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John A. DAvis

Napoleon and Naples: the Imperial Project  
in Mediterranean Perspectives

Naples in the Imperial Project

Despite the peripheral status of Napoleon’s Mediterranean Kingdom, Naples 
mattered for the empire and should still matter for its historians. The emperor 
never visited Naples, but for nearly ten years (from February 1806 to June 
1815) the southern Italian mainland constituted the empire’s southern frontier, 
with only the narrow Straits of Messina separating the emperor’s forces from 
those of France’s principal adversary – Great Britain. The occupation of the 
Kingdom after Marengo had been deferred only while Napoleon tried to ne-
gotiate terms with the Pope and out of deference to the alliance with Bourbon 
Spain. But in 1805 the treacherous alliance of the Bourbon rulers of Naples 
with the emperor’s enemies gave Napoleon the pretext he needed, and after 
Austerlitz a French army was dispatched to install Joseph Bonaparte on the 
throne of Naples.

Down to 1814 Southern Italy played an important role in supporting French 
domination of the Adriatic, while offering the enticing prospect of re-launch-
ing the bid to establish French control over the Middle East that had been 
wrecked in 1798 by Nelson’s victory at the battle of the Nile. In the aftermath 
of Trafalgar, the southern Italian ports were to be assigned an important role in 
construction of a new French Mediterranean fleet, but above all the Kingdom 
mattered because its ports and coastline had a key role to play in the blockade 
of British trade and British colonial goods.

These strategic concerns did not exhaust the roles that Naples was destined 
to play in the imperial project, however. Like France’s other colonies, the King-
dom’s function was to provide the empire with supplies of men and materiél 
for the empire’s armies, tributes and taxes for the imperial exchequer, raw ma-
terials and markets for French manufacturers. But the Kingdom was also one 
of the first of the new imperial appanages that were designed to transform the 
continental project into a family dynastic enterprise.1

 1 For a more detailed account see J. A. Davis , Naples and Napoleon. Southern Italy and the 
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It is hardly surprising, therefore, that in the historiography of empire Na-
ples was identified primarily with the conflicts between the emperor and his 
brother-in-law Joachim Murat. Nor is it surprising that Murat – who defected 
to the Allies in 1814 before finally rallying again to the emperor in 1815 – 
should have become a bête-noire for Bonaparte loyalists.2 Only in the 20th cen-
tury have Murat’s biographers become more sympathetic, so that the former 
seminarist from Cahors who rose to be the commander of the imperial cavalry 
has been transformed from a traitor to a far-sighted administrator and even an 
Italian proto-nationalist.3

As in the case of Louis Bonaparte and Count Bernadotte, the conflicts be-
tween Joachim Murat and the emperor were not just about personalities, but 
were inseparable from the terms of rapacious colonial subordination imposed 
on Naples by the Treaty of Bayonne. These subjected his Kingdom to system-
atic plunder to the benefit not only of the imperial exchequer, but also of the 
emperor personally, while leaving Murat with little dignity and less power. As 
Marshal Berthier warned him in 1809: This, Sire, is what you must do: Be a King 
amongst your subjects, but with the Emperor be a Vice-Roy. Be a Frenchman 
and never a Neapolitan. Consult his imperial Majesty on everything. 4 Murat’s 
role differed little from that of Prince Eugène, Napoleon’s viceroy in Milan, 
but this only made the contradictions between the interests of the empire and 
his own kingdom – the cause of the discords that in 1811 nearly led Murat to 
suffer the fate of the King of Holland a year earlier – the more evident.5

The Imperial Project and its Contradictions

The strains between Naples and Paris exposed the contradictory premises of 
the empire, and at the same time echoed the broader tensions that were emerg-
ing across Europe especially after 1810 as the emperor attempted to make the 
blockade more effective and as the pressures on the satellites grew steadily 
heavier.6 These same tensions also seriously undermined the authority and le-

European Revolutions 1780–1860, Oxford 2006. A new Italian edition will be published later 
this year by Casa Editrice Rubettino.

 2 J. Rambaud, Naples sous Joseph Bonaparte (1806–1808), Paris 1911.
 3 J. Tulard, Murat ou l’eveil des nations, Paris 1983.
 4 Berthier to Murat 5 March 1809, in: Lettres et documents pour servir à l’histoire de Joachim 

Murat: 1767–1815 publiés par le prince Murat, avec une introduction et des notes par P. Le 
Brethon, 8 vols., Paris 1911–1914, vol. 8, p. 59.

 5 See especially P. W. Schroeder, The Transformation of European Politics 1763–1848, Oxford 
1994.

 6 Ibid. and S. Woolf , Napoleon’s Integration of Europe, London 1991, p. 97. Woolf’s book is 
the first comparative study of imperial administration and supersedes O. Connolly, Napole-
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gitimacy of the French regime in Naples, revealing one source of the contradic-
tions that damaged the political cohesion of empire. Those weaknesses revealed 
the inadequacies of the political models on which the imperial projects were 
premised more generally.

Both Joseph Bonaparte and Joachim Murat repeatedly rejected the emper-
or’s advice to rely primarily on military force and violence – although they 
were not reticent in employing either. But they both understood that to suc-
ceed – or even simply survive – their regimes had to create a party in their new 
Kingdom. That meant winning over the most influential social and political 
forces: in this case, the nobility, the great landowners and the church.7 Since 
the emperor’s relations with Rome by now made an alliance with the clergy 
very difficult, the support of the nobility and the landowners was even more 
essential if the regime was to survive.8

In that case, how was the empire’s much proclaimed modernizing mission 
to be achieved? As in the rest of Europe, the promise to create a new politi-
cal and social order that would finally bring to a close the long night of the 
Ancien Régime was one of the most powerful propaganda instruments at the 
disposal of the new rulers. Nor was this simply a matter of rhetoric: as Stuart 
Woolf has argued, by 1806 the imperial administrators were seasoned experts 
in state-building, with all the technical templates ready to hand.9 Yet the inno-
vative administrative thrust of the French rulers was inevitably also tempered 
by political calculations, above all the need to secure the support of the most 
powerful political and social forces within the occupied or annexed states.

In the case of Naples, the collapse of the former Bourbon monarchy meant 
that the need for administrative, institutional and financial reconstruction was 
particularly pressing. Politically, this was facilitated by the fact that in its final 
efforts to stave off bankruptcy and collapse, the former Bourbon monarchy 

on’s Satellite Kingdoms, Ontario 1965. Other recent studies offering general critical overviews 
include: G. El l is , The Napoleonic Empire, Basingstoke 1991, and M. Broers , Europe under 
Napoleon 1799–1815, London 1996. For local studies see M. Rowe (ed.), Collaboration and 
Resistance in Napoleonic Europe. State Formation in an Age of Upheaval, London 2003, and 
P. Dwyer/A. Forrest  (eds.), Napoleon and his Empire: Europe 1804–1814, London 2007.

 7 Woolf , Integration (see note 6), p. 97: „The entire philosophy of Napoleonic rule was based 
on the assumption that a modern and efficient administration was implicitly identified with the 
most responsible and progressive opinion in society“.

 8 Contrasting with 1799 when significant and influential sections of the Neapolitan clergy rallied 
to the Republic: Napoleon’s politics ensured that this did not recur in 1806.

 9 As Stuart Woolf has written, by 1806 the French administrators were „experts in the business 
of annexation“, Woolf , Integration (see note 6), p. 50. In their different ways Christophe An-
toine Saliceti, Pierre-Louis Roederer and André Miot de Melito – the men sent to assist Joseph 
Bonaparte establish his rule in Naples – all fitted that description. See also A. De Martino, 
La Nascita delle Intendenze. Problemi dell’amministrazione periferica nel Regno di Napoli 
(1806–1815), Napoli 1984.
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had alienated the most powerful pillars of the Ancien Régime in the South. As 
a result, those sections of the aristocracy and the propertied classes that had 
supported the Republic of 1799 were ready – albeit cautiously – to welcome 
the new French rulers in 1806. Nonetheless, the politics of Napoleon’s rulers in 
Naples also reflected a schizophrenia that quickly came to infect and then para-
lyze the politics of the imperial project from top to bottom. In Naples – but 
not only in Naples – the imperial administrators were bearers both of the new 
order promised by the Revolution and of what André Miot de Melito – one of 
the seasoned administrators who accompanied Joseph Bonaparte to Naples in 
1806 – later described as Napoleon’s „proto-feudal project“.10

In Naples, these contradictions were evident from the start. During the brief 
two years of Joseph Bonaparte’s reign an impressive array of legislative reforms 
was introduced. Feudalism was abolished and legislation was introduced that 
would reorganize the monarchy on the basis of the system of central and lo-
cal administration established by the Constitution of Year VIII in France. The 
tax system was brought into line with French models, direct taxes were reor-
ganised around a single land tax and the debts of the previous monarchy were 
redeemed through the sale of the lands of over 1300 religious houses. The Code 
Napoléon was introduced and the administration of justice reorganized, but 
only after Joseph left for Spain in 1808.11

By then, however, measurable progress had been made only in restoring 
public order and public finances. The crisis of the Bourbon monarchy had 
threatened to precipitate the collapse of public finances, menacing all the credi-
tors of the Ancien Régime with ruin. The restoration of financial stability was 
therefore a pressing political imperative for the new regime. It was achieved by 
a combination of foreign debts contracted at usurious interest rates12 and by 
the sale of the land of the religious houses and the crown – a massive opera-
tion overseen by Pierre-Louis Roederer using the templates honed through the 
experience of the Revolution in France and state-building initiatives in other 
parts of the empire. The proceeds from the land sales were used (at least in part) 
to redeem the debts of the Ancien Régime and by 1808 the financial crisis was 
coming under control – something that greatly enhanced the political standing 

 10 André François Miot, Mémoires du comte Miot de Mélito, ancien ministre, ambassadeur, con-
seiller d’État et membre de l’Institut, ed. W. Fleischmann, 3 vols., Paris 1858, vol. 3, p. 339.

 11 P. Vil lani , Italia Napoleonica, Napoli 1978; Davis , Naples (see note 1).
 12 In this case from the Dutch bankers Hope of Amsterdam: But the bankers who grew fat from 

financing Napoleon’s imperial project were not slow to reach Naples. The Roman banker Tor-
lonia and the Swiss banker Falconnet were the principal architects of the National Bank of the 
Two Sicilies in 1810. See R. Fi langieri , I Banchi di Napoli dalle origini alla costruzione della 
Banca delle Due Sicilie (1539–1808), Napoli 1957, p. 179–180.
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of the new regime. The creditors of the former monarchy paid a heavy price, 
but they were spared total ruin.13

On other fronts, progress was slower. In some cases the reasons were tech-
nical, but in others they were overwhelmingly political. This, not surprisingly, 
was especially evident in the case of feudalism, which in line with imperial 
practice had been abolished shortly after the invasion (August 1806). As had 
been the case earlier in France, the abolition of feudalism served primarily as 
the juridical corner-stone for the reorganization of the state, and in particular 
for the assertion of the absolute and uncontested authority of the state in every 
sphere – administration, justice, taxation, the exercise of force and the mainte-
nance of public order. The abolition of feudalism therefore irreversibly brought 
to an end the devolved systems of power-sharing that typified the monarchies 
of the European Ancien Régime. But as in other peripheries of the empire – for 
example, in Poland, Hungary, the Kingdom of Westphalia and Spain – where 
feudalism remained a reality at the end of the 18th century (unlike most of the 
other Italian states, where it did not), Joseph carefully avoided infringing on 
the seigneurial and property rights of the feudatories. Indeed, the law of Au-
gust 1806 in Naples effectively converted feudal into private property.14

The problem was that this risked reopening conflicts that had fuelled the 
civil wars that had overwhelmed the South in 1799. For decades the Bourbon 
monarchy had tried to reduce feudal privilege and exemptions by challenging 
the legitimacy of feudal titles – challenges that were taken up more widely 
by the rural communities with the result that all property rights in the South 
had become uncertain.15 This was one reason why the Neapolitan Republic’s 
attempt to abolish feudalism in 1799 had provoked civil war. Because it prom-
ised to confirm and perpetuate these contested titles, Joseph Bonaparte’s law of 
2 August 1806 threatened the same. Early in 1807, therefore, the government 
suspended those sections of the law that addressed property rights, the divi-
sions of former feudal estates and common lands.16

Similar contradictions appeared in other fields. The new regime abolished 
the courts of the Ancien Régime, but when it was faced by the unbending op-
position of the magistrates (one of the most powerful of Ancien Régime cor-

 13 See P. Vil lani , La Vendita dei Beni dello Stato nel Regno di Napoli 1806–1815, Bologna 1964, 
and the excellent recent study by M. C. Ermice, Le origini del Gran Libro del Debito Pubbli-
co e l’emergere di nuovi gruppi sociali (1806–1815), Napoli 2005.

 14 Davis , Naples (see note 1), p. 234–240.
 15 On the Bourbon campaign against feudalism see: A. M. Rao, Enlightenment and reform. An 

overview of culture and politics in Enlightenment Italy, in: Journal of Modern Italian Studies 
10 (2005), pp. 142–167 and Id., Enlightenment and Reform, in: J. Marino (ed.), Early Modern 
Italy, Oxford 2002, pp. 229–252.

 16 See Davis , Naples (see note 1) for a review of the vast literature and debates on these issues: 
also Vil lani , Italia (see note 11).
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porations), Joseph – to the emperor’s fury – decided to delay introducing the 
Code Napoléon. Chaos ensued – the old tribunals had been closed, but there 
were no new ones to replace them. Joseph then cited the opposition of the 
clergy as reason for not introducing civil marriage or divorce, while refusing 
to introduce conscription for fear it would provoke a popular revolt. When 
Joseph and his ministers left for Spain in 1808 the legislation to establish the 
new system of central and local government was in place, but the means to 
implement it were still lacking.

Murat the Modernizer?

The arrival of Joachim Murat coincided with a sharp acceleration in the gov-
ernment’s reform initiatives, which has often been attributed to the new ruler.17 
In 1808 the new provincial administrative assemblies met for the first time and 
in 1809 Murat established a Feudal Commission to implement both the aboli-
tion of feudalism and the division of the former feudal estates and common 
lands amongst the former owners and the rural communities throughout the 
Kingdom. In 1809 conscription was introduced, as was the Code Civil, while 
the reorganization of the magistracy and the tribunals also finally got under 
way.

However, Murat’s claim to be the embodiment of the empire’s ,modernizing 
mission‘ is not convincing. His reputation as an administrator in the Grand 
Duchy of Berg inspired little confidence, and the wave of innovations that fol-
lowed his arrival in Naples was mainly due to the fact that unlike Joseph he was 
unable to resist the emperor’s demands. Indeed, after 1808 the Kingdom was 
subject to increasingly close micro-management by the imperial administra-
tion, which also explains why relations between Naples and Paris soon began 
to deteriorate disastrously.

Pressures from Below

The quarrels between Naples and Paris have tended, however, to conceal the 
extent to which the innovations that took place in the South after 1808 were 
driven not from above, but from below. It was not Murat, for example, but the 
magistrates who took control of the reorganization of the legal system and the 
judiciary, and it was the magistrates who adopted and adapted the French Code 

 17 See especially Tulard, Murat (see note 3) and A. Valente, Giacchino Murat e l’Italia Meridio-
nale, Torino 21965.
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Civil to fit their own agendas. Once they acquired a degree of control over the 
process, the magistrates were quick to understand that the reforms gave them 
the opportunity to reinvent themselves as a powerful professional body and as 
guardians of the ,rule of law‘ in the new ,administrative monarchy‘.18

When in 1809 – again at the emperor’s insistence – Murat set up a Feudal 
Commission something very similar happened. It was the landowners, not the 
Commissars, who determined the outcome of these interventions, which in-
variably resulted in the massive expropriation of the rural poor who lost the 
common lands and the exercise of promiscuous rights on former feudal prop-
erties on which their fragile economies depended.

In both these cases, Naples confirms the findings of a number of recent 
studies that have illustrated the different ways in which local elites in different 
parts of Europe succeeded in adopting and adapting imperial prescriptions to 
fit their own political agendas and interests.19 Despite the deceptively self-ref-
erential images of monolithic power, the empire’s self-proclaimed modernizing 
mission in combination with its political and military insecurities made this a 
period in which the local elites in many parts of the empire enjoyed brief but 
unprecedented opportunities to pursue their own political interests.

It might be argued, of course, that Naples was an exceptional case, which 
in some respects of course it was. Naples was too far from the centre for Na-
poleon to be able to treat Murat as he had treated the King of Holland. But 
although Murat survived, he never acquired any real autonomy. On the con-
trary, his quarrels both with the emperor and also with the pro-French party 
in Naples led by the queen made his place in the imperial political hierarchy 
and in the emperor’s own dynastic projects increasingly uncertain after 1810.20 
Inevitably this undermined his authority in Naples, enabling his Neapolitan 
supporters to acquire unexpected degrees of power.

 18 See C. Castel lano, Il Mestiere del Giudice. Magistrati e sistema giuridica tra i francesi ed i 
Borboni (1799–1848), Bologna 2004, and Davis , Naples (see note 1), p. 240–244.

 19 Especially the recent studies on the German states: see A. Fahrmeir, Centralisation versus 
particularism in the Third Germany, in: M. Rowe (ed.), Collaboration and Resistance in Na-
poleonic Europe. State Formation in an Age of Upheaval, London 2003, p. 107–120; M. Rowe, 
From Reich to State. The Rhineland in the Revolutionary Age 1780–1830, Cambridge 2003; 
K. Aaslestad, Place and Politics. Local Identity, Civic Culture, and German Nationalism in 
North Germany during the Revolutionary Era, Leiden 2005.

 20 The conflict with Napoleon peaked in 1811 – but Napoleon’s Austrian marriage in 1810 (which 
Murat alone in the imperial family openly opposed) raised the prospects of détente with the 
Bourbons in Sicily and hence also of a Bourbon restoration in Naples.
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Contradictions of Empire

The inherent weaknesses of the political models on which Napoleon’s short-
lived enterprise were premised are especially visible in the Neapolitan case. De-
spite the rhetoric of modernity, French rule in southern Italy was established 
on pragmatic alliances that relied heavily on the darker political arts. Although 
he left few traces in the central archives, the key role in the political recon-
struction of the Kingdom after the conquest had been played by Christophe 
Antoine Saliceti.

Like Joseph Bonaparte, Saliceti was a Corsican – indeed, in Corsica he had 
been one of the first patrons and protectors of the Bonaparte brothers and had 
served them well –very well – thereafter.21 Many of the officials who accompa-
nied Joseph Bonaparte to Naples in 1806 were either Corsican or had served 
the Bonapartes in Corsica.22 Another key bond was freemasonry,23 and as in 
other parts of Europe after the conquest freemasonry had enabled the French 
rulers to identify and make contact with those sections of the Neapolitans elit-
es – especially in the provinces – most likely to support the new order.24

Saliceti was a highly experienced and effective political operator. He arrived 
in Naples with a small but loyal retinue of Corsicans and Neapolitan exiles, all 
former Jacobins and freemasons. These men were dependent on Saliceti alone 
and he placed them in key roles in the new administration both in the capital 
and in the provinces, creating a unique and effective chain of command that 
enabled Saliceti to play the central, albeit often deliberately invisible, role in 
establishing and securing the new political order.25 Saliceti’s power made him 
an object of hatred as much for his fellow ministers as for his enemies. But it 
also made him indispensable and he was the only one of Joseph’s ministers not 
to leave in 1808. Murat quickly became dependent on him, too, so that when 
Saliceti died in 1809 (from poisoning, it was widely suspected) the administra-
tion was effectively leaderless.

 21 Saliceti’s skills had played a major but unacknowledged part in Napoleon Bonaparte’s military 
victories in Italy in 1796 and 1797. From much earlier Saliceti had been one of the principal 
champions of the Bonaparte clan in Corsican politics. See De Martino, Nascita (see note 9), 
but also J. Godechot, Les Commissaires aux Armées sous le Directoire, 2 vols., Paris 1937; 
Id., Saliceti, ministre du Royaume de Naples sous Joseph Bonaparte et Murat, in: Studi in 
memoria di Nino Cortese, Roma 1976, pp. 266–269.

 22 Except Roederer – Miot was not Corsican but in 1800 had been sent by Napoleon Bonaparte 
on a mission to ‚civilize Corsica‘ – see Davis , Naples (see note 1), p. 165.

 23 In many cases the two were inseparable: for example, Joseph Bonaparte and Saliceti were initi-
ated in the same Masonic lodge in Ajaccio in 1793.

 24 See especially F. Mastrobert i , Pierre Joseph Briot. Un giacobino tra amministrazione e poli-
tica (1773–1827), Napoli 1998, and De Martino, Nascita (see note 9).

 25 A role that is nonetheless highly visible above all in the local and provincial archives.
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With his own advisers and court divided into warring factions and his re-
lations with the empire constantly declining, Murat tried to transform the 
Masonic lodges into a political base for the new regime. The attractions were 
obvious – Masonic lodges had spread throughout the South during the earlier 
season of absolutist enlightenment at the end of the previous century.26 After 
the French invasion they had been reinstated, so that their members included 
virtually all the self-designated supporters of the new order. The lodges offered 
the government a unique opportunity to establish contact with its supporters 
in the most distant provinces, and they also provided the government’s spies 
with opportunities to ,listen‘ to public opinion.

Murat’s decision to use the Masonic connection as a means to give his regime 
a new political base came just as his quarrels with Napoleon were coming to a 
climax. Indeed Napoleon’s threat to depose Murat in June 1811 coincided with 
the first major rally organized in Naples, including representatives of Masonic 
lodges from all over the Kingdom, which was to last three days. But Murat’s 
political insecurity made this a dangerous strategy, and from being a source of 
support the Masonic lodges quickly turned into sites of political opposition. 
The first signs came with the creation of the first secret societies, especially the 
Carbonari in 1811, but the Masonic lodges soon followed a similar political 
trajectory. This opposition was especially dangerous since it was increasingly 
articulated through a coherent set of demands for an end to imperial subor-
dination to France and autocracy, and for the establishment of constitutional 
government to protect local autonomies.27

The dangers posed by the attempt to find a broader political base for the 
post-feudal autocracies were even more evident when Murat attempted to cre-
ate a dynastic army – a strategy that from the start aroused the emperor’s sus-
picions and fury. In so far as Murat succeeded in creating an officer corps loyal 
to himself and his own dynastic ambitions, however, he also risked becoming 
the political prisoner of his generals who in large part had come to share the na-
tionalist and constitutional programmes of the secret societies and the Masonic 
lodges. When Murat defected to the Austrians in 1814 and when he rallied for 
the last time to the emperor in 1815 on three different occasions his generals 
demanded the he grant a constitution – demands to which Murat finally agreed 
after Tolentino, but by then of course too late.28

 26 See Rao, Enlightenment (see note 15); G. Giarrizzo, Massoneria e Illuminismo nell’Europa 
del Settecento, Venezia 1995. Older studies on the secret societies include: J. M. Roberts , The 
Mythology of the Secret Societies, London 1974; S. La Sorsa, La Carboneria in Terra di Bari, 
Roma 1919; N. Cortese, Murat e la carboneria napoletana nella prima metà del 1814, in: Studi 
in onore di Gioacchino Volpe per il suo 80° compleanno, Firenze 1958. 

 27 See also Davis , Naples (see note 1), p. 259–274.
 28 Ibid., p. 270.
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Conclusions

The wider significance of the chapter of imperial history that was written dur-
ing the decade of French rule in southern Italy deserves closer consideration. 
As is becoming increasingly apparent from local studies on other parts of Na-
poleonic Europe, when viewed from the peripheries the empire did not just 
look different, it was different. The often self-referential view from the centre 
poses images of a centralized and monolithic empire which risk either distort-
ing or concealing responses at the peripheries.

It should be emphasized that these were not all negative, and at least initially 
the new imperial order often elicited strong enthusiasm and support – and es-
pecially for the promise of modernity, for the administrative skills that offered 
the chance to rebuild the wrecked Ancien Régime principalities, for the new 
emphasis it placed on the values of education, masculinity and militarism.29 
But the Neapolitan case also illustrates how the empire was itself often the 
main obstacle to creating this new order. The state of constant warfare, the 
economic, commercial and human costs of war, the impact of extended com-
mercial recession, of constant threats of invasion and abrupt dynastic change 
converged to undermine security, just as the flows of contraband goods and 
massive scale of smuggling corroded public order.

These were not favourable conditions for state-building. Nonetheless, the 
Neapolitan case illustrates the extent to which sections of the local elites suc-
ceeded not only in implementing but also in adapting and redirecting the im-
perial scripts to fit their own agendas. Contrary to the aims of its founder and 
in contrast to both the period of reformist absolutism that preceded it and to 
the years of legitimist absolutism that followed, the empire gave sections of 
the southern Italian elites unprecedented degrees of political autonomy. Un-
intentionally it released political and social forces that were not by any means 
in harmony or without often violent internal divisions. But as in Spain, the in-
creasingly onerous conditions imposed by the empire and the rigidly autocratic 
nature of the political models that it sought to export gave a unifying focus to 
new forms of political opposition inspired by principles of constitutional gov-
ernment, the defence of local autonomies from the new forms of bureaucratic 
autocracy exported from imperial France, as well as a precocious but powerful 
sense of national identity. In this sense, the peripheries proved particularly suc-
cessful in turning the rhetoric of empire against its originators.

 29 On Napoleonic militarism in Italy see especially C. Zaghi , L’Italia napoleonica dalla Cisalpina 
al Regno, Torino 1986, and now on Germany K. Hagemann, A valorous „Volk“. The nation, 
the family and the gender order in Prussia in the time of the anti-Napoleonic war 1806–15, in: 
I. Blom/K. Hagemann/C. Hall  (eds.), Gendered Nations. Nationalism and gender order in 
the long nineteenth century, Oxford 2000.




