors; it savours more of chronicles and romances, Spanish as well as English’.

Closely connected to his rejection of the French style was Southey’s feeling that the univeralism and abstraction of philosophic history was detrimental to writing that attempted to valorize national character and the nation state. The anti-Gallican subtext of the History of Brazil is reflected not only in his endorsement of large-scale missionary interventionism, but also in his choice of historiographical mode.
 Southey’s original plan for his unfinished history of Portugal, for example, was to open with the ‘fabulous history’ of Tubal, the legendary leader of the first settlers in Portugal, suggesting that he did not intend to exclude fabulous or mythological history in the manner of philosophic historians such as Hume and Robertson:

The fabulous history from Tubal to be briefly given. So Milton did with our British fables; – and the vain fictions of one country have as much right to be preserved as those of another. All that is known of the nations to be collected from classical writers … the object is a picture of the prevailing manners. Of the Gothic period, the Moors, and the various Christian states that grew upon their ruins – a sort of St. Palaye chapter. Their barbarous annals are thus best treated, and the moral features of the people more accurately and rememberably painted.

Following seventeenth-century historians such as Milton, who used English foundation myths in his History of Britain (1671) as a way of establishing a national history, Southey also intended to include a ‘St Palaye chapter’ on the Gothic period, thereby integrating the history of morals and manners with that of political history.
 ‘I shall endeavour’, he writes in a letter to Thomas Southey, ‘also, to do what history has never yet done, to introduce into the narrative the manners of the age and people’ ‘instead of crowding the volume with appendix chapters’.

Southey’s deliberate plan to avoid thematic divisions and appendices/digressions in the style of Hume, Gibbon, and Robertson was a rejection of the aims and techniques of philosophic history in favour of a chronological and linear historiographical mode that would bring all of the elements of his history together into a narrative ‘which proceeds according to the course of time and events, and records things as they intermingled in the multifold concerns of society’.
 As David Craig has pointed out, Southey rejected philosophic history for two reasons: first, he dismissed its tendency to be over-deterministic, arguing that it carries ‘the influence of general causes too far, considering men as entirely the creatures of the circumstances wherein they are placed’. Second, he thought that philosophic history tended to favour party bias rather than factual complexity. Henry Hallam’s Constitutional History of England (1827), for example, was the work of a ‘decided partisan’, a problem exasperated by its tendency to deal in ‘deductions and not in details’.
  

Given Southey’s own extended thinking about the methodological problems of philosophical history, it is important to consider the alternative historiographical models he favours in the History of Brazil in a wider intellectual context. Rather than simply dismissing his History as a collection of chronological facts, it is possible to see the historical models it promotes—a return to the narrative style and techniques of the old chronicles, a history of the anti-sublime, and a rejection of philosophic abstraction—as part of a revitalized classical historiographical tradition that was deliberately moral in its tone and intention. As De Quincey pointed out, while Southey is an ‘anti-philosophical historian’ because he privileges facts over ‘preconceived theories’, he nonetheless imbues his histories with ‘high moral feelings’ and therefore gives ‘to his narrative an interest of another and a universal kind, which is some degree supplies a more philosophical character: so that he is quite as far removed as the most transcendental of theorists from the mere annalist’.
 William Maginn similarly defended Southey from T. B. Macaulay’s lengthy attack on his prose works in the Quarterly Review for 1830 by arguing that the History of Brazil exemplified the neo-classical ideal of history as ‘philosophy teaching by example’.

Southey was not alone in preferring the factual density and moral emphasis of classical and biographical history to the abstraction of philosophical history. Walter Scott, Henry Mackintosh, Thomas Moore, Thomas Carlyle, and, to a lesser extent, William Godwin all reject the abstraction of philosophic history and return to writing chronological history in the classical mode in the early to mid-nineteenth century.
 Although many of these writers radically questioned the epistemological value of empirical modes in their philosophical writing, in practice they, like Hume himself, tended to write narrative history in the classical style. On the one hand, this supports Mark Salber Phillips’s claim that historiographical innovation in the period mainly took place in quasi and para-historical genres such as biography, memoir, and the novel.
  On the other hand, the return to a classical historiographical agenda by so many writers of history in the Romantic period is suggestive of the important role historiography played in marking the shift from eighteenth-century sentimentalism to new forms of national self-representation in the nineteenth century. 

By rejecting both the abstract and sentimental modes of Enlightenment historiography in favour of older traditions associated with the Spanish chronicles, Southey illuminates a turn towards a new historiographical paradigm of national self-discovery, which played out at the same time as the rise of nationalisms across nineteenth-century Europe. The Napoleonic Wars involved a heightened attention to the nature of British national character and the increased essentialising of national characteristics. Southey certainly saw the outcome of the wars as a reflection of moral character (see, e.g., PW 3. 926-7). As Philip Harling has pointed out, in Southey’s view one of the key components of Britain’s military success against the French was the comparative self-discipline of its governing classes and military leaders.
 Napoleon, on the other hand, was a tyrant unchecked by any restraint (see, e.g., 1. 15, 25) and his behaviour during the Egyptian campaign was a turning point in the history of the French army, after which the French soldiers failed to exhibit any self-control, especially in Portugal (1. 16, 83, 132-4, 747). Conversely, for Britain, the Peninsular War represented a new era of national heroism, moral uprightness, and military reputation after the losses occasioned by the American War of Independence and the Peace of Utrecht (3. 921).

The renewed interest in character and emulation in the early nineteenth century was mirrored in the surge in biographical writing.
 Southey’s lives of Wellington, Nelson, Marlborough, and Wesley pre-empt Carlyle’s On Heroes, Hero Worship, and the Heroic in History (1841), T. B. Macaulay’s Biographical Essays (1857), W. E. H. Lecky’s Leaders of Public Opinion in Ireland (1861), and J. A. Froude’s Life and Times of Thomas Becket (1878), all of which played an important role in popularising national accounts of British history. It is, of course, by now a commonplace to note that Whig historians in Britain claimed for their nation a unique tradition of liberal parliamentarism, demonstrating the ‘special path’ achieved by Britain through its championing of constitutional values. Yet conservatives, too, argued for a related—if more qualified—history of British exceptionalism in order to justify their ‘civilizing’ mission in the colonies.
 As John Seeley’s Expansion of England: Two Courses of Lectures (1883) attests, writing on empire was a critical factor in the making of a uniquely British national history.
 
It is easy for us now to think of Southey’s History as a failure—an old-fashioned remnant of a non-positivist age—that was quickly superseded by Francisco Varnhagen’s more general history of Brazil (1854-7) as well as by new methodological approaches following the opening of European archives in the mid-nineteenth century. It is also easy to think of the History as politically regressive, as British historians in the later nineteenth century ‘underwrote the progressive constitutional and electoral reform’ of their century.
 Yet Southey’s critique of British liberal cultural relativism, his focus on independence movements, and his orientation towards national self-identity pre-empts the turn towards national history in the later nineteenth century, and provides an important early example of the role of empire in the writing of British national history. It also demonstrates the ways in which the models of civic nationhood developed in Latin America—models arising out of the unequal social orders attached to slavery and European imperial control—had a profound impact on at least one British thinker’s views of national identity formation in the early nineteenth century. If British colonial policy hardened during the so-called ‘turn to empire’ in the later nineteenth century, the ways in which nation states developed in Britain and Europe were nonetheless shaped by the proto-types of racial assimilation, ethnic and civic nationalism, and independence pioneered in early nineteenth-century South America.
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