KARL
MARX
FREDERICK
ENGELS

Collected
Wgﬂs

Volume 15
Marx and Engels

1856 -1858




Contents

30 (=1 ol T UP RSP SRN

KARL MARX AND FREDERICK ENGELS
WORKS
May 1856-September 1858

1856
May
K. Marx. SArdiNa ......cecoeceeiurvreimiiireeeeeiiieieeeeeeisisisnenenrrreresseeseessnsssssesrsnes

June

K. Marx. The French Crédit Mobilier. T........oovveviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinneeineeen
K. Marx. The French Crédit Mobilier. I ...........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieieneanns
K. Marx. The French Crédit Mobilier. III ...........cccccoveiiiiiiiniiniiriennnne.

June 1856-March 1857 -

K. Marx. Revelations of the Diplomatic History of the 18th
(015 511 OO

Chapter I ..o
Chapter I ...
Chapter III
Chapter IV
Chapter V ..ot s




VI Contents

July
K. Marx. Revolution in Spain ........ccccieveeriininiiiiiicne e 97
August
K. Marx. Revolution in Spain ...........cccoevuiiiiiniiiiiiiicieec e 103
September
K. Marx. The Economic Crisis in EUrope ..., 109
October
K. Marx. The Monetary Crisis in Europe ........cccccoovvveiiii 113
K. Marx. The Causes of the Monetary Crisis in Europe ...........c......... 117
K. Marx. The Monetary Crisis in Europe.—From the History of
Money Circulation .........cccocovvioiiiiiiiieiiiiine i 123
November
K. Marx. The Economic Crisis in France ... 130
K. Marx. The European Crisis .........cccoovviiiiniiiiiiiiiniiniiee e, 136
K. Marx. The Maritime Commerce of Austria. 139
K. Marx. The Maritime Commerce of Austria (Second article) .......... 144
December
K. Marx. The Right Divine of the Hohenzollerns...............cc..c......... 151
1857
January
K. Marx. The Anglo-Chinese Conflict ..........ccccvvevviminincniiiiice 158
F. Engels. Mountain Warfare in the Past and Present..........cc.ccccooenvcnne 164
F. Engels. Mountain Warfare in the Past and Present (Second
ATHCIE) eevviiiiiiiiiiiiee e 173
K. Marx. The War Against Persia 177
K. Marx. B. Bauer’s Pamphlets on the Collision with Russia .......c.......... 181
F. Engels. The Prospects of the Anglo-Persian War..........ccccoeevvnneee 194
February
K. Marx. The New English Budget ........ccccoiiviiiiiinniniiniiccienees 200
K. Marx. Parliamentary Debates on the Chinese Hostilities ................ 207
March
K. Marx. Defeat of the Palmerston Ministry ...........ceceeee. e 213
K. Marx. The Coming Election in England ..., 219



Contents VII

K. Marx. Russian Trade with China ...c..cccccooviveiiiiiiiiieeeneeeeeeeeeece 223

K. Marx. The English Election .............cccccooiiiiiiiiiiniicicce 226

K. Marx. English Atrocities in China ........cc..ccccciviniiniiiiciiinneneee 232

K. Marx. A Traitor in CGIFCASSIA .....uvvveeeeeereeeiirieeenerniiiereieeeeneeeeeeeisrennnns 236

K. Marx. The Defeat of Cobden, Bright and Gibson .................coc...... 238
April

F. Engels. A New English Expedition to China ..........ccccocooniiniinninn, 243

K. Marx. Result of the Election .........cc.ccooevveicinivriieeeeeiiieeeeeeeceieeveeeens 247

K. Marx. Condition of Factory Laborers ...............cccoceiiin.. 251

K. Marx. The English Factory System ..........ccccovviiiiiiiiinniiiinenn, 255

F. Engels. Changes in the Russian Army 262

May ‘

K. Marx. The British Wild-Cats ..........cccooeiiieiiiiiiiiceeee e, 266

. Crédit Mobilier 270

270

273

F. Engels. Persia—China ........cccoooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiic 278

K. Marx. Interesting Revelations 284
June

K. Marx. The New French Bank At .....o..ooveeeeeeereeeveeeeereeeeeeenesnnes 289

K. Marx. The Persian TTeaty .......cccoccceiiiiiriiiiiiiieiiiniieccc e 293

K. Marx. The Revolt in the Indian Army ... e 297

July

K. Marx. State of Europe.—Financial State of France....................... 301

K. Marx. The Revolt in India .................. .. 305

K. Marx. The Indian Question .. 309

K. Marx. Indian NEeWS .....oovveiiiiiiiiiiiie et eseie e eeni e eaenes 314
August

K. Marx. State of the Indian INnSUrrection ..........ccceevevvviiveniiiieneieereneenns 318

K. Marx. The Oriental QUEeSHON .......cccoooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e, 322

K. Marx. The Indian INSUTTECTION ....ouuuiiiieiiieeeeeiiiieiiiiie e eeeeees 327

K. Marx. Political Situation in Europe .......cccococeiiiii, 331

K. Marx. Investigation of Tortures in India.........ccocviiiiniinnn. 336



VIII Contents

September
K. Marx. The Revolt in India .......cooooveiinioininiiiinccnnnseens 342
K. Marx. British Incomes in India .......ccoooviinviiiiinninniniicncen 349
K. Marx. The Indian Revolt ......c..oocvvvviiiiiniiicciniiiiiicncrecinn, 353
K. Marx. The French Crédit Mobilier ........cccovvinviiiniiinniinniiiniieinenn. 357
K. Marx. The Revolt in India 361
K. Marx. The Revolt in India 365
October
K. Marx. The Revolt in India.........cocoeiiiininninice, 369
K. Marx. The Revolt in India ......ccoceeinieiienininieinicinieceeeeeeeneee 374
November
K. Marx. The Bank Act of 1844 and the Monetary Crisis in
England ... 379
K. Marx. The British Revulsion ......c.ccoccovivciincnnniiinincccee 385
F. Engels. The Capture of Delhi ..o, 392
K. Marx. The Trade Crisis in England ..........ccooeivniiininnnnnin. 400
December
K. Marx. The Financial Crisis in EUrope .........ccocccevnniiininnnniiininnnnnnnn. 404
K. Marx. The Crisis in EUrope ..........ccccccovvveninnenncenisiniiencie e 410
K. Marx. The French Crisis ........ccoceivniiiniiiiiciiinniiniineenieeene e, 413
1858
January
F. Engels. The Siege and Storming of Lucknow ........cccccovvvvvninnnnn 419
K. Marx. British Commerce ...........cocoviiviiiiiiniiniiiiiee, 425
F. Engels. The Relief of Lucknow ............cc.ccooiiiiiiinnniiicies 435
K. Marx. The Approaching Indian Loan 443
February
F. Engels. Windham’s Defeat .........cccccocciriiiiieniiecinnniinccnecieeceeeeeeives 447
K. Marx. The Attempt upon the Life of Bonaparte .......ccc.ceevninnnne. 453
K. Marx. The Economic Crisis in France........ccccccovvveeeviioeiiiciicnninnnnn. 459
K. Marx. The Rule of the Pretorians .........ccocoeueueevevereeeeersseesrnssssseesens 464
K. Marx. The Derby Ministry.— Palmerston’s Sham Resignation ....... 468



Contents IX

March
K. Marx. Portents of the Day ... 472
K. Marx. Bonaparte’s Present POSItion .......ccccocevivenniicicieciinicnineennanen. 477
K. Marx. Pelissier’s Mission to England ... 482
K. Marx. Mazzini and Napoleon ...............cccoceiiiiiiidonnnincnnicnecen. 485
April
K. Marx. The French Trials in London ..., 490
K. Marx. The Financial State of France ...l 499
F. Engels. The Fall of Lucknow ...........cccoocoiiminiiiiis 504
K. Marx. Mr. Disraeli’s Budget ..., 510
K. Marx. The English Alliance 515
K. Marx. Important British Documents ..........cccocooviriiiiiiinniniiinnne, 521
May
F. Engels. Details of the Attack on Lucknow ..., 527
K. Marx. The Annexation of Oude ... 533
K. Marx. A Curious Piece of History ........ccccoooiminiiiins 539
K. Marx. Lord Canning’s Proclamation and Land Tenure in India ....... 546
K. Marx. Bonaparte’s Financial Maneuvers.—Military Despotism 550
F. Engels. The Revolt in India ..o 553
June )
F. Engels. The British Army in India..........ccccoooiniiiiii. 556
K. Marx. The State of British Commerce..........cccooooiin, 560
K. Marx. Political Parties in England.—Situation in Europe .................. 566
K. Marx. The British Government and the Slave-Trade ..................... 570
K. Marx. Taxation in India ......ccceciniininiiiinniiiionne . 575
» July
F. Engels. The Indian Army ..ot 580
K. Marx. The Indian Bill ..o, 585
K. Marx. To the Editor of the Neue Zeit ..........c.cccoocvviniiinninnncrerccnennnnce, . 589
F. Engels. Transport of Troops to India........ccccoeiiniininiiiiiiinnin, 590
K. Marx. Imprisonment of Lady Bulwer-Lytton ............ccocovviiniiinnn, 596
K. Marx. The Increase of Lunacy in Great Britain 602




X Contents

September
F. Engels. The Revolt in India ..o, 607

FROM THE PREPARATORY MATERIALS
K. Marx. VEIIICE ....coooouiiuiiiiieiee e ettt e e e e e e aanaaaaaaaans 615

SUPPLEMENT
K. Marx. Revolutionary Spain ............ccccvvviiiiiiiininiic e 621

NOTES AND INDEXES

INOUES oo 633
Name INAex ..ot 699
Index of Quoted and Mentioned Literature ...........ocovcuvevcueeneeencvranineaann. 739
Index of Periodicals ...........coooueviiieiiiiiii e 762
Subject Index ..........ccoocoooiciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 766
Glossary of Geographical Names................c.ccccocoiiiiiiiniciiiiiinie 777
ILLUSTRATIONS

The first page of Engels’ rough manuscript “Mountain Warfare in the

Past and Present™ ... 165
Persia, Afghanistan and Central Asia in 1857 (map) ....ccoovevvvininnnne 178-79
Delhi in 1857 (SKETCH) ..uvviiiiiiiiiie i 395
Lucknow in 1857-58 (SKELCh) ..ovvviiiiieiii e 421

Indian national liberation movement, 1857-59 (map) ..cooceevvvvveeennnn. 506-07



Translated by
PETER and BETTY ROSS:

K. Marx, “B. Bauer’s Pamphlets on the Collision with
Russia”

Marx to the Editor of the Neue Zeit

From the Preparatory Materials



XII1

Preface

Volume 15 of the Collected Works of Marx and Engels contains
their writings between May 1856 and September 1858. Most of
them are articles and reports published in the progressive
American newspaper, the New-York Daily Tribune, in its special
issues, the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune and the New-York Weekly
Tribune, and also in the Chartist weekly, The People’s Paper, and
other newspapers.

In these years, besides his strenuous activities as a journalist,
Marx was intensively engaged in the study of political economy.
Between August 1857 and May 1858 he wrote the first draft of
what was to become Capital—the Economic Manuscript of 1857-58
(see present edition, vols. 28 and 29). At that time Marx and
Engels also wrote a number of articles, mainly on military and
military-historical subjects for The New American Cyclopaedia
(present edition, Vol. 18).

Their contributions to the New-York Daily Tribune in this period
were almost the only opportunity Marx and Engels had to express
their attitude on the vital international issues and on the internal
politics of the European countries, to reveal the class essence of
world events, and appraise them from the standpoint of the
fundamental interests of the proletariat. The most notable of those
events were: the economic crisis of 1857-58, the first to grip the
whole capitalist world, the colonial wars, and the armed struggle
of the peoples of India to liberate themselves from British rule.

Writing for the New-York Daily Tribune became even more
important for Marx and Engels because in December 1856, in
view of the changed position taken by Ernest Jones, the editor of
The People’s Paper, who had agreed to a compromise with the
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bourgeois radicals, they were obliged to stop contributing to that
paper. This meant that in Europe there was no other press organ
where they could expound their views.

A considerable portion of Marx’s articles included in this volume
are. devoted to the economic crisis of 1857-58, and also to the
specific economic problems of the major European countries.

On the basis of his analysis of European economic development
since the revolutions of 1848-49 Marx had, by the autumn of
1856, already come to the conclusion that an economic crisis was
approaching. He predicted that it would hit many countries and
inevitably affect not only industrial production but also trade and
fiscal relations. When the crisis broke in 1857, it provided vivid
confirmation of the conclusion Marx had reached earlier on the
cyclical nature of the development of capitalist production, and
the inevitable succession of phases within each cycle. He identified
the cause of the crisis in the internal contradictions inherent in the
capitalist mode of production, and convincingly refuted the
attempts of bourgeois economists to find an explanation for it in
mere secondary causes, particularly in the wave of speculation.
“The political economists who pretend to explain the regular
spasms of industry and commerce by speculation,” he wrote,
“resemble the now extinct school of natural philosophers who
considered fever as the true cause of all maladies” (see this
volume, p. 401).

Marx devoted much attention to the symptoms of financial
crisis, analysing their influence throughout the European
economy. Step by step he traced every change on the world money
market and investigated the positions of the major British and
French banks. Of considerable interest in this respect are his
articles on the French joint-stock company Crédit Mobilier, one of
the main centres of the stock exchange speculation that exacer-
bated the world economic crisis. Marx described this company as
“one of the most economical phenomena of our epoch” (p. 10).
The activities of the Crédit Mobilier, which enjoyed the special
patronage of Napoleon III, ranged far beyond the realm of credit.
The company invested its capital in industrial enterprises and
“construction, including the building of railways.

Marx’s articles on the Crédit Mobilier contain important
theoretical propositions and conclusions concerning the laws of
capitalist development. The enhanced role of joint-stock capital
marked the appearance of trends that heralded the onset of
capitalism’s imperialist stage at the turn of the century. As Marx
wrote, this opened “a new epoch in the economical life of modern
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nations” (p. 21), creating opportunities for setting up industrial
enterprises that would have been beyond the means of individual
capitalists. Taking the Crédit Mobilier as an example, Marx noted
the appearance of “a sort of industrial kings” (p. 21), who could
manipulate in their own interests capital that was far in excess of
their own and which allowed them to indulge in unlimited
speculation. On the other hand, Marx pointed out, this accelerated
concentration of production and capital, strengthened the rule of
the financial and industrial oligarchy and spelled bankruptcy for
the middle and small capitalist. )

In the development of large-scale bank and industrial capital
Marx accurately foresaw the prospect of the capitalism of free
competition becoming monopoly capitalism. As Lenin was to write
later, “Imperialism is the epoch of finance capital and of
monopolies, which introduce everywhere the striving for domina-
tion, not for freedom” (V. 1. Lenin, Collected Works, Vol. 22,
Moscow, 1974, p. 297). The consequent increase in the number of
wage workers along with the decrease in the number of capitalists
further polarised capitalist society, sharpening the endemic class
struggle. ‘

In his articles on the economic crisis of 1857 Marx gave a
profound analysis of the industrial, financial and trading positions
of the major European countries, studied in detail the dynamics of
world exports and imports, and investigated the fluctuations of
British and French bank rates and the value of securities on the
European stock exchanges.

In his articles “The Economic Crisis in France”, “The Trade
Crisis in England”, “The French Crisis”, “The British Revulsion”,
and others, Marx accurately discerned the specific features of the
crisis in each country. The worst hit country was Britain, where
the crisis bore “the character of an industrial crisis” and struck “at
the very roots ot the national prosperity” (p. 390).

The articles on the crisis contain a huge amount of factual
material, which Marx gleaned from British, French and German
newspapers, magazines and statistical reports. His articles reflected
both his own observations and researches, and information he
received from Engels. The specific factual material, and his
resulting generalisations and conclusions, were later used to work
out his theory of economic crises.

Marx noted in particular that the crisis-ridden economies of the
European countries were impoverishing the rural and urban
workers and, above all, the industrial working class. “Through the
whole of Europe the palsy of industrial activity and the consequent
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distress of the laboring classes are rapidly spreading,” Marx wrote
in his article “The Financial Crisis in Europe” (p. 404). Of
undoubted interest in this respect are the articles “Condition of
Factory Laborers” and “The English Factory System”, and also
“Important British Documents”. -

Harsh exploitation of the workers, Marx pointed out, was the
other side of the thriving capitalist industry in the pre-crisis
period. Circumventing the factory acts that Parliament had passed
under the pressure of the proletariat’s stubborn class struggle,
British manufacturers lengthened the working day, reduced wages
and showed a preference for employing women and children
instead of adult workmen. “The infamies of the British factory
system are growing with its growth,” he wrote, “...the laws enacted
for checking the cruel greediness of the mill-lords are a sham and a
delusion, being so worded as to baffle their own ostensible end and
to disarm the men entrusted with their execution” (pp. 253-54). In
his article “The Economic Crisis in France” Marx observes that in
that country the very first symptoms of crisis aggravated the
sufferings of the workers and stimulated the growth of discontent
among them (p. 133).

Regarding the period after the defeat of the 1848-49 revolutions
as “a mere respite given by history to Old European Society”
(p- 115) Marx and Engels believed in the inevitability of a new
revolutionary upsurgence and thought that it would be triggered by
the economic crisis. This was what Marx had in mind when he wrote
that in 1857 material conditions were provided “for the ideal
tendencies of 1848” (p. 114). This was the main reason for the great
interest Marx and Engels showed in the domestic policies of the
European countries, in all the facts and phenomena testifying, on
the one hand, to the increasing crisis among the ruling classes
themselves and, on the other, to the growing revolutionary and
democratic movement.

In a number of articles Marx analysed the internal situation in
the European countries, particularly Britain and France, singling
out political tension as a symptom of a possible revolutionary
explosion. In his view Bonapartist France offered the greatest
hope in this respect. The hardships caused by the economic crisis
“must tend to bring the French people into that state of mind in
which they are wont to embark in fresh political ventures,” Marx
wrote in his article “The Economic Crisis in France”. “With the
disappearance of material prosperity and its regular appendage of
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political indifference, every pretext for the prolongation of the
second Empire ... disappears” (p. 463).

Marx noted the signs of mounting political crisis in the Second
Empire: workers’ strikes in various industries, peasant discontent,
severer measures against democratic elements (pp. 135, 302). “The
time of the sullen acquiescence of the nation in the rule of the Society
of the perjured usurper has definitely passed away,” he wrote
(pp- 456-57), alluding to the Bonapartist Society of December 10,
which had played an important role in the preparation of the coup
d’état of December 2, 1851.

In the articles “The Attempt upon the Life of Bonaparte”,
“The Rule of the Pretorians”, “Bonaparte’s Present Position”, and
also in the articles on the Crédit Mobilier, Marx develops and
clarifies the definition of Bonapartism which he gave in The
Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte and other earlier works, for
example, “The France of Bonaparte the Little” (see present
edition, vols. 11 and 14). Basing himself on hard facts, he reveals
such characteristic features of the Bonapartist monarchy as the
undisguised dictatorship of the big bourgeoisie, relying on the
force of bayonets and police terror, the wildfire spread of
speculation, corruption and bribery, the embezzlement of state
funds, foreign policy adventurism, the manoeuvring between
various classes and sections of the population, and Napoleon III’s
attempts to play the role of protector of the peasantry, and in various
ways “to purchase the conscience of the French working classes”
(p- 478). Marx reveals the direct connections between the Bonapar-
tist monarchy and the stock exchange speculators, a monarchy
which, as Lenin put it, “is obliged to walk the tightrope in order not
to fall, make advances in order to govern, bribe in order to gain
affections, fraternise with the dregs of society, with plain thieves
and swindlers, in order not to rely only on bayonets” (V. I. Lenin,
op. cit., Vol. 15, p. 269).

One of the most important themes in Marx’s journalism
continued to be Britain’s domestic and foreign policy, including
the evolution of her parliamentary system. In his newspaper
reports, “Defeat of the Palmerston Ministry”, “The Coming
Election in England”, “The English Election”, “The Defeat of
Cobden, Bright and Gibson”, “Political Parties in England.—.
Situation in Europe”, and others, Marx put his finger on a
characteristic phenomenon of English political life in the 1850s,
the decay of the traditional political parties. Detecting in this
process a manifestation of the bankruptcy of the existing
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oligarchic system of government, Marx notes the English
bourgeoisie’s “longing for compromises with the oligarchs, in order
to escape concessions to the proletarians” (p. 203).

Marx emphasised that the bourgeois-oligarchic regime in
England retarded the country’s development. Anti-popular and
counter-revolutionary in character, this regime, which was most
vividly expressed in the administration of Palmerston, whom Marx
ironically called a “wruly British Minister”, stood in the way of
democratic reforms. Parliamentary legislation served the interests
of the ruling clique, as was plainly demonstrated by the budgets
and financial reforms of those years (see the articles “The New
English Budget”, “The Bank Act of 1844 and the Monetary Crisis
in England”, and “Mr. Disraeli’s Budget’). Marx showed that, in
effect, Palmerston expressed the interests of the sections of the
English capitalist class that sought to expand markets, to consoli-
date Britain’s industrial monopoly, and achieve further colonial
expansion.

Analysis of the internal situation in Britain and the consequ-
ences of her colonial wars, which had diverted considerable
manpower and material resources, brought Marx to the conclusion
that “in case of a serious revolutionary explosion on the continent
of Europe, England ... would prove unable to reassume the proud
position she occupied in 1848 and 1849”. Marx expressed
confidence that England “will be disabled from-clogging, as she did
in 1848, the European Revolution that draws visibly nearer”
(pp- 301-02, 567-68).

Well before the crisis broke, Marx and Engels kept a close watch
for any sign of revolutionary activity among the masses in Europe,
and regarded such signs as proof of the instability and imperma-
nence of the period of political reaction that had set in during the
1850s.

In the summer of 1856 Marx’s attention was once again drawn
to events on the Iberian peninsula. This volume includes two
articles by Marx on the revolution in Spain (pp. 97-108). Written in
July-August 1856, they round off, as it were, the series of articles
entitled “Revolutionary Spain”, published in the New-York Daily
Tribune in 1854, and his other articles on this subject (see present
edition, Vol. 13). The articles sum up the results of the fourth
Spanish bourgeois revolution, which began in June 1854 and
brought the liberal Progresista party to power,

In assessing the significance and peculiarities of this revolution,
Marx observes that what distinguished it from the revolutions in
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Spain in the first half of the 19th century was that it had
discarded its dynastic and military character. The development of
industry had altered the line-up of class forces. For the first time
the workers—*“the product of the modern organization of
labor”—were taking part in the revolution “to claim their due
share.of the result of victory” (this volume, p. 102). Another impor-
tant new factor was the warm support given by the peasantry
which, Marx points out, “would have proved a most formidable ele-
ment of resistance” (p. 104). However, the bourgeois leaders of
the revolution were unable and unwilling to use the peasantry’s
determination and energy, while the army had become a
counter-revolutionary force. Both the course of the revolution
itself, and its defeat, confirmed the conclusion Marx had reached
on the basis of the experience of 1848-49 concerning the
counter-revolutionary degeneration of the liberal bourgeoisie and
its betrayal of the revolutionary cause as soon as the masses and,
above all, the working class, began to put forward their own
demands. “Frightened by the consequences of an alliance thus
imposed on their unwilling shoulders,” Marx wrote, “the middle
classes shrink back again under the protecting batteries of the
hated despotism.” Their conduct “furnishes a new illustration of
the character of most of the European struggles of 1848-49, and
of those hereafter to take place in the Western portion of that
continent” (p. 102).

Analysis of the revolutiorary events in one of the most
backward countries of Western Europe led Marx to conclude that
“the next European revolution will find Spain matured for co-
operation with it. The years 1854 and 1856 were phases of tran-
sition she had to pass through to arrive at that maturity” (p. 108).

Several of the works published in this volume (the never
completed work consisting to a considerable extent of extracts
from documents and quotations, Revelations of the Diplomatic
History of the 18th Century and the unfinished work “B. Bauer’s
Pamphlets on the Collision with Russia”, never published in Marx’s
lifetime, the article “The Right Divine of the Hohenzollerns”, and a
few others) reflect Marx’s interest in the history of diplomacy
and international relations. The special need to investigate this
subject sprang from the events of those years—the growing rivalry
between the European powers in the Near and the Middle East,
the Crimean War, and other international conflicts. Analysis
of the foreign policies of the European countries contribu-
ted a great deal to the theory of the class struggle and to the



XX Preface

determination of the strategic and tactical objectives of the prole-
tariat.

Marx and Engels assessed international events and international
politics from the perspective of Europe’s revolutionary, democratic
development, an essential condition for which was the overthrow
of the reactionary regimes that had established themselves after
the defeat of the 1848-49 revolutions. In the 1850s, the critical
study of the foreign policy of bourgeois-aristocratic England,-
Bonapartist France, Tsarist Russia, and the reactionary govern-
ments of Austria and Prussia became one of the main subjects of
Marx’s and Engels’s writing for the press. To these five powers,
whose governments were pursuing a reactionary political course,
Marx contrasted the “sixth and greatest European power”. That
power was the Revolution (present edition, Vol. 12, p. 557).

The works in this volume reveal the essence and distinctive
features of the diplomacy of the exploiting classes: Marx assigns
diplomacy and foreign policy to the sphere of the political
superstructure as something determined in the final analysis by
the economic base (pp. 185-86, 188-89).

His work “B. Bauer’s Pamphlets on the Collision with Russia”
shows how diplomatic relations develop under capitalism, and notes
the persistence of reactionary traditions in foreign policy inherited
from the feudal monarchies. Marx emphasises that “the society of
modern production calls for international conditions different from
those of feudal society...” (p. 190). In Revelations of the Diplomatic
History of the 18th Century he dwells on certain features of the
diplomatic practice of bourgeois states. In its pursuit of profit, capital
is prepared to embark on any betrayal of national interests. For the
bourgeoisie, Marx wrote, its fatherland was “where the best interest
for its capital was paid” (p. 64).

Dealing with some of the general principles of historical
research, Marx poses the question of the relation between fact and
generalisation in the analysis of this or that event, and the role
and relevance of historical analogies. With biting sarcasm he
criticises Bauer for drawing superficial parallels between the
events that sparked off the revolution of 1789 in France and the
events that took place in mid-19th century Britain, which sprang
from entirely different socio-economic conditions. It would be
.impossible, Marx points out, “to coax into an analogy any two things
of a more disparate kind” (p. 185, see also p. 186).

The Revelations of the Diplomatic History of the 18th Century is, in
Marx’s own words, only an introduction to a projected but never
written work on Anglo-Russian relations. This introduction (five
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printers’ sheets of twenty sheets for the whole work) is unfinished
and breaks off with a quotation. It consists to a great extent of
lengthy quotations from pamphlets and diplomatic reports. The
general aim of the project was to prove that the reactionary
aspirations of the English ruling oligarchy and the Tsarist
autocracy had much in common, which in the mid-19th century
showed itself mainly in the suppression of revolutionary and
national liberation movements. Before this, Marx and Engels
had exposed the counter-revolutionary nature of the foreign policy
of Britain’s ruling circles (see the pamphlet Lord Palmerston and a
number of other articles, present edition, vols. 12, 13 and 14). They
repeatedly stressed that these circles, unless it contradicted their
own immediate interests, supported the foreign policy of Russian
Tsarism, which they saw as one of the main forces of European
reaction. Marx believed that the roots of this policy should be
traced to the 18th century. '

The Revelations of the Diplomatic History of the 18th Century is
more a political pamphlet than a piece of historical research.
Moreover, in writing it Marx deliberately concentrated attention
on certain features of Anglo-Russian relations while ignoring

“others. In several instances this led him to make one-sided
assessments and judgments, particularly in characterising British
policy towards Russia, which, so he alleged, had ever since the
18th century traditionally supported the foreign-policy aims of the
Tsarist autocracy.

Such one-sidedness was determined to an even greater degree
by the extremely tendentious nature of the 18th-century sources
Marx used, which reflected the rivalry between the two oligarchic
cliques of the English ruling élite—Whigs and Tories. A large part
of Marx’s sources are anti-Russian pamphlets dating from the days
of the Northern War (1700-21), which were often directly inspired
by Sweden, Russia’s main adversary in that war (see chapters 11, I1I
and V), and individual reports and letters written by diplomats and
other English representatives in St. Petersburg between the
mid-1730s and mid-1790s (see Chapter I). The documents relate to
the period of the Russo-Turkish war of 1735-39, to the diplomatic
activities of the European powers after the Seven Years’ War,
1756-63, to England’s war against the North American colonies,
1775-83, and to the first years of the reign of Paul I in Russia.
The documents testify to the great displeasure evoked in Tory
circles by the efforts of the ruling Whigs to develop a close
relationship with the Imperial Russian court for the purpose of
gaining its diplomatic support.



XXII Preface

The Revelations of the Diplomatic History of the 18th Century also
gives a brief outline of events in the history of Russia from the
days of Kiev Rus to the time of Peter I (chapters IV and V). In
these, to use Marx’s own words, “preliminary remarks on the
general history of Russian politics” (p. 74) attention is concentrated
only on certain stages and some external political aspects of
Russia’s history, without due consideration for her internal
socio-economic relations, and without apalysis of the alignment of
class and political forces. The whole emphasis is on external
factors. The 16th and 17th centuries are totally omitted. The
literature used by Marx (his basic source was a book by the French
aristocrat Ph. Ségur, which had appeared in 1829) was even
in those days outdated, and scarcely touched upon the socio-
economic aspects of the history of ancient Russia and the state of
Muscovy, the study of which had only just begun. So in this work
Marx’s interpretation of Russia’s historical development was
one-sided and far from complete. Some of his appraisals (of the
activities of Ivan I Kalita and Ivan III, of the history of the
founding of the centralised Russian state, the assertion that the
Mongol yoke left an indelible impression on the methods of
Russian diplomacy, and so on) do not correspond to the historical
facts.

Following - the view accepted in 19th-century historiography,
Marx believed that the decisive factor in the formation of Kiev
Rus was the Norman (Varangian) conquest. At that time he
regarded the Norman conquests as a stage in the development of
all Europe and noted that “warfare and organisation of conquest
on the part of the first Ruriks differ in no point from those of the
Normans in the rest of Europe” (p. 76).

The idea that for any people to acquire statehood there must be
internal preconditions—the development of socio-economic rela-
tions, crisis of the communal system and formation of a class
society—and that the Normans did not play a decisive role in
forming the statehood of the Russian and other peoples, was
clearly formulated some time later by Engels. The raids of the
Normans, he wrote in his History of Ireland, “... came too late and
emanated from nations too small for them to culminate in
conquest, colonisation and the formation of states on any large
scale, as had been the case with the earlier incursions of the
Germanic tribes. As far as historical development is concerned, the
advantages they bequeathed are quite imperceptible compared
with the immense and—even for Scandinavia—fruitless disturb-
ances they caused” (present edition, Vol. 21, 179).
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Recent research, particularly the work of Soviet scholars in the
1950s-70s, the excavations in Novgorod, Kiev and other ancient
Russian cities, the comparison of the archaeologists’ discoveries
with written sources, and anthropological, ethnographical and
other data, has exploded the Norman theory of the origin of the
ancient Russian state.

The Revelations of the Diplomatic History of the 18th Century does
not reflect the struggle of the great mass of the people of Russia
against the Tartar-Mongol yoke and puts no emphasis on the
decisive role the Russian people played in its overthrow. In the
early 1880s, however, in his “Chronological Notes” on world
history Marx stressed as an important fact the victory in 1380 of
Russian troops led by the Muscovite prince Dmitry Donskoi over
the Tartar hordes on the “broad field of Kulikovo” (see
Marx-Engels Archives, Russian edition, Vol. VIII, Moscow, 1946,
p. 151).

Marx rightly notes the daring nature of Peter I's reforming zeal,
his persistence in converting ‘“Muscovy into Russia”. But in
discussing the wars waged by Peter I, and his desire to strengthen
Russia’s might and increase her weight in international affairs,
Marx did not take into consideration the direct threat to the
national interests and integrity of the Russian state from its
north-western neighbours.

On the other hand in the Revelations of the Diplomatic History of
the 18th Century Marx did make several perceptive statements.
Considering Russia’s past in the general context of European
history, he stressed that the epoch of early feudalism, the
expansion of Russian territory and feudal strife were determined
in the final analysis by the same laws that characterised the early
feudal states of Western Europe: “As the empire of Charlemagne
precedes the foundation of modern France, Germany, and Italy,
so the empire of the Ruriks precedes the foundation of Poland,
Lithuania, the Baltic Settlements, Turkey and Muscovy itself”
(pp. 75-76). Taking Kiev Rus as an example, Marx shows the causes
and inevitability of the disintegration of the large state formations
characteristic of the early Middle Ages: “The incongruous,
unwieldy, and precocious Empire heaped together by the Ruriks,
like the other empires of similar growth, is broken up into
appanages, divided and sub-divided among the descendants of the
conquerors, dilacerated by feudal wars, rent to pieces by the
intervention of foreign peoples” (p. 77).

Marx showed the grave consequences of the Tartar-Mongol
invasion for the Russian people. The Tartar yoke, he writes, was
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“a yoke not only crushing, but dishonouring and withering the
very soul of the people that fell its prey” (p. 77). Referring to the
“rule of systematic terror” which the Tartar-Mongols imposed in
the 13th and 14th centuries, and the “wholesale slaughter” of the
population, Marx compares their policy with that of the ruling
classes of England at a later time, which had “depopulated the
Highlands of Scotland”, and also with the onslaught of the
barbarians in the Campagna di Roma (p. 77-78). He draws attention
to materials referring to Russia as a shield against the Tartar-
Mongol invasions, “a kind of stay or stop-gap to the infidels”
(p. 46).

Neither Marx, nor Engels ever attempted to have the Revelations
of the Diplomatic History of the 18th Century republished, and as
we have already noted, the one-sided approach and occasional
inaccuracies that found their way into it were to a great extent
overcome in their later works.

Thus, in June 1858 we find Marx already noting that Russia’s
internal development, the widespread peasant disturbances, point
to the birth of a revolutionary movement in that country which
openly opposes the official, reactionary. Russia of the serf-owning
landlords. Whereas in the period of European revolutions,
1848-49, Tsarist Russia had been one of the main reactionary
forces blocking the advance of the revolution, now, in 1858, as
Marx wrote, ‘“‘combustible matter has accumulated under her own
feet, which a strong blast from the West may suddenly set on fire”
(p- 568). In the late 1850s and particularly after the abolition
of serfdom in Russia in 1861, which acceleratcd the development
of capitalist relations there, Marx and Engels devoted increasing
attention to the study of the socio-economic processes at work
there and to the Russian revolutionary movement.

In the awakening masses of Russia that were entering the
struggle Marx and Engels saw a force capable of changing the
situation within the country and ending the reactionary policies of
Tsarist autocracy in the international field. On April 29, 1858
Marx wrote to Engels: “The movement for the emancipation of
the serfs in Russia strikes me as important in so far as it indicates
the beginning of an internal development that might run counter
to the country’s traditional foreign policy” (present edition,
Vol. 40, p. 310).

Prominently represented in the volume are the articles by Marx
and Engels exposing the colonial policies of the European
capitalist powers, particularly Britain, and considering the national
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liberation struggle of the peoples of Asia against colonial
oppression and enslavement.

The “articles on the Anglo-Persian war of 1856-57, the second
“opium” war waged by England against China in 1856-60, and
particularly the popular uprising against British rule in India,
1857-59, develop ideas and propositions expressed by Marx and
Engels in the first half of the 1850s (present edition, Vol. 13).
These events, which they reported in detail in the New-York Daily
Tribune, gave them enormous factual material for further general-
1sation, for interpreting the processes of development of the
oriental states, and the colonial and dependent countries, for
tracing the mutual influence of the national liberation struggle in
Asia and the revolutionary movement in the European capitalist
countries.

Writing of Britain’s wars against Persia and China, Marx and
Engels expose the methods of British colonial policy in Asia ‘and
show that Britain acquired territory either by means of direct
seizure and blatant coercion or through deceit and bribery.

In several articles (“The War Against Persia”, “The Prospects of
the Anglo-Persian War”, and others) Marx and Engels reveal such
provocative methods of British diplomacy as accusing the govern-
ment of this or that country of failing to observe previous treaties
or agreements, of allegedly violating the rights of British citizens,
and the use of other pretexts.

One example of such unceremonious action in defiance of the
elementary rules of international law was the war unleashed by the
British government and military against China on the pretext of
protecting the lives and property of British citizens living there.
Marx examines the history of the conflict and angrily condemns
“this mode of invading a peaceful country, without previous
declaration of war, for an alleged infringement of the fanciful
code of diplomatic etiquette” (p. 163). Reminding their readers of
the atrocities committed against civilians by the British aggressors
during the first “opium” war (1840-42), Marx and Engels observe
that this new war provoked by the British themselves was being
waged by the same ruthless means (see the articles “Defeat of the
Palmerston Ministry”, “English Atrocities in China”, “A New
English Expedition to China”, and others). Marx and Engels write
with great sympathy of the Chinese people’s resistance to the
forces of the aggressor, and stress the active participation of the
masses in this struggle. In his article “Persia—China” Engels cites
facts showing that various sections of the population were joining
in the struggle. He describes it as a people’s war for the
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preservation of Chinese nationality and stresses that “the piratical
policy of the British Government has caused this universal
outbreak of all Chinese against all foreigners” (p. 281). Replying to
the hypocritical comments of the British bourgeois press concern-
ing the “horrible atrocities of the Chinese”, Engels writes that the
means used by a nation defending its independence cannot be
measured by abstract standards, but “by the degree of civilization
only attained by that insurgent nation” (p. 232).

Engels regarded the popular character of the war against the
British aggressors as a symptom of the awakening of the masses,
as a sign of the approaching death agony of the ancient empire.

Marx and Engels watched with particular interest the course
taken by the Indian national uprising of 1857-59. Their numerous
articles and reports contain a profound analysis of the causes of the
uprising, its driving forces, and the circumstances that led to its
defeat; the course of the military actions, the major battles and
operations are considered in detail.

Countering the attempts of the authorities and the British
capitalist press to belittle the significance and scale of the uprising
and to portray it merely as a mutiny of the native Sepoy units in
the Anglo-Indian army, Marx and Engels from the outset stressed
the national character of the uprising and recognised it as a
revolution of the Indian people against British rule (see articles
“The Revolt in the Indian Army”, “The Revolt in India” [July 17,
1857], “Indian News”, and “The Relief of Lucknow”). Although
the uprising did not embrace the whole territory of the country,
and some groups of the population took no part in it, it was
outstandingly important that “Mussulmans and Hindoos, renounc-
ing their mutual antipathies, have combined against their common
masters” (p. 298), that the insurgents included people of various
castes—Brahmans, Rajputs, and others, that the uprising was
supported by various sections of the population. The ramification of
conspiracy in the Bengal army, the enormous scale the uprising
immediately assumed, testified, as Marx noted in his article “The
Indian Insurrection”, to secret sympathy and support for the
insurgents among the local population, while the difficulties
experienced by the British in transporting and supplying their
troops indicated peasant hostility towards them. “The unarmed
population,” Engels states in his article “The Revolt in India” [end
of May 1858], “fail to afford the English either assistance or
information” (p. 555).

Marx and Engels attached special importance to the fact that the
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native troops the British had come to rely on were the crucial
force behind the uprising. In the process of conquering more and
more Indian territory, the British authorities had exploited the
enmity between various tribes, castes, religions, and principalities,
to create a native army, which served as an instrument of their
policy of conquest. When the conquest had been completed, Marx
points out, this army was virtually charged with police functions.
On the other hand, in the shape of this army the British without
knowing it “organized the first general center of resistance which
the Indian people was ever possessed of” (pp. 297-98). It was this
that from the beginning endowed the uprising with unprecedented
strength and extent.

The causes of the uprising lay not only in the discontent among
the Sepoy troops evoked by British flouting of their religious
traditions. This only triggered the indignation. The Indian pea-
sants, the overwhelming majority of the population, were crushed by
taxes, the collection of which involved the foulest methods, including
violence and torture, as Marx writes in his article “Investigation of
Tortures in India”. He noted that of the revenues collected “no

part ... is returned to the people in works of public utility,
more indispensable in Asiatic countries than anywhere else”
(p. 579). :

Marx also placed among the causes of the uprising the British
authorities’ policy of annexing any as yet independent Indian
principalities, as well as confiscating land, which evoked fierce
opposition from the feudal landowners (see the articles -“The
Annexation of Oude”, “Lord Canning’s Proclamation and Land
Tenure in India”, etc.). When they defined the uprising as
something national, Marx and Engels had in mind not only its
territorial scale and its unifying effect on different sections and
groups of the population, but also the insurgents’ basic intent—to
throw off the colonial oppression that had lasted almost a hundred
and fifty years.

Marx and Engels write with anger and indignation about the
atrocities and plunder perpetrated by the British forces in the
towns and villages they captured (see the articles “The Revolt in
India” [September 4, 1857], “Details of the Attack on Lucknow”,
etc.). Such actions as the sacking of Lucknow “will remain an
everlasting disgrace to the British military service” (p. 531). Without
denying the facts of brutality on the part of the insurgent Sepoys,
which were exaggerated in every possible way by the British
capitalist press, Marx stressed that “it is only the reflex, in a
concentrated form, of England’s own conduct in India, not only
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during the epoch of the foundation of her Eastern Empire,
but even during the last ten years of a long-settled rule”
(p. 353). '

In many articles, particularly Engels’ military reviews, the
methods and means used by the insurgents are subjected to
analysis. In his article “The Relief of Lucknow” Engels reaches the
following conclusion: “The strength of a national insurrection
does not lie in pitched battles, but in petty warfare, in the defense
of towns, and in the interruption of the enemy’s communications”
(p. 441).

Assessing the causes of the military failures of the uprising that
led to its eventual defeat, Marx and Engels in their articles “The
Capture of Delhi”, “The Siege and Storming of Lucknow”, “The
Relief of Lucknow”, etc., point to the insurgents’ lack of unified
central command, resulting in a lack of coordinated action
between their separate forces, and their lack of effective discipline.
“A motley crew of mutineering soldiers who have murdered their
officers, torn asunder the ties of discipline, and not succeeded in
discovering a man upon whom to bestow the supreme command,
are certainly the body least likely to organize a serious and
protracted resistance” (p. 305).

The insurgents’ military actions were much hampered by their
leaders’ inability to conduct large-scale military operations, and
their lack of strategic or tactical experience and knowledge. “They
entirely lacked,” Engels writes, “the scientific element without
which an army is now-a-days helpless” (p. 392).

Besides these purely military causes of the defeat, Marx and
Engels note the dissension and discord among the insurgents, the
renewed religious enmity between Moslems and Hindus, the
ethnic diversity of the Indian population, and the treachery of the
majority of the local feudal princes who found themselves at the
head of the uprising.

Defining the historical importance of the Indian uprising, Marx
gives priority to its internal connection with such events of the
1850s as the Chinese people’s resistance to Britain’s penetration of
China and the Anglo-Persian war. “The revolt in the Anglo-
Indian army,” he writes, “has coincided with a general disaffection
exhibited against English supremacy on the part of the great
Asiatic nations” (p. 298). He goes on to stress that the Indian
people’s war of national liberation exacerbated the economic crisis
in Britain and could—had there been a new revolutionary
explosion in Europe—have weakened her counter-revolutionary
role. “In view of the pramv or Men and suiLion which she will cost the
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English, India is now our best ally,” Marx wrote to Engels on
January 16, 1858 (present edition, Vol. 40, p. 249).

Marx points to the fact that, although the insurrection did not
bring India liberation from national oppression, it forced England
to change her methods of rule and put a final end to the East
India Company. The uprising revealed the deep hatred felt by the
great mass of the people for the colonialists and demonstrated
their ability to resist.

The ideas expressed by Marx in the articles on the national
liberation struggle of the peoples of Asia were further developed
by Lenin. In the new historical epoch Lenin worked out and
substantiated the theory of the national-colonial problem and
showed that the peoples of the colonial and dependent countries
oppressed by imperialist powers are the natural allies of the
proletariat in the struggle for the overthrow of capitalism, and in
building the new society.

This volume contains 105 works by Marx and Engels. Only
three of them were written in German and appear in English for
the first time. Of the other works written in English 56 were never
reprinted after their first publication.

The Supplement contains Article IX from Marx’s series of
articles Revolutionary Spain, which came to light after the appear-
ance of Volume 13 of the present edition, where the first eight
articles had been published.

In the present edition all known cases of editorial intervention
in the Marx and Engels text have been indicated in the notes.

When studying the specific historical material cited. in the
articles, it must be remembered that Marx’s and Engels’ sources
for their pieces on current events were newspaper reports, which
were sometimes inaccurate; this too is commented on in the notes.

In the event of an article having no title, the editors have
supplied a heading in square brackets.

The asterisks indicate footnotes by the author, the editors’
footnotes are indicated by index letters. The spelling of proper and
geographical names corresponds to that in the publications from
which the texts are reproduced.

The selection of material for the volume, preparation of the text
and writing of the notes was done by Valentina Smirnova (for
Revelations of the Diplomatic History of the 18th Century and
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“B. Bauer’s Pamphlets on the Collision with Russia”); by Tatyana
Andrushchenko (for works written between May 1856 and May
1857), Yelena Vashchenko (for works written between June and
November 1857) and Natalia Martynova (for works written between
November 1857 and September 1858). The Preface was prepared by
Valentina Smirnova and Tatyana Andrushchenko under the
editorship of Boris Tartakovsky. The editors of the volume are
Tatyana Yeremeyeva and Boris Tartakovsky. Name index, index of
periodicals and glossary were compiled by Yelena Vashchenko, and
index of quoted and mentioned literature by Tatyana Andrushchen-
ko, Yelena Vashchenko, and Natalia Martynova, with the participa-
tion of Felix Ryabov. Nadezhda Borodina took part in the general
work of preparing the notes and indexes (CC CPSU Institute of
Marxism-Leninism).

The English translations were made by Peter and Betty Ross
(Lawrence & Wishart).

The volume was prepared for the press by Natalia Karmanova,
Margarita Lopukhina and Yelena Vorotnikova (Progress Pub-
lishers) and Vladimir Mosolov, scientific editor (CC CPSU Institute
of Marxism-Leninism).
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Karl Marx

SARDINIA!

The history of the house of Savoy may be divided into three
epochs—the first, in which it rises and aggrandises itself by taking
up an equivocal position between Guelphs and Ghibellines,’
between the Italian republics and the German empire; the second,
in which it thrives upon shifting sides in the wars between France
and Austria®; and the last, in which it endeavoured to improve the
world-wide strife between revolution and counter-revolution as it
had done with the antagonism of races and dynasties.® In the three
epochs equivocation is the constant axis on which its policy
revolves, and results diminutive in dimension and ambiguous in
character, appear as the natural offspring of that policy. At the
end of the first epoch, simultaneously with the formation of the
grand monarchies in Europe, we behold the house of Savoy form
a small monarchy. At the end of the second epoch the Vienna
Congress condescended to surrender to it the republic of Genoa,
while Austria swallowed Venice and Lombardy,” and the Holy
Alliance® put its extinguisher upon all second-rate powers of
whatever denomination. During the third epoch, lastly,” Piedmont
is allowed to appear at the Conferences of Paris, drawing up a
memorandum against Austria and Naples,6 giving sage advice to
the Pope, clapped upon the shoulders by an Orloff, cheered on in
its constitutional aspirations by the coup d’état and goaded in its
dreams of Italian supremacy by the same Palmerston who so
successfully betrayed it in 1848 and 1849.°

4 The end of the sentence from the words “as it had done ...” is omitted in the
New-York Daily Tribune.—Ed. '

b This word is omitted in the New-York Daily Tribune.—Ed.

< Pius IX.— Ed.
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It is a rather preposterous idea on the part of the Sardinian
spokesmen that constitutionalism, the agony of which they may at
this moment witness in Great Britain, and® with the bankruptcy of
which the revolutions of 1848-49 made the European continent
ring—it proving equally powerless against the bayonets of the
crowns, and the barricades of the people—that this same
constitutionalism is now about not only to celebrate its restitutio in
integrum® on the Piedmontese stage, but even to become a
conquering power. Such an idea could but originate with the great
men of a little state. For any impartial observer it is an
unquestionable fact that with the great monarchy in France
Piedmont must remain a small one; that with an imperial
despotism in France, Piedmont exists at the best but on sufferance,
and that with a real republic in France, the Piedmont monarchy
will disappear and melt into an Italian republic. The very
conditions on which the existence of the Sardinian monarchy
depends debar it from attaining its ambitious ends. It can but play
the part of an Itwalian liberator in an epoch of revolution
suspended in Europe, and of counter-revolution ruling supreme
in France. Under such conditions it may imagine to take upon
itself the leadership of Italy, as the only Italian state with
progressive tendencies, with native rulers, and with a national
army. But these very conditions place it between the pressure of
imperial France on the one, and imperial Austria on the other
hand. In case of serious friction between these neighbouring
empires, it must become the satellite of one and the battlefield of
both. In case of an entente cordiale between them, it must be
content with an asthmatical existence, with a mere respite of life.
To throw itself on the revolutionary party in Italy would be simple
suicide, the events of 1848-49 having dispelled the last delusions as
to its revolutionary mission. The hopes of the house of Savoy thus
are bound up with the status quo in Europe, and the status quo in
Europe shutting it out from extension in the Appenine Peninsula
assigns it the modest part of an Italian Belgium.

In their attempt to resume at the Paris Congress the game of
1847, the Piedmontese plenipotentiaries could, therefore, exhibit
but a rather lamentable spectacle. Each move they drew on the
diplomatic chessboard cried check to themselves. While violently
protesting against the Austrian occupation of central Italy, they
were obliged to touch but tenderly on the occupation of Rome by

a Part of this sentence from the words “the agony” up to “Britain, and” is omitted

in the New-York Daily Tribune.—Ed.
b Full rehabilitation.— Ed.
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France®; and while grumbling against the theocracy of the
Pontiff,® to stoop before the sanctimonious grimaces of the
first-born son of the church.” To Clarendon, who had shown such
tender mercies to Ireland in 1848,' they had to appeal for giving
the King of Naples© lessons of humanity, and to the gaoler of
Cayenne, Lambessa, and Belle Isle,' for opening the prisons of
Milan, Naples, and Rome. Establi.shing themselves the champions
of liberty in Italy, they bowed servilely to Walewski’s onslaught on
the liberty of the press in Belgium, and gave it as their deliberate
opinion that '

“it is difficult for good relations to continue between two nations when, in one
of them, journals with exaggerated doctrines, and waging war on the neighbouring
governments, exist.”

Bottomed on this their own foolish adhesion to Buonapartist
doctrines, Austria at once turned round upon them with the
imperious demand of stopping and punishing the war waged
against her by the Piedmontese press.

At the same moment that they feign to oppose the international
policy of the peoples to the international policy of the countries,’
they congratulate themselves upon the treaty again, knitting
together those ties of friendship which for centuries have existed
between the house of Savoy and the family of Romanoff.
Encouraged to display their eloquence before the Plenipotentiaries
of Old Europe, they must suffer to be snubbed by Austria as a
second-rate power, not with the power to discuss first-rate
questions. While they enjoy the immense satisfaction of drawing
up a memorandum, Austria is allowed to draw up an army the
whole length of the Sardinian frontier, from the Po to the summit
of the Apennines, to occupy Parma, to fortify Piacenza, not-
withstanding the treaty of Vienna, and on the shore of the
Adriatic to deploy her forces from Ferrara and Bologna as far as
Ancona. Seven days after these complaints had been promulgated
before the Congress, on the 15th of April, a special treaty was
signed between France and England on the one, and Austria on
the other side, proving to evidence the damage the memorandum
had inflicted on Austria.

Such was the position at the Paris Congress of the worthy
representatives of that Victor Emmanuel who, after his abdication,
and the loss of the battle of Novara'? went before the eyes of an

4 Pius IX.— Ed.

b Napoleon III.— Ed.

¢ Ferdinand I1.— Ed.

4 The New-York Daily Tribune has “dynasties” instead of “countries”.— Ed.
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exasperated army to embrace Radetzky, Carlo Albert’s spiteful foe.
If Piedmont is not blind on purpose, it must now see that it is
duped by the peace as it was duped by the war. Bonaparte may
use it to trouble waters in Italy, with a view to fish crowns in the
mud."” Russia may clap the shoulder of little Sardinia, with the
intention of alarming Austria in the South, in order to weaken her
in the North. Palmerston may, for purposes best known to
himself, rehearse the comedy of 1847, without giving himself so
much as the pains of playing the old song to a new tune. For all
that Piedmont serves only as the catspaw of foreign powers. As to
the speeches in the British Parliament Mr. Brofferio has told the
Sardinian Chamber of Deputies, of which he is a member, that
“they had never been Delphian oracles, but always Trophonian
ones.” He is only mistaken in taking echoes for oracles.™

The Piedmontese intermezzo considered in itself, is void of any
interest but that of seeing the house of Savoy baffled again in its
hereditary policy of shifts and its renewed attempts at making the
Italian question the prop of its own dynastical intrigues. But there
is another more important point of view, intentionally overlooked
by the English and French press, but especially® hinted at by the
Sardinian plenipotentiaries in their notorious memorandum.” The
hostile attitude of Austria, justified by the course pursued at Paris
on the part of the Sardinian plenipotentiaries, “obliges Sardinia to
remain armed, and to adopt measures® extremely hazardous® to
her finances, already dilapidated by the events of 1848 and 1849,
and by the war in which she has taken part.” But this is not all.

“The popular agitation,” says the Sardinian memorandum, “has appeared to
subside of late. The Italians, seeing one of their national princes allied with the
great Western powers ... conceived a hope that peace would not be made before
some solace had been applied to their woes. This hope rendered them calm and
resigned; but when they shall learn the negative results of the Congress of
Paris—when they shall know that Austria notwithstanding the good office and
benevolent intervention of France and England, has opposed even discussion ...
then there can be no doubt that the irritation which has been lulled for the
moment will reawaken more fiercely than ever. The Italians, convinced that they
have nothing more to hope from diplomacy,—will throw themselves back with
Southern vehemence into the ranks of the subversive and revolutionary party,© and

2 The New-York Daily Tribune has “anxiously”.— Ed.

b Marx has in mind C. Cavour’s “Note adressée au comte Walewski a lord
Clarendon, le 16 avril 1856”, which he quotes below.— Ed.

¢ The New-York Daily Tribune has “defensive measures”.— Ed.

d The NYDT has “burdensome”.— Ed.

¢ The text beginning with the words “the Italians” is italicised in the New-York
Daily Tribune.—Ed.
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Italy will become in turn a focus? of conspiracies and disorders, which may indeed
be suppressed by redoubled severity, but which the most wtifling European
commotion will cause to break out again with the utmost violence. The awakening
of revolutionary passions in all countries which surround Piedmont, by causes of a
nature to excite popular sympathy, exposes the Sardinian Government 1o dingers
of excessive gravity.”

This is to the point. During the war, the wealthy middle-class of
Lombardy had, so to say, expended their breath in the vain hope
of winning at its conclusion by their action of diplomacy, and
under the auspices of the House of Savoy, natonal emancipation
or® civil liberty without a necessity of wading through the red sea
of revolution, and without making to the peasantry and the
proletarians those concessions which, after the experience of
1848-49, they knew to have become inseparable from any popular
movement. However, their Epicurean hopes have now vanished.
The only tangible results of the war, at least the only ones to be
caught by an Italian eye, are material and political advantages
possessed ¢ by Austria—a new consolidation of that odious power
secured by the co-operation of a so-called independent Ttalian state.
The constitution also of Piedmont had again the game in their
hands; they have again lost it; and stand again convicted of
wanting the vocation ¢ so loudly claimed of heading Italy. They wil
be called to account by their own army. The middle-classes are
again found to throw themselves upon the bias of the people,” and
to identify national emancipation with social regeneration. The
Piedmontese nightmare is thrown off, the diplomatic spell is
broken—and the volcanic heart of revolutionary Italy begins again
to pant.

Written on about May 16, 1856 Reproduced from The Peoples
Paper

First published in The People’s Paper, p

No. 211, May 17, 1856, signed K. M,,

and also in the New-York Daily Tribune,

No. 4717, May 31, 1856, unsigned

a The New-York Daily Tribune has “burning center”.— Ed.

b The NYDT has “and”.— Ed.

¢ The NYDT has “pocketed”.— Ed.

d The NYDT has “as failing in the office” instead of “of wanting the
vocation”.— Ed.

¢ The NYDT has “mass”.— Ed.



Karl Marx

THE FRENCH CREDIT MOBILIER '

(1

The London Times of the 30th of May is much surprised at
the discovery that Socialism in France had never disappeared, but
had rather been forgotten for some years. Whereof it takes
occasion to congratulate England for not being pestered with that
plague but free from that antagonism of classes on which soil the
poisonous plant is produced. A rather bold assertion this, coming
from the principal journal of a country whose leading economist,
Mr. Ricardo, commences his celebrated work on the principles of
political economy® with the principle that the three fundamental
classes of society, i.e., of English society, viz.: the owners of the
land, the capitalists, and the wages labourers, are forming a
deadly and fatal antagonism; rents rising and falling in inverse
ratio to the rise and fall of industrial profits, and wages rising and
falling in inverse ratio to profits. If, according to English lawyers,
the counterpoise of the three contesting powers is the keystone of
the constitution of England, that eighth marvel of the world;
according to Mr. Ricardo, who may be presumed to know
something more about it than The Times, the deadly antagonism
of the three classes representing the principal agents of produc-
tion is the framework of English society.

While The Times contemptuously sneers at revolutlonary Social-
ism in France, it cannot help casting a covetous glance at imperial
Socialism in France, and would fain hold it up as an example for
imitation to ]ohn Bull, the chief agents of that Socialism, the
“Credit Mobilier”, having just sent The Times in an advertisement
of about three close columns; the Report of the Board of

2 D. Ricardo, On the Principles of Political Economy, and. Taxation.— Ed.
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Administration at the ordinary general meeting of shareholders on
April 23rd, 1856, Mr. Pereire in the chair.?

The following is the account that has enlisted the envious
admiration of the Times shareholders, and dazzled the judgment
of the Times editor:—

Liabilities.
On 31st December, 1855. francs. centimes.
Capital of the Society 60,000,000
The balance of accounts current in December 31st,
1854, from a total of 64,924,379 to that of 103,179,308 64
Amount of bills payable of the creditors and for
sundries 864,414 81
Total of reserve 1,696,083 59
Total of profits realised in 1855, after the deduction
of the sum to be carried in the reserve 26,827,901 32
’ 192,567,708 36
Assets.
In hand. f. C.
1. Rents 40,069,264 40
2. Debentures 32,844,600 20
3. Railway & other shares 59,431,593 66
132,345,458 26
From which is to be deducted for calls not made up
31st Dec. last 31,166,718 62
Balance asset 101,178,739 64
Investments for a fixed period in treasury bonds,
continuations,advances on shares etc. 84,325,390 9
Value of premises and furniture 1,082,219 37
Disposable balance in hand and at the bank, and
the amount of dividends to be received 31st of
December last 5,981,359 26
Total assets 192,567,708 36
The total amount of rents, shares, and debentures
in hand on December 31, 1854 57,460,092 94
Has been augmented by subscriptions and pur-
chases made in 1855 265,820,907 -3
Total 323,280,999 97

a 1. Péreire, “Rapport présenté par le conseil d’administration dans I'assemblée ,
générale ordinaire des actionnaires du 23 avril 1856”, Le Moniteur universel,
No. 117, April 26, 1856.— Ed.
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Amount of realisation being ............cccccccoieviinnineninnen, 217,002,431 34
To which must be added the amount of securities

remaining in hand ... 132,345,458 26

349,347,889 60

These results show a profit of 26,066,889 63

A profit of 26 millions on a capital of 60 millions—a profit at
the rate of 43!/;% these are indeed fascinating figures. And what
has not this stirring® mobilier effected with its grand capital of
something like two and a half millions of pounds sterling? With
sixty million francs in hand they have subscribed to the French
loans first 250 millions, and afterwards 375 millions more; they
have acquired an interest in the principal railways of France—they
have undertaken the issue of the loan contracted by the Austrian
Association for the Railways of the State—they have participated
in the Western and Central railways of Switzerland—they have
taken an interest in a considerable operation, professing for its
object the canalisation of the Ebro from Saragossa to the
Mediterranean—they had their hands in the amalgamation of the
omnibuses at Paris, and in the constitution of the General
Maritime Company—they have brought about by their interven-
tion the amalgamation of all the old gas companies of Paris into
one enterprise—they have, as they say, made a present of 300,000
francs to the people by selling them corn below the market
price—they have decided on peace and war by their loans, erected
new and propped up old lines of railways—illuminated cities,
given an impulse to the creations of manufacture and the
speculations of commerce, and lastly extended their swindling
propaganda over® France and scattered the fruitful seeds of their
institution over the whole continent of Europe.

The “Credit Mobilier” thus presents itself as one of the most
economical phenomena of our epoch wanting a thorough sifting.
Without such a research it is impossible either to compute the
chances of the French Empire or to understand the symptoms of
the general convulsion of society manifesting themselves through-
out Europe. We shall investigate first into what the board calls its
theoretic principles and then test their practical execution which,
possibly, as the report informs us, have been until now but
partially realised, and attend as immensely greater development in
the future.

2 The New-York Daily Tribune has “wonderful”.— Ed.
b The NYDT has “influence beyond the frontiers of France”.— Ed.
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The principles of the society are set forth in its statutes, and in
the different, but principally in the first, reports made to the
shareholders. According to the preamble of the statutes, and

“considering the important services which might be rendered by the establish-
ment of a society having for its aim to favour the development of the industry of
the public works, and to realise the conversion of the different titles of various
enterprises through the means of consolidating them in one common fund, the
founders of the ‘Credit Mobilier’ have resolved to carry into effect so useful a
work, and consequently they have combined to lay down the basis of an anonymous
society, under the denomination of the General Society of the ‘Credit Mobilier’”.#

»h

Our readers will understand by the word “anonymous society,
a joint-stock company with limited responsibility of the sharehold-
ers, and that the formation of such a society depends on a
privilege arbitrarily granted by the Government.

The “Credit Mobilier” then proposes to itself firstly to “favour
the development of the industry of the public works,” which
means to make industry of public works in general dependent on
the favour of the “Credit Mobilier”, and therefore on the
individual favour of Bonaparte, on whose breath the existence of
the society is suspended. The Board does not fail to indicate by
what means it intends to bring about this its patronage, and that
of its imperial patron,© over the whole French industry. The
various industrial enterprises carried on by joint stock companies,
are represented by different ttles, shares, obligations, bonds,
debentures. etc. Those different titles are of course rated at
different prices in the money market, according to the capital they
trade upon, the profits they yield, the different bearing of
demand and offer upon them, and other economical conditions.
Now what intends the “Credit Mobilier”?

To substitute for all these different titles carried on by different
joint stock companies, one common title issued by the “Credit
Mobilier” itself. But how can it effect this? By buying up with its
own titles the titles of the various industrial concerns. Buying up all
the bonds, shares, debentures, etc.; in one word the titles of a
concern, is buying up the concern itself. Hence the “Credit
Mobilier” avows the intention of making itself the proprietor, and
Napoleon the Little'® the supreme director of the whole great
French industry. This is what we call Imperial Socialism.

a “Décret portant autorisation de la société anonyme formée a Paris sous la
denomination de Société générale de Crédit Mobilier. 18 novembre-11 décembre
1852.”— Ed. :

b The New-York Daily Tribune has “Our readers will bear in mind that the
French understand by the word...”— Ed.

¢ The NYDT has “creator”.— Ed.
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In order to realise this programme, there are needed, of course,
some financial operations, and M. Isaac Péreire in tracing their
operations of the “Credit Mobilier,” naturally feels himself on
delicate ground, is obliged to put limits to the society considered
purely accidental and intended to disappear in its development,
and rather throws out a feeler than to divulge at once his ultimate
scheme to the world.? ‘

The social fund of the society has been fixed at 60,000,000
francs divided into 120,000 shares of 500 francs each, payable to
the bearer.

The operations of the society, such as they are defined in the
statutes, may be ranged under three heads. Firstly, operations for
the support of the great industry, secondly, creation of a value
issued by the society for replacing, or amalgamating the titles of
different industrial enterprises, thirdly, the ordinary operations of
banking, bearing upon public funds, commercial bills, etc.

The operations of the first category, intended to obtain for the
society the patronage of industry, are enumerated in art. V of the
statutes, which says:

“To subscribe for, or acquire public funds, shares, or obligations in the
different industrial or credit enterprises, constituted as anonymous societies, and
especially those of railways, canals, mines, and other public works already
established, or about to be established. To undertake all loans, to transfer and
realise them, as well as all enterprises of public works.” ¢

We see how this article already goes beyond the pretensions of
the preamble, by proposing to make the “Credit Mobilier” not
only the proprietor of the great industry, but the slave of the
Treasury, and the despot of commercial credit.

The operations of the second category, relating to the substitu-
tion of the titles of the “Credit Mobilier” for the titles of all other
industrial enterprises, embraces the following:

“To issue in equal amounts for the sums employed for subscriptions of loans
and acquisitions of industrial titles the society’s own obligations.”

Articles 7 and 8 indicate the limits and the nature of the
obligations the society has power to issue. These obligations, or
bonds

a The end of the sentence from the words “and rather throws...” is omitted in the
New-York Daily Tribune.— Ed.

b The words “payable to the bearer” are omitted in the New-York Daily
Tribune.—Ed.

¢ “Décret portant autorisation de la société anonyme formée a Paris...”— Ed.
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“are allowed to reach a sum equal to ten times the amount of the capital. They
must always be represented for their total amount by public funds, shares, and
obligations in the society’s hands. They cannot be made payable at less than 45 days
notice. The total amount of the sums received in account-current and of the
obligations created at less than a year’s run shall not exceed twice the capital
realised.”

The third category, lastly, embraces the operations necessitated
by the exchange of commercial values. The society “receives
money at call.” It is authorised “to sell or give in payment for
loans all sorts of funds, papers, shares, and obligations held by it,
and to exchange them for other values.” It lends on “public
funds, deposits of shares and obligations, and it opens account-
currents on their different values.” It offers to anonymous
societies “‘all the ordinary services rendered by private bankers,
such as receiving all payments on account of the societies, paying
their dividends, interest, etc.” It keeps a deposit of all titles of
those enterprises, but in the operations relating to the trade in
commercial values, bills, warrants, etc., “it is expressly understood
that the society shall not make clandestine sales nor purchases for
the sake of premium.”

Written on about June 6, 1856 Reproduced from The People’s

. R . Paper
First published in The People’s Paper,

No. 214, June 7, 1856, signed K. M. and
also in the New-York Daily Tribune,
No. 4735, June 21, 1856, unsigned
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THE FRENCH CREDIT MOBILIER

{11}

It should be recollected that Bonaparte made his coup d’état on
two diametrically opposite pretenses: on the one hand proclaiming
it was his mission to save the bourgeoisie and “material order”
from the Red anarchy to be let loose in May, 1852'7; and on the
other hand, to save the working people from the middle-class
despotism concentrated in the National Assembly. Besides, there
was the personal necessity of paying his own debts and those of
the respectable mob of the Society of the Dix Décembre,'® and of
enriching himself and them at the joint expense of bourgeoisie
and workmen. The mission of the man, it must be avowed, was
beset by conflicting difficulties; forced as he was to appear
simultaneously as the robber and as the patriarchal benefactor of
all classes. He could not give to the one class without taking from
the other, and he could not satisfy his own wants and those of his
followers without robbing both. In the time of the Fronde' the
Duc de Guise was said to be the most obliging man of France.
because he had transformed all his estates into obligations held by
his partisans. Thus Bonaparte also proposed to become the most
obliging man of France, by converting all the property and all the
industry of France into a personal obligation toward Louis
Bonaparte. To steal France in order to buy France—that was the
great problem the man had to solve, and in this transaction of
taking from France what was to be given back to France, not the
least important side to him was the percentage to be skimmed off
by himself and the Society of December Tenth. How were these
coutradictory pretenses to be reconciled? how was this nice
economical problem to be solved? how this knotty point to be
untwined? All the varied past experience of Bonaparte pointed to
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the one great resource that had carried him over the most difficult
economical situations—Credit. And there happened to be in
France the school of St. Simon, which in its beginning and in its
decay deluded itself with the dream that all the antagonism of
classes must disappear before the creation of universal wealth by
some new-fangled scheme of public credit. And St. Simonism in
this form had not yet died out at the epoch of the coup d’état.
There was Michel Chevalier, the economist of the Journal des
Débats; there was Proudhon, who tried to disguise the worst
portion of the St. Simonist doctrine under the appearance of
eccentric originality; and there were two Portuguese Jews,
practically connected with stockjobbing and Rothschild, who had
sat at the feet of the Pére Enfantin, and who with their practical
experience had the boldness to suspect stockjobbing behind
Socialism, Law behind St. Simon. These men—Emile and Isaac
Péreire—are the founders of the Crédit Mobilier, and the initiators
of Bonapartist Socialism. )

It is an old proverb, “Habent sua fata libelli.”* Doctrines have also
their fate as well as books. St. Simon to become the guardian angel
of the Paris Bourse, the prophet of swindling, the Messiah of
general bribery and corruption! History exhibits no example of a
more cruel irony, save, perhaps, St. Just realized by the juste
milieu® of Guizot, and Napoleon by Louis Bonaparte.

Events march swifter than man’s consideration. While we, from
an investigation of its principles and economical conditions, are
pointing at the unavoidable crash foreboded by the very constitu-
tion of the Crédit Mobilier, history is already at work realizing our
predictions. On the last of May, one of the Directors of the Crédit
Mobilier, M. Place, failed for the sum of ten millions of francs,
having only a few days before been “presented to the Emperor by
M. de Morny” as one of the dieux de la finance. Les dieux s'en vont!*
Almost on the same day the Moniteur published the new law on
the Sociétés en commandite, which, on pretense of putting a check
on the speculative fever, places those societies at the mercy of the
Crédit Mobilier by making their formation dependent on the wiil
of the government or of the Crédit Mobilier. And the English

4 A quotation from De litteris, syllabis et metris (Carmen heroicum, verse 258) by
the Roman grammarian and poet Terentianus Maurus.— Ed.

b Golden mean.— Ed.

¢ Gods of finance. The Gods are passing away (cf. F. Chateaubriand, Les Martyrs ou
le ‘Triomphe de la religion chrélienne).— Ed.

4 Joint-stock companies with limited liability; see also “Projet de loi sur les sociétés
en commandite par actions”, Le Moniteur universel, No. 153, June 1, 1856.— Ed.
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press, ignorant of even the existence of a difference, between
Sociétés en commandite and Sociétés anonymes?® to which latter the
former are thus sacrificed, goes into ecstacies at this great
“prudential act” of Bonapartist wisdom, imagining that French
speculators will soon be speedily brought round to the solidity of.
the English Sadleirs, Spaders and Palmers. At the same time the
law of drainage just passed by the famous Corps Législatif*® and
which is a direct infraction of all former legislation and the Code
Napoleon, sanctions the expropriation of the mortgagors of the
land, in favor of the government of Bonaparte, who by this
machinery proposes to seize on the land, as by the Crédit Mobilier
he is seizing on the industry, and by the Bank of France on the
commerce of France; and all this to save property from the
dangers of Socialism!

Meanwhile we do not think it superfluous to continue our
examination of the Crédit Mobilier, an institution which, we think,
is destined yet to enact achievements of which the above are but
small beginnings.

We have seen that the first function of the Crédit Mobilier
consists in affording capital to such industrial concerns as are
carried on by anonymous societies. We quote from the report of
M. Isaac Péreire:

“The Crédit Mobilier acts, with regard to the values representing industrial
capital, a part analogous to the functions discharged by discount banks with regard
to the values representing commercial capital. The first duty of this society is to
support the development of national industry, to facilitate the formation of great
enterprises which, abandoned to themselves, meet with great obstacles. Its mission
in this respect will be more easily fulfilled, as it disposes of various means of
information and research that escape the grasp of private individual for soundly
appreciating the real value or prospects of undertakings appealing to its aid. In
prosperous times our society will be a guide for capital anxious to find profitable
employment;in difficult movements it is destined to offer precious resources for
the maintenance of labor, and the moderation of the crises which result from a
rash contraction of capitals. The pains which our society will take to invest its
capital in all affairs only in such proportions and for such limited terms as will
permit of a safe withdrawal, will enable it to multiply its action, to fructify in a
small space of time a great number of enterprises, and to diminish the risks of its
concurrence by the multiplicity of partial commandités” (investments in shares).

Having seen in what manner Isaac develops the ideas of
Bonaparte, it becomes important also to see the manner in which

2 Joint-stock companies.— Ed.

b L. Péreire, “Rapport présenté par le conseil d’administration dans 'assemblée
générale ordinaire et extraordinaire des actionnaires du 29 avril 1854”, Le Moniteur
universel, No. 121, May 1, 1854.— Ed.
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Bonaparte comments upon the ideas of Isaac, a comment which
may be found in the Report addressed to him by the Minister of
the Interior® on June 21, 1854, with respect to the principles and
the administration of the Crédit Mobilier:

“Among all the establishments of credit existing in the world, the Banque de
France is justly considered that which boasts of the most solid constitution;”

so solid that the slight storm of February, 1848, had borne it
down in a day, but for the prop afforded it by Ledru-Rollin and
Co.; for not only did the Provisional Government suspend the
obligation of the Banque de France to pay its notes in cash, and
thus roll back the tide of note and bondholders blocking up its
avenues, but empowered it to issue notes of 50 francs, while it had
never been permitted under Louis Philippe to issue less than 500
franc notes; and not only did they thus cover the insolvent Banque
by their credit, but in addition they pledged the State forests to
the Banque for the privilege of obtaining credit for the State.

“The Banque de France is at the same time a support and a guide for our
commerce, and its material and moral influence gives to our market a very
precious stability.”

This stability is such that the French have a regular industrial
crisis each time when America and England condescend only to a
little smash in their commerce.

“By the reserve and prudence which direct all its operations, this admirable
institution fulfills, therefore, the part of a regulator; but the commercial genius, to
generate all the wonders it carries in its womb, wants, above all things, to be
stimulated; and precisely because speculation is restrained in France in the strictest
limits, there existed no inconvenience, but on the contrary a great advantage, in
putting alongside of the Banque de France an establishment conceived in quite a
ditferent order of ideas, and which should represent in the sphere of industry and
commerce the spirit of initiative.

“The model for this establishment happily existed already; it is derived from a
country celebrated by its severe loyalty, the prudence and solidity presiding over all
its commercial operations. By placing at the disposition of all sound ideas and
useful enterprises its capital, its credit, and its moral authority, the General Society
of the Netherlands has multiplied in Holland canals, drainage, and a thousand
other improvements which have raised the value of property a hundred fold. Why
should not France likewise profit by an institution the advantages of which have
been demonstrated by so dazzling an experience? This is the thought which
determined the creation of the Credit Mobilier, authorized by the decree of 18th
Nov., 1852.

“According to the terms of its statutes this Society can, among other operations,
buy and sell public effects or industrial shares, lend and borrow on them as
securities, contract for public loans, and in a word, issue its paper at long dates, to
the account of the values thus acquired.

2 F. Persigny.— Ed.
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“It has thus the means in hand of summoning and combining at any moment,
under advantageous conditions, considerable wealth. In the good use it may make
of these capitals the fertility of the institution resides. Indeed, the Society may
arbitrarily invest in (commanditer) industry, take an interest in enterprises,
participate in operations of a long term, which the constitution of the Banque de
France and of the Discount Office forbids these establishments to do; in one word,
it is free in its movements, and may change its action just as the wants of
commercial credit require it. If it knows how, among the enterprises constantly
brought forth, to distinguish the fruitful; if by the timely intervention of the
immense funds which it has the disposition of, it enables works to be carried out”
highly productive in themselves, but absorbing an unusual duration, and otherwise
languishing; if its concurrence be the sure index of a useful idea or a
well-conceived project, the Society of the Crédit Mobilier will deserve and win the
public approbation; floating capital will seek its channels and direct itself in mass
whithersoever the patronage of the Society indicates a guarantied employ. Thus, by
the power of example, and by authority which will become attached to its support,
more even than by any material aid, this Society will be the cooperator of all ideas
of general utility. Thus it will powerfully encourage the efforts of industry, and
stimulate everywhere the spirit of invention.”®

We shall take an early occasion to show how all these
high-flowing phrases conceal but feebly the plain scheme of
dragging all the industry of France into the whirlpool of the Paris
Bourse, and to make it the tennis-ball of the gentlemen of the
Crédit Mobilier, and of their patron Bonaparte.

Written on about June 12, 1856 Reproduced from the newspaper

First published in the New-York Daily
Tribune, No. 4737, June 24, 1856

2 F. Persigny, “Rapport a 'Empereur”, Le Moniteur universel, No. 172, June 21,
1854.— Ed.
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[III]

The approaching crash in Bonapartist finance continues to
announce itself in a variety of ways. On May 31 Count
Montalembert, in opposing a project of law to raise the postage on
all printed papers, books, and the like, sounded the note of alarm
in the following strain:

“The suppression of all political life, by what has it been replaced? By the whirl
of speculation. The great French nation could not resign itself to slumber, to
inactivity. Political life was replaced by the fever of speculation, by the thirst for
lucre, by the infatuation of gambling. On all sides, even in our small towns, even in
our villages, men are carried away by the mania of making those rapid fortunes of
which there are so many examples—those fortunes achieved without trouble,
without labor, and often without honor. I seek for no other proof than the bill
which has just been laid before you, against the sociétés en commandite® Copies have
just been distributed to us; I have not had time to examine it; I feel, however,
inclined to support it, despite the somewhat Draconian regulations which I fancy I
discovered there. If the remedy is so urgent and so considerable, the cvil must be
so likewise. The real source of that evil is the sleep of all political spirit in France....
And the evil which I point to is not the only one resulting from the same source.
While the higher and middle classes—those ancient political classes—give
themselves up to speculation, another labor presents itself among the lower classes
of society, whence nearly all the revolutions emanated which France has suffered.
At the sight of this fearful mania of gambling which has made a vast gambling
booth of nearly all France, a portion of the 1nasses, invaded by Socialists, has been
more corrupted than ever, by the avidity of gain. Hence an unquestionable
progress of secret societies, a greater and deeper development of those savage
passions which almost calumniate Socialism by adopting its name, and which have
been recently well shown up, in all their intensity, in the trials at Paris, Angers and
elsewhere.” b

4 Joint-stock companies with limited liability. See also p. 15— Ed. )
b Count de Montalembert’s speech at the sitting of the Corps Législatif on May 31,
1856, The Times, No. 22386, June 5, 1856.— Ed.
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Thus speaks Montalembert—himself one of the original
shareholders in the Bonapartist enterprise for saving order,
religion, property and family!

We have heard, from Isaac Péreire, that one of the mysteries of
the Crédit Mobilier was the principle of multiplying its action and
diminishing its risks by embarking in the greatest possible variety
of enterprises, and withdrawing from them in the shortest possible
time. Now, what does this mean when divested of the flowery
language of St. Simonism? Subscribing for shares to the greatest
extent, in the greatest number of speculations, realizing the
premiums, and getting rid of them as fast as it can be done.
Stockjobbing, then, is to be the base of the industrial development,
or rather all industrial enterprise is to become the mere pretext of
stockjobbing. And, by the aid of what instrument is this object of
the Crédit Mobilier to be attained? What are the means proposed
to enable it thus to “multiply its action” and “diminish its risks?”
The very means employed by Law. The Crédit Mobilier being a
privileged company, backed by Government influence, and dispos-
ing of a large capital and credit, comparatively speaking, it is
certain that the shares of any new enterprise started by it will, on
the first emission, fetch a premium in the market. It has learned
thus much from Law, to allot to its own shareholders the new
shares at par, in proportion to the number of shares they hold in the
mother society. The profit thus insured to them acts, in the first
place, on the value of the shares of the Crédit Mobilier itself, while
their high range, in the second place, insures a high value to the
new shares to be emitted. In this manner the Crédit Mobilier
obtains command over a large portion of the loanable capital
intended for investment in industrial enterprises.

Now, apart from the fact that the premium is thus the real pivot
on which the activity of the Crédit Mobilier turns, its object is
apparently to affect capital in a manner which is the very reverse
of the action of commercial banks. A commercial bank, by its
discounts, loans, and emission of notes, sets free temporarily fixed
capital, while the Crédit Mobilier fixes actually floating capital.
Railway shares, for instance, may be very floating, but the capital
they represent, i. e., the capital employed in the construction of
the railway,is fixed. A mill-owner who would sink in buildings and
machinery a part of his capital out of proportion with the part
reserved for the payment of wages and the purchase of raw
material, would very soon find his mill stopped. The same holds
good with a nation. Almost every commercial crisis in modern
times has been connected with a derangement in the due
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proportion between floating and fixed capital. What, then, must
be the result of the working of an institution like the Crédit
Mobilier, the direct purpose of which is to fix as much as possible
of the loanable capital of the country in railways, canals, mines,
docks, steafnships, forges, and other industrial undertakings,
without any regard to the productive capacities of the country?

According to its statutes, the Crédit Mobilier can patronize only
such industrial concerns as are carried on by anonymous societies,
or joint-stock compames with limited responsibility. Consequently
there must arise a tendency to start as many such societies as
possible, and, further, to bring all industrial undertakings under
the form of these societies. Now, it cannot be denied that the
application of joint-stock companies to industry marks a new
epoch in the economical life of modern nations. On the one hand
it has revealed the productive powers of association, not suspected
before, and called into life industrial creations, on a scale
unattainable by the efforts of individual capitalists; on the other
hand, it must not be forgotten, that in joint-stock companies it is
not the individuals that are associated, but the capitals. By this
contrivance, proprietors have been converted into shareholders,
i.e., speculators. The concentration of capital has been accelerated,
and, as its natural corollary, the downfall of the small middle class.
A sort of industrial kings have been created, whose power stands
in inverse ratio to their responsibility—they being responsible only
to the amount of their shares, while disposing of the whole capital
of the society—forming a more or less permanent body, while the
mass of shareholders is undergoing a constant process of
decomposition and renewal, and enabled, by the very disposal of
the joint influence and wealth of the society, to bribe its single
rebellious members. Beneath this oligarchic Board of Directors is
placed a bureaucratic body of the practical managers and agents
of the society, and beneath them, without any transition, an
enormous and daily swelling mass of mere wages laborers—whose
dependence and helplessness increase with the dimensions of the
capital that employs them, but who also become more dangerous
in direct ratio to the decreasing number of its representatives. It is
the immoral merit of Fourier to have predicted this form of
modern industry, under the name of Industrial Feudalism.”
Certainly neither Mr. Isaac, nor Mr. Emile Péreire, nor Mr.
Morny, nor Mr. Bonaparte could have invented this. There
existed, also, before their epoch, banks lending their credit to

a Cf. Ch. Fourier, Théorie des quatre mouvements et des destinées générales.— Ed.
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industrial joint-stock companies. What they invented was a
joint-stock bank aiming at the monopoly of the formerly divided
and multiform action of the private money-lenders, and whose
leading principle should be the creation of a vast number of
industrial companies, not with the view of productive investments,
but simply for the object of stockjobbing profits. The new idea
they have started is to render the industrial feudalism tributary to
stockjobbing.

According to the statutes, the capital of the Crédit Mobilier is
fixed at 60,000,000 of francs. The same statutes allow it to receive
deposits in accounts-current for twice that sum, i e., for
120,000,000. The sum at the disposal of the society thus amounts
altogether to 180,000,000 of francs. Measured by the bold scheme
of obtaining the patronage of the whole industry of France, this is
certainly a very small sum. But two-thirds of this sum can hardly
be applied to the purchase of industrial shares, or such values as
do not command the certainty of immediate realization, precisely
because they are received on call. For this reason the statutes open
another resource to the Crédit Mobilier. It is authorized to issue
debentures amounting to ten times its original capital, i. e., to the
amount of 600,000,000 francs; or, in other words, the institution
intended for the accommodation of all the world is authorized to
come into the market as a borrower for a sum ten times larger
than its own capital.

)

“Our debentures,” says M. Péreire, “will be of two kinds. The first, issued for a
short period, must correspond with our various temporary investments.”?

With this sort of debentures we have nothing to do here, as, by
article VIII of the statutes, they are to be issued only to make up
the supposed balance short of the 120,000,000 to be received in
current account, which have been entirely received in that way.
With respect to the other class of debentures,

“they are issued with remote dates of payment, reimbursable by redemption,
and will correspond with the investments of like nature, which we shall have made
either in public funds or in shares and debentures of manufacturing companies.
According to the economy of the system which serves as the basis of our
Association, these securities will not only be secured by a corresponding amount of
funds purchased under the control of Government, and the united total of which
will afford, by the application of the principle of mutuality, the advantages of a
compensation and division of the risks, but they will have, besides, the guarantee of
a capital which, for that object, we have increased to a considerable amount.”

4 Here and below see 1. Péreire, “Rapport présenté par le conseil d’administration
dans Tassemblée générale ordinaire des actionnaires du 23 avril 1856.” Le Moniteur
universel, No. 117, ‘April 26, 1856.— Ed.
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Now, these debentures of the Crédit Mobilier are simply
imitations of railway bonds—obligations redeemable at certain
epochs and under certain conditions, and bearing a fixed interest.
But there is a difference. While railway bonds are often secured
by a mortgage of the railway itself, what is the security for the
Crédit Mobilier debentures? The rentes? shares, debentures and the
like, of industrial companies, which the Crédit Mobilier buys with
its own debentures. Then, what is gained by their emission? The
difference between the interest payable on the debentures of the
Crédit Mobilier and the interest receivable on the shares and the
like, in which it has invested its loan. To make this operation
sufficiently profitable, the Crédit Mobilier is obliged to place the
capital realized by the issue of its debentures in such investments
as promise the most remunerative returns, i. e., in shares subject
to great fluctuations and alterations of price. The main security
for its debentures, therefore, will consist of the shares of the very
industrial companies started by the Association itself.

Thus, while railway bonds are secured by a capital at least twice
in amount, these Crédit Mobilier debentures are secured by a
capital only nominally of the same amount, but which must fall
below, with every downward movement of the stock-market. The
holders of these debentures, accordingly, share in all the risks of
the shareholders, without participating in their profits.

“But,” says the last Annual Report, “the holders of the debentures have not
only the guaranty of the investments in which it [the Crédit Mobilier] has placed its
loans, but also that of its original capital.”

The original capital, 60,000,000, responsible for the 120,000,000
of deposits, offers to serve as guaranty to 600,000,000 of
debentures, beside the guaranties it may be required to furnish for
the unlimited number of enterprises which the Crédit Mobilier is
authorized to start. If the Association were to succeed in
exchanging the shares of all industrial companies against its own
debentures, it would indeed become the supreme director and
proprietor of the whole industry of France, while the mass of
ancient proprietors would find themselves pensioned with a fixed
revenue equal to the interest on the debentures. But, on the road
to this consummation, the bankruptcy which follows from the
economical .conditions we have above illustrated, will stop the bold
adventurers. This little accident, however, has not been over-

4 Here: state securities.— Ed.
b 1. Péreire, “Rapport présenté par le conseil d’administration...”, Le Moniteur
universel, No. 117, April 26, 1856.— Ed.
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looked; on the contrary, the real founders of the Crédit Mobilier
have included it in their calculations. When that crash comes, after
an immensity of French interests has been involved, the Govern-
ment of Bonaparte will seem justified in interfering with the Crédit
Mobilier, as the English Government did in 1797 with the Bank of
England.? The Regent of France, that worthy sire of Louis
Philippe, tried to get rid of the public debt by converting the State
obligations into obligations of Law’s Bank; Louis Bonaparte, the
imperial Socialist, will try to seize upon French industry by
converting the debentures of the Crédit Mobilier into State
obligations. Will he prove more solvent than the Crédit Mobilier?
That is the question.

Written in late June 1856 Reproduced from the newspaper

First published in the New-York Daily
Tribune, No. 4751, July 11, 1856

2 Philip II, Duke of Orleans.— Ed.
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Chapter 1%
No. 1.—MR. RONDEAU TO HORACE WALPOLE 24

Petersburg, 17th August, 1736*

“... I heartly wish ... that the Turks could be brought to condescend to make
the first step, for this Court seems resolved to hearken to nothing till that is done,
to mortify the Porte, that has on all occasions spoken of the Russians with the
greatest contempt, which the Czarina and her present Ministers cannot bear.
Instead of being obliged to Sir Everard Fawkner and Mr. Calkoen? (the former the
British, the latter the Dutch Ambassador at Constantinople)? for informing them
of the good dispositions of the Turks, Count Ostermann will not be persuaded that
the Porte is sincere, and seemed very much surprised that they had written to them
(the Russian Cabinet) without order of the King¢ and the States-General, or
without being desired by the Grand Vizierd and that their letter had not been
concerted with the Emperor’s€¢ Ministerf at Constantinople.... I have shown Count
Biron and Count Ostermann the two letters the Grand Vizier has written to the King,
and at the same time told these gentlemen that as there were in them several hard
reflections on this Court, I should not have communicated them, if they had not been
so desirous to see them. Count Biron said that was nothing, for they were used to be
treated in this manner by the Turks. I desired their Excellencies not to let the Porte
know that they had seen these letters, which would sooner aggravate matters than
contribute to make them up....”

* This letter relates to the war against Turkey, commenced by the Empress
Ann, in 1735; the British diplomatist at St. Petersburg, reporting about his
endeavours to induce Russia to conclude peace with the Turks.2> The passages
omitted are irrelevant.

a4 The newspaper has mistakenly “Mr. Thalman”; correction has been made
according to the publication of this letter in Shornik imperatorskogo russkogo
istoricheskogo obshchestva [Records of Imperial Russian Historical Society], St.
Petersburg, 1892, Vol. 80, p. 14.— Ed.

b Here and below words in parentheses are Marx’s.— Ed.

¢ George I.— Ed.

4 Esseid-Mohammed Silihdar.— Ed.

¢ Charles VI.— Ed.

! Thalman.— Ed.
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No. 2.—SIR GEORGE MACARTNEY TO THE EARL
OF SANDWICH

“St. Petersburgh, 1st-12th March, 1765

“ Most Secret.*

“... Yesterday, M. Panin** and the Vice-Chancellor,® together with M. Osten,
the Danish Minister, signed a treaty of alliance between this Court and that of
Copenhagen. By one of the articles, a war with Turkey is made a casus foederis, and
whenever that event happens Denmark binds herself to pay Russia a subsidy of
500,000 rubles per annum, by quarterly payments; Denmark also, by a most secret
article, promises to disengage herself from all French connections, demanding only
a limited time to endeavour to obtain the arrears due to her by the Court of
France. At all events, she is immediately to enter into all the views of Russia in
Sweden, and to act entirely, though not openly, with her in that kingdom. Either 1
am deceived, or M. Gross*** has misunderstood his instructions, when he told
your lordship that Russia intended to stop short, and leave all the burden of
Sweden upon England; however desirous this Court may be that we should pay a
large proportion of every pecuniary engagement, yet, 1 am assured, she will always
CHOOSE to take the lead at Stockholm. Her design, her ardent wish, is to make a
common cause with England and Denmark, for the total annihilation of the French
interest there. This certainly cannot be done without a considerable expense, but
Russia, at present, does not seem unreasonable enough to expect that WE SHOULD
PAY THE WHOLE. It has been hinted to me that £1,500 per annum, on our part,
would be sufficient to support our interest, and absolutely prevent the French from
ever getting at Stockholm again.

“The Swedes, highly sensible of, and very much mortified at, the dependent
situation they have been in for many years,26 are extremely jealous of every power
that intermeddles in their affairs, and particularly so of their neighbours the
Russians. This is the reason assigned to me for this Court’s desiring that we and
they should act upon SEPARATE bottoms, still preserving between our respective
ministers a confidence without reserve. That our first care should be, not to
establish a faction under the name of a Russian or of an English faction; but, as
even the wisest men are imposed upon by a mere name, to endeavour to have OUR
friends distinguished as the friends of liberty and independence; at present we
have a superiority, and the generality of the nation is persuaded how very ruinous
their French connections have been, and, if continued, how very destructive they
will be of their true interests. M. Panin does by no means desire that the smallest

* England was at that time negotiating a commercial treaty with Russia.

** To this time it has remained among historians a point of controverse,
whether or not Panin was in the pay of Frederick II. of Prussia, and whether he
was so behind the back of Catherine, or at her bidding. There can exist no doubt
that Catherine II., in order to identify foreign courts with Russian ministers,
allowed Russian ministers ostensibly to identify themselves with foreign courts. As
to Panin in particular, the question is, however, decided by an authentic document
which we believe has never been published. It proves that, having once become the
man of Frederick II., he was forced to remain so at the risk of his honour, fortune,
and life.

*** The Russian Minister at London.

2 A. M. Golitsin.— Ed.
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change should be made in the constitution of Sweden.* He wishes that the royal
authority might be preserved without being augmented, and that the privileges of
the people should be continued without violation. He was not, however, without his
fears of the ambitious and intriguing spifit of the Queen,? but the great ministerial
vigilances of Count Ostermann have now entirely quieted his apprehensions on
that head.

“By this.new alliance with Denmark and by the success in Sweden, which this
Court has no doubt of, if properly seconded, M. Panin will, in some measure, have
brought to bear his grand scheme of uniting the Powers of the North.** Nothing
then will be wanted to render it entirely perfect, but the conclusion of a treaty
alliance with Great Britain. I am persuaded this Court desires it most ardently. The
Empress has expressed herself more than once, in terms that marked it strongly;
her ambition is to form, by such an union, a certain counterpoise to the family
compact,*** and to disappoint, as much as possible, all the views of the Courts of
Vienna and Versailles, against which she is irritated with uncommon resentment. 1
am not, however, to conceal from your lordship that we can have no hope of any
such alliance, unless we agree, by some secret article, to pay a subsidy in case of a
Turkish war, for no money will be desired from us, except upon an emergency of
that nature. I flatter myself I have persuaded this Court of the unreasonableness of
expecting any subsidy in time of peace, and that an alliance upon an equal footing
will be more safe and more honourable for both nations. I can assure your lordship
that a Turkish war’s being a casus foederis, inserted either in the body of the treaty
or in a secret article, will be a sine qua non in every negotiation we may have to
open with this Court. The obstinacy of M. Panin upon that point is owing to the
accident I am going to mention. When the treaty between the Emperor? and the
King of Prussia¢ was in agitation,28 the Count Bestoucheff, who is a mortal enemy to
the latter, proposed the Turkish clause, persuaded that the King of Prussia would
never submit to it, and flattering himself with the hopes of blowing up that
negotiation by his refusal. But this old politician, it seemed, was mistaken in his
conjecture, for his Majesty immediately consented to the proposal on condition that
Russia should make no alliance with any other power but on the same terms. *#%*
This is the real fact, and to confirm it, a few days since, Count Solms, the Prus-
sian Minister, came to visit me, and told me, that if this Court had any intention
of concluding an alliance with ours, without such a clause, he had orders to oppose

* The oligarchic constitution set up by the Senate after the death of Charles
XIL
** Thus we learn, from Sir George Macartney, that what is commonly known as
Lord Chatham’s “grand-conception of the Northern Alliance,” was, in fact, Panin’s
“grand scheme of uniting the Powers of the North.”27 Chatham was duped into
fathering the Muscovite plan.
**% The compact between the Bourbons of France and Spain, concluded at Paris
on August 15th, 1761.

*##% This was a subterfuge on the part of Frederick II. The manner in which
Frederick was forced into the arms of the Russian Alliance, is plainly told by M. Koch,
the French professor of diplomacy and teacher of Talleyrand. “Frederick II.,” he
says, “having been abandoned by the Cabinet of London, could not but attach himself
to Russia.” (See his History of the Revolutions in FEurope.)

a Louisa Ulrica.— Ed.
b peter I11.— Ed.
¢ Frederick II.— Ed.
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against it in the strongest manner. Hints have been given me, that if Great Britain
were less inflexible in that article, Russia will be less inflexible in the article of
export duties in the Treaty of Commerce, which M. Gross told your lordship this
Court would never depart from. I was assured at the same time, by a person in the
highest degree of confidence with M. Panin, that if we entered upon the Treaty of
Alliance the Treaty of Commerce would go on with it passibus aequis?; that then the
latter would be entirely taken out of the hands of the College of Trade, where so
many cavils and altercations had been made, and would be settled only between the
Minister and myself, and that he was sure it would be concluded to our satisfaction,
provided the Turkish clause was admitted into the Treaty of Alliance. I was told
also that in case the Spaniards attacked Portugal we might have 15,000 Russians in
our pay to send upon that service. I must intreat your lordship on no account to
mention to M. Gross the secret article of the Danish Treaty.... That gentleman, I
am afraid, is no well-wisher to England.”*

* Horace Walpole characterises his epoch by the words—* It was the mode of the
times to be paid by one favour for receiving another.” 2? At all events, it will be seen
from the text, that such was the mode of Russia in transacting business with
England. The Earl of Sandwich, to whom Sir George Macartney could dare to address
the above dispatch, distinguished himself, ten years later, in 1775, as First Lord of
the Admiralty, in the North Administration, by the vehement opposition he made
to Lord Chatham’s motion for an equitable adjustment of the American difficulties.
“He could not believe it (Chatham’s motion) the production of a British Peer: it
appeared to him rather the work of some American.” In 1777, we find Sandwich
again blustering; “he would hazard every drop of blood, as well as the last shilling
of the national treasure, rather than allow Great Britain to be defied, bullied, and
dictated to, by her disobedient and rebellious subjects”. Foremost as the Earl of
Sandwich was in entangling England into war with her North' American colonies,
with France, Spain, and Holland, we behold him constantly accused in Parliament
by Fox, Burke, Pitt, &c.; of keeping the naval force inadequate to the defence of
the country; of intentionally opposing small English forces where he knew the
enemy to have concentrated large ones; of utter mismanagement of the service in
all its departments, &c. (See debates of the House of Commons of 11th March,
1778; 31st March, 1778; February, 1779, Fox’s motion of censure on Lord
Sandwich; 19th April, 1779, address to the King? for the dismissal of Lord
Sandwich from his service, on account of misconduct in service; 7th February,‘
1782, Fox’s motion that there had been gross mismanagement in the administration
of naval affairs during the year 1781.) On this occasion Pitt imputed to, Lord
Sandwich “all our naval disasters and disgraces”. The ministerial majority against
the motion amounted to only 22, in a House of 388. On the 22nd February, 1782, a
similar motion against Lord Sandwich was only negatived by a majority of 19 in a
House of 453. Such, indeed, was the character of the Earl of Sandwich’s
Administration that more than thirty distinguished officers quitted the naval
service, or declared they could not act under the existing system. In point of fact,
during his whole tenure of office, serious apprehensions were entertained of the
consequences of the dissensions then prevalent in the navy. Besides, the Earl of
Sandwich was openly accused, and, as far as circumstantial evidence goes, convicted
of PECULIATION. (See debates of the House of Lords, 31st March, 1778; 19th April
1779, and sqq.) When the motion for his removal from office was negatived on
April 19th 1779, thirty-nine peers entered their protest.

4 Literally: by equal steps; fig.— smoothly.— Ed.
b George 111.— Ed.
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No. 3.—SIR JAMES HARRIS TO LORD GRANTHAM 30
“Petersburg, 16-27 August, 1782

“(Private.)

“... On my arrival here I found the Court very different from what it had been
described to me. So, far from any partiality to England, its bearings were entirely
French.3! The King of Prussia? (then in possession of the Empress’® car) was
exerting his influence against us. Count Panin assisted him powerfully; Lacy and
Corberon, the Bourbon Ministers, were artful and intriguing; Prince Potemkin had
been wrought upon by them; and the whole tribe which surrounded the
Empress—the Schuwaloffs, Stroganoffs and Chernicheffs—were what they still
are, gargons perruquiers de Parisc Events seconded their endeavours. The assistance
the French affected to afford Russia in settling its disputes with the Porte, and the
two Courts being immediately after united as mediators at the Peace of Teshen,3?
contributed not a little to reconcile them to each other. 1 was, therefore, not
surprised that all my negotiations with Count Panin from February, 1778, to July,
1779, should be unsuccessful, as he meant to prevent, not to promote, an alliance.
It was in vain we made concessions to obtain it. He ever started fresh difficulties;
had ever fresh obstacles ready. A very serious evil resulted, in the meanwhile, from
my apparent confidence in him. He availed himself of it to convey in his reports to
the Empress, not the language I employed, and the sentiments I actually expressed,
but the language and sentiments he wished I should employ and express. He was
equally careful to conceal her opinions and feelings from me; and while he
described England to her as obstinate, and overbearing, and reserved, he described
the Empress to me as displeased, disgusted, and indifferent to our concerns;and he
was so convinced that, by this double misrepresentation, he had shut up
every avenue of success that, at the time when I presented to him the Spanish
declaration,?? he ventured to say to me, ministerially, ‘That Great Britain had,
by its own haughty conduct, brought down all its misfortunes on itself; that they were
now at their height; that we must consent to any concession to obtain peace; and that
we could expect neither assistance from our friends nor forbearance from our enemies.’
I had temper enough not to give way to my feelings on this occasion... I ap-
plied, without loss of time, to Prince Potemkin, and, by his means, the Empress
condescended to see me alone at Peterhoff. I was so fortunate in this interview,
as not only to efface all bad impressions she had against us, but by stating,
in its true light, our situation, and THE INSEPARABLE INTERESTS OF GREAT BRITAIN
AND RUSSIA, to raise in her mind a decided resolution to assist us. This resolu-
tion she declared to me in express words. When this transpired—and Count Panin
was the first who knew it—he became my implacable and inveterate enemy. He
not only thwarted, by falsehoods and by a most undue exertion of his influence,
my public negotiations, but employed every means the lowest and most vindictive
malice could suggest to depreciate and injure me personally; and, from the very
infamous accusations with which he charged me, had I been prone to fear, I
might have apprehended the most infamous attacks at his hands. This relentless
persecution still continues; it has outlived his Ministry. Notwithstanding the positive
assurances I had received from the Empress herself, he found means, first to stagger,
and afterwards to alter her resolutions. He was, indeed, very officiously assisted
by his Prussian Majesty, who, at the time, was as much bent on oversetting our interest

2 Frederick II.— Ed.
b Catherine I1.— Ed.
¢ Wigmaker’s apprentices of Paris.— Ed.
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as he now seems eager to restore it. I was not, however, disheartened by this first
disappointment, and, by redoubling my efforts, I have twice more, during the
course of my mission, brought the Empress to the verge (1) of standing forth our
professed friend, and, each time, my expectations were grounded on assurances from
her own mouth. The first was when our enemies conjured up the armed neutrality*
the other WHEN MINORCA WAS OFFERED HER35 Although, on the first of these
occasions, I found the same opposition from the same quarter I had ex-
perienced before, yet I am compelled to say that the principal cause of my
failure was attributable to the very awkward manner in which we replied to the
famous neutral declaration of February, 1780. As I well knew from what quarter
the blow would come, I was prepared to parry it. My opinion was: ‘If England feels
itself strong enough to do without Russia, let it reject at once these new-fangled doctrines; but
if its situation is such as to want assistance, let it yield to the necessity of the hour, recognise
them as far as they relate to RUSSIA ALONE, and by a well-timed act of complaisance insure
itself a powerful friend.** My opinion was not received; an ambiguous and trimming
answer was given; we seemed equally afraid to accept or dismiss them. I was instructed
secretly to oppose, but avowedly to acquiesce in them, and some unguarded expressions
of one of its then confidential servants, made use of in speaking to Mr. Simolin, in
direct contradiction to the temperate and cordial language that Minister had heard
from Lord Stormont, irritated the Empress to the last degree, and completed the
dislike and bad opinion she entertained of that Administration.*** Qur enemies took
advantage of these circumstances.... 1 SUGGESTED THE IDEA OF GIVING UP MINORCA TO
THE EMPRESS, because, as it was evident to me we should at the peace be compelled to make
sacrifices, it seemed to me wiser to make them lo our friends than to our enemies. THE IDEA

* Sir James Harris affects to believe that Catherine II. was not the author of,
but a convert to, the armed neutrality of 1780.3¢ It is one of the grand stratagems
of the Court of St. Petersburg to give to its own schemes the form of proposals
suggested to and pressed on itself by foreign courts. Russian diplomacy delights in
those quae pro quo. Thus the Count of Florida Blanca was made the responsible
editor of the armed neutrality, and, from a report that vainglorious Spaniard
addressed to Carlos 1II., one may see how immensely he felt flattered at the idea
of having not only hatched the armed neutrality but allured Russia into abetting it.

** This same Sir James Harris, perhaps more familiar to the reader under the
name of the Farl of Malmesbury, is extolled by English historians as the man who
prevented England from surrendering the right of search in the Peace Negotiations of
1782-83.36

*#* It might be inferred from this passage and similar ones occurring in the
text, that Catherine II. had caught a real Tartar in Lord North, whose Administration
Sir James Harris is pointing at. Any such delusion will disappear before the sim-
ple statement that the first partition of Poland 37 took place under Lord North’s
Administration, without any protest on his part. In 1773, Catherine’s war against
Turkey still continuing, and her conflicts with Sweden growing serious,® France
made preparations to send a powerful fleet into the Baltic. D’Aiguillon, the French
Minister of Foreign Affairs, communicated this plan to Lord Stormont, the then
English Ambassador at Paris. In a long conversation, D’Aiguillon dwelt largely on
the ambitious designs of Russia, and the common interest that ought to blend
France and England into a joint resistance against them. In answer to this
confidential communication, he was informed by the English Ambassador, that, “if
France sent her ships into the Baltic, they would instantly be followed by a British
fleet; that the presence of two fleets would have no more effect than a neutrality;
and, however, the British Court might desire to preserve the harmony now
subsisting between England and France, it was impossible to foresce the
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WAS ADOPTED AT HOME IN ITS WHOLE EXTENT,* and nothing could be more perfectly
calculated to the meridian of this Court than the judicious instructions I received on this
occasion from Lord Stormont. Why this project failed T am still at a loss to learn. 1
never knew the Empress incline so strongly {2 any one measure as she did to this, before I
had my full powers to treat, nor was I ever more astonished than when I found her shrink
from her purpose when they arrived. 1 imputed it at the same time, in my own mind, to
the rooted aversion she had for our Ministry, and her total want of confidence in them;
but I since am more strongly disposed to believe that she consulted the Emperor”

contingencies that might arise from accidental collision.” In consequence of these
representations, D’Aiguillon countermanded the squadron at Brest, but gave new
orders for the equipment of an armament at Toulon. “On receiving intelligence of
these renewed preparations, the British Cabinet made instant and vigorous
demonstrations of resistance; Lord Stormont was ordered to declare that every
argument used respecting the Baltic applied equally to the Mediterranean. A
memorial also was presented to the French Minister, accompanied by a demand
that it should be laid before the King? and Council. This produced the desired
effect; the armament was countermanded, the sailors disbanded, and the chances
of an extensive warfare avoided.” “Lord North,” says the complacent writer from
whom we have borrowed the last lines,” “thus effectually served the cause of his ally
(Catherine I1.), and facilitated the treaty of peace (of Kutchuk-Kainardji)3? between
Russia and the Porte.” Catherine I1. rewarded Lord North’s good services, first by
withholding the aid she had promised him in case of a war between England and
the North American Colonies, and in the second place, by conjuring up and
leading the armed neutrality against England. Lord North DARED NOT repay, as he
was advised by Sir James Harris, this treacherous breach of faith by giving up to
Russia, and to Russia alone, the maritime rights of Great Britain. Hence the
irritation in the nervous system of the Czarina; the hysterical fancy she caught all at
once of “entertaining a bad opinion” of Lord North, of “disliking” him, of feeling
a “rooted aversion” against him, of being afflicted with “a total want of
confidence,” etc. In order to give the Shelburne Administration a warning
example, Sir James Harris draws up a minute psychological picture of the feelings
of the Czarina, and the disgrace incurred by the North Administration, for having
wounded these same feelings. His prescription is very simple: surrender to Russia,
as our friend, everything for asking which we would consider every other power
our enemy.

* It is then a fact that the English Government, not satisfied with having made
Russia a Baltic power, strove hard to make her a Mediterranean power too. The
offer of the surrender of Minorca appears to have been made to Catherine II. at
the end of 1779, or the beginning of 1780, shortly after Lord Stormont’s entrance
into the North Cabinet—the same Lord Stormont we have seen thwarting the
French attempts at resistance against Russia, and whom even Sir James Harris
cannot deny the merit of having written “instructions perfectly calculated to the
meridian of the Court of St. Petersburg.” While Lord North’s Cabinet, at the
suggestion of Sir James Harris, offered Minorca to the Muscovites, the English
Commoners and people were still trembling for fear lest the Hanoverians4? (1) should
wrest out of their hands “one of the keys of the Mediterranean.” On the 26th of
October, 1775, the King, in his opening speech, had informed Parliament,

a Louis XV.— Ed.
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of Austria? “on the subject, and that he not only prevailed on her to decline the
offer, but betrayed the secret to France, and that it thus became public. I cannot
otherwise account for this rapid change of sentiment in the Empress, particularly as
Prince Potemkin (whatever he might be in other transactions) was certainly in this
cordial and sincere in his support, and both from what I saw at the time and from
what has since come to my knowledge, had its success at heart as much as myself. You
will observe, my lord, that the idea of bringing the Empress forward as a friendly
mediatrix went hand-in-hand with the proposed cession of Minorca. As this idea has given
rise to what has since followed, and involved us in all the dilemmas of the present
mediation, it will be necessary for me to explain what my views then were, and to
exculpate myself from the blame of having placed my Court in so embarrassing a
situation, my wish and intention was that she should be sole mediatrix without an adjoint;
if you have perused what passed between her and me, in December, 1780, your
lordship will perceive how very potent reasons I had to suppose she would be a
friendly and even a partial one.* I knew, indeed, she was unequal to the task; but
1 knew, too, how greatly her vanity would be flattered by this distinction, and
was well aware that when once engaged she would persist, and be inevitably
involved in our quarrel, particularly when it should appear (and appear it would),

amongst other things, that he had Sir James Graham’s own words, when asked why
they should not have kept up some blockade pending the settlement of the “plan,”
“They did not take that responsibility upon themselves.” The responsibility of executing
their orders! The despatch we have quoted is the only despatch read, except one of
a later date. The despatch, said to be sent on the 5th of April, in which “the
Admiral is ordered to use the largest discretionary power in blockading the Russian
ports in the Black Sea,” is not read, nor any replies from Admiral Dundas.#! The
Admiralty sent Hanoverian troops to Gibraltar and Port Mahon (Minorca), to
replace such British regiments as should be drawn from those garrisons for service
in America. An amendment to the address was proposed by Lord John Cavendish,
strongly condemning “the confiding such important fortresses as Gibraltar and Port
Mahon to foreigners”*? After very stormy debates, in which the measure of
entrusting Gibraltar and Minorca, “the keys of the Mediterranean,” as they were
called, to foreigners, was furiously attacked, Lord North, acknowledging himself the
adviser of the measure, felt obliged to bring in a bill of indemnity. However, these
foreigners, these Hanoverians, were the English King’s own subjects. Having
virtually surrendered Minorca to Russia in 1780, Lord North was, of course, quite
justified in treating, on November 27, 1781, in the House of Commons, “with utter
scorn the insinuation that Ministers were in the pay of France.”

Let us remark, en passant, that Lord North, one of the most base and
mischievous Ministers England can boast of, perfectly mastered the art of keeping
the House in perpetual laughter. So did Lord Sunderland. So does Lord
Palmerston.

* Lord North having been supplanted by the Rockingham Administration, on
March 27th, 1782, the celebrated Fox forwarded peace proposals to Holland
through the mediation of the Russian Minister.? Now what were the consequences
of the Russian mediation so much vaunted by this Sir James Harris, the servile
account-keeper of the Czarina’s sentiments, humours, and feelings? While
preliminary articles of peace had been convened with France, Spain, and the
American States, it was found impossible to arrive at any such preliminary

4 Joseph 11.— Ed.
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- that we had gratified her with Minorca. The annexing to the mediation the other
(Austrian) Imperial Court, entirely overthrew this plan. It not only afforded her a
pretence for not keeping her word, but piqued and mortified her; and it was
under this impression that she made over the whole business to the colleague we
had given her, and ordered her Minister at Vienna? to subscribe implicitly t6
whatever the Court proposed. Hence all the evils which have since arisen, and
hence those we at this moment experience. I myself could never be brought to
believe that the Court of Vienne, as long as Prince Kaunitz directs its measures, can
mean England any good, or France any harm. It was not with that view that I
endeavoured to promote its influence here, but because I found that of Prussia in
constant opposition to me; and because I thought that if I could by any means smite
this, I should get rid of my greatest obstacle. I was mistaken, and, by a. singular
fatality, the Courts of Vienna and Berlin seem never to have agreed in anything
but in the disposition to prejudice us here by turns.* The proposal relative to
Minorca was the last attempt I made to induce the Empress to stand forth. I had
exhausted my strength and resources; the freedom with which I had spoken in my
last interview with her, though respectful, had displeased; and from this period to the
removal of the late Administration,** 1 have been reduced to act on the defensive.... I
have had more difficulty in preventing the Empress from doing harm than I ever
had in attempting to engage her to do us good. It was to prevent evil, that I
inclined strongly for the acceptation of her single mediation between us and Holland,
when her Imperial Majesty first offered it. The extreme dissatisfaction she expressed at
our refusal justified my opinion; and I TOOK UPON ME, when it was proposed a
second time, to urge the necessity of its being agreed to (ALTHOUGH I KNEW IT TO BE IN
"CONTRADICTION OF THE SENTIMENTS OF MY PRINCIPAL), since I firmly believed, had
we again declined it, the Empress would, in a moment of anger, have joined the
Dutch against us. As it is, all has gone on well; our judicious conduct has transferred
to them the ill-humour she originally was in with us, and she now is as partial to
our cause as she was before partial to theirs. Since the new Ministry in England, my
road has been made smoother; the great and new path struck out by your predecessor,**
and which you, my lord, pursue, has operated a most advantageous change in our
favour upon the Continent. Nothing, indeed, but events which come home to her,

agreement with Holland. Nothing but a simple cessation of hostilities was to be
obtained from it. So powerful proved the Russian mediation, that on the 2nd
September, 1783, just one day before conclusion of definitive treaties with America,
France, and Spain,*® Holland condescended to accede to preliminaries of peace, and
this not in consequence of the Russian mediation, but through the influence of
France.

* How much was England not prejudiced by the Courts of Vienna and Paris,
thwarting the plan of the British Cabinet of ceding Minorca to Russia and by
Frederick of Prussia’s resistance against the great Chatham’s scheme of a Northern
Alliance under Muscovite auspices?

** The predecessor is Fox.

Sir James Harris establishes a complete scale of British Administration,
according to the degree in which they enjoyed the favour of his almighty Czarina.
In spite of Lord Stormont, the Earl of Sandwich, Lord North, and Sir James Harris
himself; in spite of the partition of Poland, the bullying of D’Aiguillon, the treaty
of Kutchuk-Kainardji, and the intended cession of Minorca—Lord North’s
Administration is relegated to the bottom of the heavenly ladder; far above it has

a D. M. Golitsin.— Ed.
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will, 1 believe, ever induce her Imperial Majesty to take an active part; but there is
now a strong glow of friendship in our favour; she approves our measures; she trusts
our Ministry,*6 and she gives way to that predilection she certainly has for our nation. Our
enemies know and feel this; it keeps them in awe. This is a succinct, but accurate
sketch of what has passed at this Court from the day of my arrival at Petersburg to
the present hour. Several inferences may be deduced from it.* That the Empress
is led by her passions, not by reason and argument; that her prejudices are very
strong, easily acquired, and, when once fixed, irremovable; while, on the contrary,
there is no sure road to her good opinion; that even when obtained, it is subject to
perpetual fluctuation, and liable to be biassed by the ‘most triflirig incidents; that
till she is fairly embarked in a plan, no assurances can be depended on; but that
when once fairly embarked, she never retracts, and may be carried any length, that
with very bright parts, an elevated mind, an uncommon sagacity, she wants
judgment, precision of idea, reflection, and L'ESPRIT DE COMBINAISON?Z (!l) That her
Ministers are either ignorant of, or indifferent to, the welfare of the State, and act
from a passive submissior to' her will, or from motives of party and private
interests.” **

4.—(MANUSCRIPT)

ACCOUNT OF RUSSIA DURING THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE REIGN
OF THE EMPEROR PAUL, DRAWN UP BY THE REV. L. K. PITT, CHAPLAIN
TO THE FACTORY OF ST. PETERSBURG, AND A NEAR RELATIVE OF
WILLIAM PITT ***

EXTRACT.

“There can scarcely exist a doubt concerning the real sentiments of the late
Empress of Russia on the great points which have, within the last few years,
convulsed the whole system of European politics.#® She certainly felt from the
beginning the fatal tendency of the new principles, but was not, perhaps,
displeased to see every European power exhausting itself in a struggle, which
raised in proportion to its violence her own importance. It is more than probable

climbed the Rockingham Administration, whose soul was Fox, notorious for his
subsequent intrigues with Catherine; but at the top we behold the Shelburne
Administration. whose Chancellor of the Exchequer was the celebrated William
Pitt. As to Lord Shelburne himself, Burke exclaimed in the House of Commons,
that “if he was not a Catilina or Borgia in morals, it must not be ascribed to
anything but his understanding.” 45

* Sir James Harris forgets deducing the main inference, that the Ambassador of
England is the agent of Russia.

** In the eighteenth century, English diplomatists’ despatches, bearing on their
front the sacramental inscription, “Private,” are despatches to be withheld from the
King, by the Minister to whom they are addressed. That such was the case may be seen
from Lord Mahon’s History of England.3’ )

**% ““To be burnt after my death.” Such are the words prefixed to the manuscript by
the gentleman [William Coxe] whom it was addressed to.

2 Ability for device.— Ed.
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that the state of the newly acquired provinces in Poland was likewise a point which
had considerable influence over the political conduct of Catherine. The fatal effects
resulting from an apprehension of revolt in the late seat of conquest, seem to have
been felt in a very great degree by the combined powers, who in the early period
of the Revolution were so near reinstating the regular Government in France. The
same dread of revolt in Poland, which divided the attention of the combined
powers and hastened their retreat, deterred likewise the late. Empress of Russia
from entering on the great theatre of war, until a combination of circumstances
rendered the progress of the French armies a more dangerous evil than any which
could possibly result to the Russian Empire from active operations.... The last
words which the Empress was known to utter were addressed to her Secretary
when she dismissed him on the morning on which she was seized: ‘Tell Prince’
(Zuboff), she said, ‘to come to me at twelve, and to remind me of signing the
Treaty of Alliance with England.””

Having entered into ample considerations on the Emperor
Paul's acts and extravagances, the Rev. Mr. Pitt continues as
follows:

“When these considerations are impressed on the mind, the nature of the late
secession from the coalition,¥® and of the incalculable indignities offered to the
Government of Great Britain, can alone be fairly estimated.... BUT THE TIES WHICH
BIND HER (GREAT BRITAIN) TO THE RUSSIAN EMPIRE ARE FORMED BY NATURE, AND
INVIOLABLE. United, these nations might almost brave the united world; divided, the
strength and importance of each is FUNDAMENTALLY impaired. England has reason
to regret with Russia that the imperial sceptre should be thus inconsistently
wielded,? but it is the sovereign of Russia alone who divides the Empires.”

The Reverend Gentleman concludes his account by the words:

“As far as human foresight can at this moment penetrate, the despair of an
enraged individual seems a more probable means to terminate the present scene of
oppression, than any more systematic combmanon of measures to restore the
throne of Russia to its dignity and importance.”

a The reference is.to Paul 1.— Ed.
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Chapter II

The documents published in the first chapter extend from the
reign of the Empress Ann to the commencement of the reign of
the Emperor Paul, thus encompassing the greater part of the 18th
century. At the end of that century it had become, as stated by the
Rev. Mr. Pitt, the openly-professed and orthodox dogma of
English diplomacy,

“that the ties which bind Great Britain to the Russian Empire are formed by nature, and
inviolable.”

In perusing these documents, there is something that startles us
even more than their contents—viz., their form. All these lerters
are “confidential,” “private,” “secret,” “most secret”; but in spite
of secrecy, privacy, and confidence, the English statesmen con-
verse among each other about Russia and her rulers in a tone of
awful reserve, abject servility, and cynical submission, which would
strike us even in the public despatches of Russian statesmen. To
conceal intrigues against foreign nations secrecy is recurred to by
Russian diplomatists. The same method is adopted by English
diplomatists freely to express their devotion to a foreign court.
The secret despatches of Russian diplomatisis are fumigated with
some equivocal perfume. It is one part the fumée de fausseté? as the
Duke of St. Simon has it, and the other part that coquet display of
one’s own superiority and cunning which stamps upon the reports
of the French Secret Police their indelible character. Even the
master despatches of Pozzo di Borgo® are tainted with this

2 Veil of falsehood.— Ed.
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common blot of the littérature de mauvais lieu In this point the
English secret despatches prove much superior. They do not affect
superiority but silliness. For instance, can there be anything more
silly than Mr. Rondeau informing Horace Walpole that he has
betrayed to the Russian minister the letters addressed by the
Turkish Grand Vizier” to the King of England,” but that he had
told ’

“at the same time those gentlemen that as there were several hard reflections on
the Russian Court he should not have commniunicated them, if they had not been so
anxious to see them,”d

and then told their excellencies not to tell the Porte that they had
seen them (those letters)! At first view the infamy of the act is drow-
ned in the silliness of the man. Or, take Sir George Macartney. Can
there be anything more silly than his happiness that Russia seemed
“reasonable” enough not to expect that England “should pay the
whotk expenses” for Russia’s “choosing to take the lead at Stock-
holm;” or his “flattering himself” that he had “persuaded the
Russian Court” not to be so “unreasonable” as to ask from
England, in a time of peace, subsidies for a time of war against
Turkey (then the ally of England); or his warning the Earl of
Sandwich “not to mention” to the Russian Ambassador® at
London the secrets mentioned to himself by the Russian Chancel-
lor " at St. Petersburg? Or can there be anything more silly than Sir
James Harris confidentially whispering into the ear of Lord
Grantham that Catherine II. was devoid of “judgment, precision
of idea, reflection, and [lesprit de combinaison’? *

On the other hand, take the cool impudence with which Sir
George Macartney informs his minister that because the Swedes
were extremely jealous of, and mortified at, their dependence on
Russia, England was directed by the Court of St. Petersburg to do
its work at Stockholm, under the British colours of liberty and

* Or, 1o follow this affectation of silliness into more recent times, is there
anything in diplomatic history that could match Lord Palmerston’s proposal made
to Marshal Soult (in 1839), to storm the Dardanelles, in order to afford the Sultan 8
the support of the Anglo-French fleet against Russia?

a Gutter literature.— Ed.
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d See this volume, p. 27.— Ed.
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independence! Or Sir James Harris advising England to surrender
to Russia Minorca and the right of search, and the monopoly of
mediation in the affairs of the world—not in order to gain any
material advantage, or even a formal engagement on the part of
Russia, but only “a strong glow of friendship” from the Empress,
and the transfer to France of her “ill humour.”

The secret Russian despatches proceed on the very plain line
that Russia knows herself to have no common interests whatever
with other nations, but that every nation must be persuaded
separately to have common interests with Russia to the exclusion .
of every other nation. The English despatches, on the contrary,
never dare so much as hint that Russia has common interests with
England, but only endeavour to convince England that she has
Russian interests. The English diplomatists themselves tell us that
this was the single argument they pleaded, when placed face to
face with Russian potentates.

If the English despatches we have laid before the public were
addressed to private friends, they would only brand with infamy
the ambassadors who wrote them. Secretly addressed as they are
to the British Government itself, they nail it for ever to the pillory
of history; and, instinctively, this seems to have been felt, even by
Whig writers, because none has dared to publish them.

. The question naturally arises from which epoch this Russian
character of English diplomacy, become traditionary in the course
of the 18th century, does date its origin? To clear up this point,
we must go back to the time of Peter the Great,® which,
consequently, will form the principal subject of our researches. We
propose to enter upon this task by reprinting some English
pamphlets, written at the time of Peter I., and which have either
escaped the attention of modern historians, or appeared to them
to merit none. However, they will suffice for refuting the
prejudice common to Continental and English writers, that the
designs of Russia were not understood or suspected in England
until at a later, and too late, epoch; that the diplomatic relations
between England and Russia were but the natural offspring of the
mutual material interests of the two countries; and that, therefore,
in accusing the British statesmen of the 18th century of
Russianism, we should commit an unpardonable hysteron prote-
ron.” If we have shown by the English despatches that, at the time
of the Empress Ann, England already betrayed her own allies to

a See this volume, p. 56.— Ed.
b Figure of speech in which what should come last is put first.— Ed.
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Russia, it will be seen from the pamphlets we are now about to
reprint that, even before the epoch of Ann, at the very epoch of
Russian ascendency in Europe, springing up at the time of
Peter 1., the plans of Russia were understood, and the connivance
of British statesmen at these plans was denounced by English
writers.-

The first pamphlet we lay before the public is called The
Northern Crisis® It was printed at London, in 1716, and relates to
the intended Dano-Anglo-Russian invasion of Scania (Schonen).

During the year 1715 a northern alliance for the partition, not of
Sweden proper, but of what we may call the Swedish Empire, had
been concluded between Russia, Denmark, Poland, Prussia, and
Hanover. That partition forms the first grand act of modern
diplomacy—the logical premiss to the partition of Poland. The
partition treaties relating to Spain have engrossed the interest of
posterity because they were the forerunners of the War of
Succession,”’ and the partition of Poland drew even a larger
audience because its last act was played upon a contemporary
stage.52 However, it cannot be denied that it was the partition of
the Swedish Empire which inaugurated the modern era of
international policy. The partition treaty not even pretended to
have a pretext, save the misfortune of its intended victim. For the
first time in Europe the violation of all treaties was not only made,
but proclaimed the common basis of a new treaty. Poland herself,
in the drag of Russia, and personated by that commonplace of
immorality, Augustus II., Elector of Saxony and King of Poland,
was pushed into the foreground of the conspiracy, thus signing
her own death-warrant, and not even enjoying the privilege.
reserved by Polyphemus to Odysseus—to be last eaten.
Charles XII. predicted her fate in the manifesto flung against King
Augustus and the Czar, from his voluntary exile at Bender.
The manifesto is dated January 28, 1711.%

The participation in this partition treaty threw England within
the orbit of Russia, towards whom, since the days of the “Glorious
Revolution,”** she had more and more gravitated. George I., as
King of England, was bound to a defensive alliance with Sweden
by the treaty of 1700.° Not only as King of England, but as Elector
of Hanover, he was one of the guarantees, and even of the direct
parties to the treaty of Travendahl,> which secured to Sweden what

a2 See this volume, pp. 43-55.— Ed.
b The abridged text of the treaty is printed in Chapter 111 of this work for which
see pp. 65-73.—Ed.



42 Karl Marx

the partition treaty intended stripping her of. Even his German
electoral dignity he partly owed to that treaty. However, as Elector
of Hanover he declared war against Sweden, which he waged as
King of England.

In 1715 the confederates had divested Sweden of her German
provinces, and to effect that end introduced the Muscovite on the
German soil. In 1716 they agreed to invade Sweden proper—to
attempt an armed descent upon Schonen—the southern extremity
of Sweden now constituting the districts of Malmoe and Christian-
stadt. Consequently, Peter of Russia brought with him from
Germany a Muscovite army, which was scattered over Zealand,
thence to be conveyed to Schonen, under the protection of the
English and Dutch fleets sent into the Baltic, on the false pretext
of protecting trade and navigation. Already in 1715, when
Charles XII. was besieged in Stralsund, eight English men-of-war,
lent by England to Hanover, and by Hanover to Denmark, had
openly reinforced the Danish navy, and even hoisted the Danish.
flag. In 1716, the British navy was commanded by his Czarish
Majesty in person.*

Everything being ready for the invasion of Schonen, there arose
a difficulty from a side where it was least expected. Although the
treaty stipulated only for 30,000 Muscovites, Peter, in his
magnanimity, had landed 40,000 on Zealand; but now that he was
to send them on the errand to Schonen, he all at once discovered
that out of the 40,000 he could spare but 15,000. This declaration
not only paralysed the military plan of the confederates, it seemed
to threaten the security of Denmark and of Frederick IV, its king,
as great part of the Muscovite army, supported by the Russian
fleet, occupied Copenhagen. One of the generals of Frederick?®
proposed suddenly to fall with the Danish cavalry upon the
Muscovites and to exterminate them while the English men-of-war
should burn the Russian fleet. Averse to any perfidy which
required some greatness of will, some force of character, and some
contempt of personal danger, Frederick IV. rejected the bold
proposal and limited himself to assuming an attitude of defence.
He then wrote a begging letter to the Czar, intimating that he had
yielded up 'is Schonen fancy. and requested the Czar to do the
same and find his way home: a request the latter could not but
comply with. When Peter at last left Denmark with his army, the
Danish Court thought fit to communicate to the Courts of Europe
a public account of the incidents and transactions which had

a Von Holstein.— Ed.
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frustrated the intended descent upon Schonen——and this docu-
ment forms the starting point of The Northern Crisis.

In a letter addressed to Baron Gortz, dated from London,
January 23, 1717, by Count Gyllenborg, there occur some
passages in which the latter, the then Swedish ambassador at the
Court of St. James’s, seems to profess himself the author of The
Northern Crisis,”” the title of which he does not, however, quote. Yet
any idea of his having written that powerful pamphlet will
disappear before the slightest perusal of the Count’s authenticated
writings, such as his letters to Gortz.

“THE NORTHERN CRISIS; OR, IMPARTIAL REFLECTIONS ON THE
POLICIES OF THE CZAR; OCCASIONED BY MYNHEER VON STOCKEN’S
REASONS FOR DELAYING THE DESCENT UPON SCHONEN. A TRUE
COPY OF WHICH IS PREFIXED, VERBALLY TRANSLATED AFTER THE
TENOR OF THAT IN THE GERMAN SECRETARY'S OFFICE IN
COPENHAGEN, OCTOBER 10, 1716.

Parvo motu primo mox se attollit in auras?® Virg.

London, 1716.

1.— Preface—*... 'Tis (the present pamphlet) not fit for lawyers’ clerks, but it is
highly convenient to be read by those who are proper students in the laws of
nations; ‘twill be but lost time for any stock-jobbing, trifling dealer in Exchange-
alley to look beyond the preface on't, but every merchant in England (more
especially those who trade to the Baltic) will find his account in it. The Dutch (as
the courants and postboys have more than once told us) are about to mend their
hands, if they can, in several articles of trade with the Czar, and they have been a
long time about it to little purpose. Inasmuch as they are such a frugal people, they
are good examples for the imitation of our traders; but if we can outdo them for
once, in the means of projecting a better and more expeditious footing to go upon,
“for the emolument of us both, let us, for once, be wise enough to set the ¢example,
‘and let them, for once, be our imitators. This little treatise will show a pretty plain
way how we may do it, as to our trade in the Baltic, at this juncture. I desire no
little coffee-house politician to meddle with it; but to give him even a disrelish for my
company. I must let him know that he is not fit for mine. Those who are even
proficients in state science, will find in it matter highly fit to employ all their
powers of speculation, which they ever before past negligently by, and thought (too
cursorily) were not worth the regarding. No outrageous party-man will find it all
for his purpose; but every honest Whig and every honest Tory may each of them
read it, not only without either of their disgust, but with the satisfaction of them
both.... "Tis not fit, in fine, for a mad, hectoring, Presbyterian Whig, or a raving,
fretful, dissatisfied, Jacobite Tory.”

2 “Having at first litdé impulsion, he presently rose into the air” (Virgil, Aeneid,
IV, 176), this epigraph is omitted in Eleanor Marx-Aveling's publication.— Ed.
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2.—THE REASONS HANDED ABOUT BY MYNHEER VON STOCKEN
FOR DELAYING THE DESCENT UPON SCHONEN.

“There being no doubt, but most courts will be surprised that the descent upon
Schonen has not been put into execution, notwithstanding the great preparations
made for that purpose; and that all his Czarish Majesty’s troops, who were in
Germany, were transported to Zealand, not without great trouble and danger,
partly by his own gallies, and partly by his Danish Majesty’s and other vessels; and
that the said descent is deferred till another time. His Danish Majesty? hath
therefore, in order to clear himself of all imputation and reproach, thought fit to
order, that the following true account of this affair should be given to all impartial
persons. Since the Swedes were entirely driven out of their German dominions,
there was, according to all the rules of policy, and reasons of war, no other way
left, than vigorously to attack the still obstinate King of Sweden,” in the very heart
of his country; thereby, with God’s assistance, to force him to a lasting, good and
advantageous peace for the allies. The King of Denmark and his Czarish Majesty ¢
were both of this opinion, and did, in order to put so good a design in execution,
agree upon an interview, which at last (notwithstanding his Danish Majesty’s
presence, upon the account of Norway’s being invaded, was most necessary in his
own capital, and that the Muscovite Ambassador, Mr. Dolgorouki, had given quite
other assurances) was held at Ham and Horn, near Hamburgh, after his Danish
Majesty had stayed there six weeks for the Czar. In this conference it was, on the
3rd of June, agreed between both their Majesties, after several debates, that the
descent upon Schonen should positively be undertaken this year, and everything
relating to the forwarding the same was entirely consented to. Hereupon his
Danish Majesty made all haste for his return to his dominions, and gave orders to
work day and night to get his fleet ready to put to sea. The transport ships were
also gathered from all parts of his dominions, both with inexpressible charges and
great prejudice to his subjects’ trade. Thus, his Majesty (as the Czar himself upon
his arrival at Copenhagen owned) did his utmost to provide all necessaries, and to
forward the descent, upon whose success everything depended. It happened,
however, in the meanwhile, and before the descent was agreed upon in the
conference at Ham and Horn, that his Danish Majesty was obliged to secure his
invaded and much oppressed kingdom of Norway, by sending thither a
considerable squadron out of his fleet, under the command of Vice-Admiral Gabel,
which squadron could not be recalled before the enemy had left that kingdom,
without endangering a great part thereof; so that out of necessity the said
Vice-Admiral was forced to tarry there till the 12th of July, when his Danish
Majesty sent him express orders to return with all possible speed, wind and
weather permitting; but this blowing for some time contrary, he was detained....
The Swedes were all the while powerful at sea, and his Czarish Majesty himself did
not think it advisable that the remainder of the Danish, in conjunction with the
men-of-war then at Copenhagen, should go to convoy the Russian troops from
Rostock, before the above-mentioned squadron under Vice-Admiral Gabel was
arrived. This happening at last in the month of August, the confederate fleet put
to sea; and the transporting of the said troops hither to Zealand was put in
execution, though with a great deal of trouble and danger; but it took up so much
time that the descent could not be ready tll September following. Now, when all
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these preparations, as well for the descent as the embarking the armies, were
entirely ready, his Danish Majesty assured himself that the descent should be made
within a few days, at farthest by the 21st of September. The Russian Generals and
Ministers first raised some difficulties to those of Denmark, and afterwards, on the
17th September, declared in an appointed conference, that his Czarish Majesty,
considering the present situation of affairs, was of opinion that neither forage nor
provision could be had in Schonen, and that consequently the descent was not
advisable to be attempted this year, but ought to be put off till next spring. It may
be easily imagined how much his Danish Majesty was surprised at this; especially
seeing the Czar, if he had altered his opinion, as to this design so solemnly
concerted, might have declared it sooner, and thereby saved his Danish Majesty
several tons of gold, spent upon the necessary preparations. His Danish*Majesty
did, however, in a letter dated the 20th of September, amply represent to the Czar,
that although the season was very much advanced, the descent might, nevertheless,
easily be undertaken with such a superior force, as to get a footing in Schonen,
where, being assured there had been a very plentiful harvest, he did not doubt but
subsistence might be found; besides, that having an open communication with his
own countries, it might easily be transported from thence. His Danish Majesty
alleged also several weighty reasons why the descent was either to be made this
year, or the thoughts of making it next spring entirely be laid aside. Nor did he
alone make these moving remonstrances to the Czar; BUT HIS BRITISH MAJESTY'S2
MINISTER ® RESIDING HERE, AS WELL AS ADMIRAL NORRIS, seconded the same also in a very
pressing manner; AND BY EXPRESS ORDER OF THE KING, THEIR MASTER, endeavoured to
bring the Czar into their opinion, and to persuade him to go with the descent; but his
Czarish Majesty declared by his answer, that he would adhere to the resolution he
had once taken concerning this delay of making the descent; but if his Danish
Majesty was resolved to venture on the descent, that he then, according to the
treaty made near Stralsund,’® would assist him only with the 15 battalions and
1,000 horse therein stipulated; that next spring he would comply with everything
else, and neither could or would declare himself further in this affair. Since then,
his Danish Majesty could not, without running so great a hazard, undertake so
great a work alone with his own army and the said 15 battalions; he desired, in
another letter of the 23rd September, his Czarish Majesty would be pleased to add
13 battalions of his troops, in which case his Danish Majesty would still this year
attempt the descent; but even this could not be obtained from his Czarish Majesty,
who absolutely refused it by his ambassador¢ on the 24th ditto: whereupon his
Danish Majesty, in his letter of the 26th, declared to the Czar, that since things
stood thus, he desired none of his troops, but that they might be all speedily
transported out of his dominions; that so the transport, whose freight stood him in
40,000 Rix dollars3® per month, might be discharged, and his subjects eased of the
intolerable contributions they now underwent. This he could not do less than agree
to; and accordingly, all the Russian troops are already embarked, and intend for
certain to go from here with the first favourable wind. It must be left to Providence
and time, to discover what may have induced the Czar to a resolution so prejudicial
to the Northern Alliance, and most advantageous to the common enemy.
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3. IMPARTIAL REFLECTIONS BY WAY OF ESSAY
ON THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT.%?

“If we would take a true survey of men, and lay them open in a proper light to
the eye of our intellects, we must first consider their natures and then their ends; and
by this method of examination, though their conduct is, seemingly, full of intricate
mazes and perplexities, and winding round with infinite meanders of state-craft, we
shall be able to dive into the deepest recesses, make our way through the most
puzzling labyrinths, and at length come to the most abstruse means of bringing
about the master-secrets of their minds, and to unriddle their utmost mysteries....

“The Czar ... is, by nature, of a great and enterprising spirit, and of a genius
thoroughly politic; and as for his ends, the manner of his own Government, where
he sways arbitrary lord over the estates and honours of his people, must make him,
if all the policies in the world could by far-distant aims promise him accession and
accumulation of empire and wealth, be everlastingly laying schemes for the
achieving of both with the extremest cupidity and ambition. Whatever ends an
insatiate desire of opulency, and a boundless thirst for dominion, can ever put him
upon, to satisfy their craving and voracious appetites, those must, most
undoubtedly, be his.

“The next questions we are to put to ourselves are these three:

“1. By what means can he gain these ends?

“2. How far from him, and in what place, can these ends be best obtained?

“3. And by what time, using all proper methods, and succeeding in them, may
he obtain these ends?

“The possessions of the Czar were prodigious, vast in extent; the people all at
his nod, all his downright arrant slaves, and all the wealth of the country his own at
a word’s command. But then the country, though large in ground, was not quite so
in produce. Every vassal had his gun, and was to be a soldier upon call; but there
was never a soldier among them, nor a man that understood the calling; and
though he had all their wealth, they had no commerce of consequence, and little
ready money; and consequently his treasury, when he had amassed all he could,
very bare and empty. He was then but in an indifferent condition to satisfy those
two natural appetites, when he had neither wealth to support a soldiery, nor a
soldiery trained in the art of war. The first token this Prince gave of an aspiring
genius, and of an ambition that is noble and necessary in a monarch, who has a
mind to flourish, was to believe none of his subjects more wise than himself, or
more fit to govern. He did so, and looked upon his own proper person as the most
fit to travel out among the other realms of the world and study politics for the
advancing of his dominions. He then seldom pretended to any warlike dispositions
against those who were instructed in the science of arms; his military dealings lay
mostly with the Turks and Tartars, who, as they had numbers as well as he, had
them likewise composed, as well as his, of a rude, uncultivated mob, and they
appeared -in the field like a raw undisciplined militia. In this his Christian
neighbours liked him well, insomuch as he was a kind of stay or stop-gap to the
infidels. But when he came to look into the more polished parts of the Christian
world, he set out towards it, from the very threshold, like a natural-born politician.
He was not for learning the game by trying chances and venturing losses in the
field so soon; no, he went upon the maxim, that it was, at that time of day, expedient
and necessary for him to carry, like Samson, his strength in his head and not in his arms.
He had then, he knew, but very few commodious places for commerce of his own,
and those all situated in the White Sea, too remote, frozen up the most part of the
year, and not at all fit for a fleet of men-of-war; but he knew of many moré
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commodious ones of his neighbours in the Baltic, and within his reach, whenever
he could strengthen his hands to lay hold of them. He had a longing eye towards
them; but with prudence seemingly turned his head another way, and secretly
entertained the pleasant thought that he should come at them all in good time. Not
to give any jealousy, he endeavours for no help from his neighbours to instruct his
men in arms. That was like asking a skilful person, one intended to fight a duel
with, to teach him first how to fence. He went over to Great Britain, where he knew
that potent kingdom could, as yet, have no jealousies of his growth of power, and
in the eye of which his vast extent of nation lay neglected and unconsidered and
overlooked, as I am afraid it is to this very day. He was present at all our exercises,
looked into all our laws, inspected our military, civil, and ecclesiastical regimen of
affairs; yet all this was the least he then wanted; this was the slightest part of his
errand. But by degrees, when he grew familiar with our people, he visited our
docks, pretending not to have any prospect of profit, but only to take a huge
delight (the effect of curiosity only) to see our manner of building ships. He kept
his court, as one may say, in our shipyard, so industrious was he in affording them
his continual Czarish presence, and to his immortal glory for art and industry be it
spoken, that the great Czar; by stooping often to the employ, could handle an axe
with the best artificer of them all; and the monarch having a good mathematical
head of his own, grew in some time a very expert royal shipwright. A ship or two
for his diversion, made and sent him, and then two or three more, and after that
two or three more, would signify just nothing at all, if they were granted to be sold
to him by the Maritime Powers,? that could, at will, lord it over the sea. It would be a
puny, inconsiderable matter, and not worth the regarding. Well, but then, over and
above this, he had artificially insinuated himself into the good-will of many of our
best workmen, and won their hearts by his good-natured familiarities and
condescension among them. To turn this to his service, he offered many very large
premiums and advantages to go and settle in his country, which they gladly
accepted of. A little after he sends over some private ministers and officers to
negotiate for more workmen, for land officers, and likewise for picked and chosen
good seamen, who might be advanced and promoted to offices by going there.
Nay, even to this day, any expert seaman, that is upon our traffic to the port of
Archangel, if he has the least spark of ambition, and any ardent desire to be in
office, he need but offer himself to the sea-service of the Czar, and he is a
lieutenant immediately. Over and above this, that Prince has even found the way to
take by force into his service, out of our merchant ships, as many of their ablest
seamen as he pleased, giving the masters the same number of raw Muscovites in
their place, whom they afterwards were forced, in their own defence, to make fit
for their own use. Neither is this all; he had, during the last war,b! many hundreds
of his subjects, both noblemen and common sailors, on board ours, the French and the
Dutch fleets; and he has all along maintained, and still maintains numbers of them
in ours and the Dutch yards.

“But seeing he looked all along upon all these endeavours towards improving
himself and his subjects as superfluous, whilst a seaport was wanting, where he
might build a fleet of his own, and from whence he might himself export the
products of his country, and import those of others; and finding the King of
Sweden possessed of the most convenient ones, I mean Narva and Revel, which he
knew that Prince® never could nor would amicably part with; he at last resolved to
wrest them out of his hands by force. His Swedish Majesty’s tender youth seemed
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the fittest time for this enterprise, but even then he would not run the hazard
alone. He drew in other princes to divide the spoil with him. And the Kings of
Denmark and Poland® were weak enough to serve as instruments to forward the
great and ambitious views of the Czar. It is true, he met with a mighty hard rub at
his very first setting out; his whole army being entirely defeated by a handful of
Swedes at Narva.52 But it was his good luck that his Swedish Majesty, instead of
improving so great a victory against him, turned immediately his arms against the
King of Poland, against whom he was personally piqued, and that so much the
more, inasmuch as he had taken that Prince for one of his best friends, and was
just upon the point of concluding with him the strictest alliance, when he
unexpectedly invaded the Swedish Livonia,-and besieged Riga. This was, in all
respects, what the Czar could most have wished for; and foreseeing that the longer
the war in Poland lasted, the more time should he have both to retrieve his first
loss, and to gain Narva, he took care it should be spun out to as great a length as
possible; for which end, he never sent the King of Poland succour enough to make
him too strong for the King of Sweden; who, on the other hand, though he gained
one signal victory after the other, yet never could subdue his enemy as long as he
received continual reinforcements from his hereditary country. And had not his
Swedish Majesty, contrary to most people’s expectations, marched directly into
Saxony itself, and thereby forced the King of Poland to peace,53 the Czar would
have had leisure enough in all conscience to bring his designs to greater maturity.
This peace was one of the greatest disappointments the Czar ever met with,
whereby he became singly engaged in the war. He had, however, the comfort of
having beforehand taken Narva, and laid a foundation to his favourite town
Petersburg, and to the seaport, the docks, and the vast magazines there; all which
works, to what perfection they are now brought, let them tell who, with surprise,
have seen them.

“He (Peter) used all endeavours to bring matters to an accommodation. He
proffered very ‘advantageous conditions; Petersburg only, a trifle as he pretended,
which he had set his heart upon, he would retain; and even for that he was willing
some other way to give satisfaction. But the King of Sweden was too well
acquainted with the importance of that place to leave it in the hands of an
ambitious Prince, and thereby to give him an inlet into the Baltic. This was the only
time since the defeat at Narva, that the Czar’s arms had no other end than that of
self-defence. They might, perhaps, even have fallen short therein, had not the
King of Sweden (through whose persuasion is still a mystery), instead of marching
the shortest way to Novogorod and to Moscow, turned towards Ukraine, where his
army, after great losses and sufferings, was at last entirely defeated at Pultawa. As
this was a fatal period to the Swedish successes, so how great a deliverance it was to
the Muscovites, may be gathered from the Czar’s celebrating, every year, with great
solemnity, the anniversary of that day, from which his ambitious thoughts began to
soar still higher. The whole of Livonia, Estland, and the best and greatest part of
Finland, was now what he demanded, after which, though he might for the present
condescend to give peace to the remaining part of Sweden, he knew he could easily
even add that to his conquests whenever he pleased. The only obstacle he had to
fear in these his projects, was from his northern neighbours; but as the Maritime
Powers, and even the neighbouring princes in Germany, were then so intent upon
their war against France, that they seemed entirely neglectful of that of the North,
so there remained only Denmark and Poland to be jealous of. The former of these
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kingdoms had, ever since King William,? of glorious memory, compelled it to make -
peace with Holstein®* and, consequendy, with Sweden, enjoyed an uninterrupted
tranquillity, during which it had time, by a free trade and considerable subsidies
from the maritime powers, to enrich itself, and was in a condition, by joining itself
to Sweden, as it was its interest to do, to stop the Czar’s progresses, and timely to
prevent its own danger from them. The other, I mean Poland, was now quietly
under the Government of King Stanislaus, who, owing in a manner his crown to
the King of Sweden, could not, out of gratitude, as well as real concern for the
interest of his country, fail opposing the designs of a too aspiring neighbour. The
Czar was too cunning not to find out 2 remedy for all this;. he representéd to the
King of Denmark how low the King of Sweden was now brought, and how fair an
opportunity he had, during that Prince’s long absence, to clip entirely his wings,
and to aggrandise himself at his expense. In King Augustus he raised the long-hid
resentment for the loss of the Polish Crown, which he told him he might now
recover without the least difficulty. Thus, both these Princes were immediately
caught. The Danes declared war against Sweden without so much as a tolerable
pretence, and made a descent upon Schonen, where they were soundly beaten for
their pains. King Augustus re-entered Poland, where everything has ever since
continued in the greatest disorder, and that in a great measure owing to Muscovite
intrigues. It happened, indeed, that these new confederates, whom the Czar had
only drawn in to serve his ambition, became at first more necessary to his
preservation than he had thought; for the Turks, having declared a war agamnst
him, they hindered the Swedish arms from joining with them to attack him; but
that storm being soon over, through the Czar’s wise behaviour, and the avarice and
folly of the Grand Vizier,” he then made the intended use both of these his friends,
as well as of them he afterwards, through hopes of gain, persuaded into his
alliance, which was to lay all the burthen and hazard of the war upon them, in
order entirely to weaken them, together with Sweden, whilst he was preparing to
swallow the one after the other. He has put them on one difficult attempt after the
other; their armies have been considerably lessened by battles and long sieges,
whilst his own were either employed in easier conquests, and more profitable to
him, or kept at the vast expense of neutral princes—near enough at hand to come
up to demand a share of the booty without having struck a blow in getting it. His
behaviour has been as cunning at sea, where his fleet has always kept out of harm’s
way and at a great distance, whenever there was any likelihood of an engagement
between the Danes and the Swedes. He hoped, that when these two nations had
ruined one another’s fleets, his might then ride master in the Baltic. All this while
he had taken care to make his men improve, by the example of foreigners, and
under their command, in the art of war... His fleets will soon considerably
outnumber the Swedish and the Danish ones joined together. He need not fear
their being a hindrance from his giving a finishing stroke to this great and glorious
undertaking. Which done, let us look to ourselves; he will then most certainly become our
rival, and as dangerous to us as he is now neglected. We then may, perhaps, though too
late, call to mind what our own ministers and merchants have told us of his designs
of carrying on, alone, all the northern trade, and of getting all that from Turkey
and Persia into his hands, through the rivers which he is joining and making
navigable, from the Caspian, or the Black Sea, to his Petersburg. We shall then
wonder at our blindness that we did not suspect his designs when we heard the
prodigious works he has done at Petersburg and Revel; of which last place, the
Daily Courant, dated November 23, says:
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“‘HAGUE, Nov. 17.

“‘The captains of the men-of-war of the States, who have been at Revel, advise
that the Czar has put that port, and the fortifications of the place, into such a
condition of defence, that it may pass for one of the most considerable fortresses,
not only of the Baltic, but even of Europe.’

“Leave we him now, as to his sea affairs, commerce and manufactures, and
other works both of his policy and power; and let us view him in regard to his
proceedings in this last campaign, especially as to that so much talked of descent,
he, in conjunction with his allies, was to make upon Schonen, and we shall find,
that even therein he has acted with his usual cunning.5® There is no doubt but the
King of Denmark was the first that proposed this descent. He found that nothing
but a speedy end to a war he had so rashly and unjustly begun, could save his
country from ruin and from the bold attempts of the King of Sweden, either
against Norway, or against Zealand and Copenhagen. To treat separately with that
prince was a thing he could not do, as foreseeing that he would not part with an
inch of ground to so unfair an enemy; and he was afraid that a Congress for a
general peace, supposing the King of Sweden would consent to it upon the terms
proposed by his enemies, would draw the negotiations out beyond what the
situation of his affairs could bear. He invites, therefore, all his confederates to
make a home thrust at the King of Sweden, by a descent into his country, where,
having defeated him, as by the superiority of the forces to be employed in that
design he hoped they should, they might force him to an immediate peace on such
terms as they themselves pleased. I2 don’t know how far the rest of his
confederates came into that project; but neither the Prussian nor the Hanoverian
Court appeared openly in that project, and how far our English fleet, under Sir John
Norris, was to have forwarded it, I have nothing to say, but leave others to judge out of the
King of Denmark’s own declaration: but the Czar came readily into it. He got thereby
a new pretence to carry the war one campaign more at other people’s expense; to
march his troops into the Empire again, and to have them quartered and
maintained, first in Mecklenburg and then in Zealand. In the meantime he had
his eyes upon Wismar, and upon a Swedish island, called Gothland. If, by surprise,
he could get the first out of the hands of his confederates, he then had a good
seaport, whither to transport his troops when he pleased into Germany, without
asking the King of Prussia’s leave for a free passage through his territories; and if,
by a sudden descent, he could dislodge the Swedes out of the other, he then
became master of the best port in the Baltic. He miscarried, however, in both these
projects; for Wismar was too well guarded to be surprised; and he found his
confederates would not give him a helping hand towards conquering Gothland.
After this he began to look with another eye upon the descent to be made upon
Schonen. He found it equally contrary to his interest, whether it succeeded or not.
For if it did, and the King was thereby forced to a general peace, he knew his
interests therein would be Jeast regarded; having already notice enough of his
confederates being ready to sacrifice them, provided they got their own terms. If
he did not succeed, then, besides the loss of the flower of an army he had trained
and disciplined with so much care, as he very well foresaw that the English fleet
would hinder the King of Sweden from attempting anything against Denmark; so
he justly feared the whole shock would fall upon him, and he be thereby forced to
surrender all he had taken from Sweden. These considerations made him entirely
resolved not w0 make one of the descent; but he did not care to declare it till as late
as possible: first, that he might the longer have his troops maintained at the Danish
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expense; secondly, that it might be too late for the King of Denmark to demand
the necessary troops from his other confederates, and to make the descent without
him; and, lastly, that by putting the Dane to a vast expense in making necessary
preparations, he might still weaken him more, and, therefore, make him now the
more dependent on him, and hereafter a more easy prey.

“Thus he very carefully dissembles his real thoughts, till just when the descent
was to be made, and then he, all of a sudden, refuses joining it, and defers it till
next spring, with this averment, that he will then be as good as his word. But mark
him, as some of our newspapers tell us, under this restriction, unless he can get an
advantageous peace of Sweden. This passage, together with the common report we
now have of his treating a separate peace with the King of Sweden, is a new
instance of his cunning and policy. He has there two strings to his bow, of which
one must serve his turn. There is no doubt but the Czar knows that an
accommodation between him and the King of Sweden must be very difficult to
bring about. For as he, on the one side, should never consent to part with those
seaports, for the getting of which he began this war, and which are absolutely
necessary towards carrying on his great and vast designs; so the King of Sweden
would look upon it as directly contrary to his interest to yield up these same
seaports, if possibly he could hinder it. But then again: the Czar is so well
acquainted with the great and heroic spirit of his Swedish Majesty, that he does not
question his yielding, rather in point of interest, than nicety of honour. From
hence it is, he rightly judges, that his Swedish Majesty must be less exasperated
against him who, though he began an unjust war, has very often paid dearly for it,
and carried it on all along through various successes than against some
confederates; that taking an. opportunity of his Swedish Majesty’s misfortunes, fell
upon him in an ungenerous manner, and made a partition treaty of his provinces.
The Czar, still more to accommodate himself to the genius of his great enemy,
unlike his confederates, who, upon all occasions, spared no reflections and even
very unbecoming ones (bullying memorials and hectoring manifestoes), spoke all
along with the utmost civility of his brother Charles, as he calls him, maintains him
to be the greatest general in Europe, and even publicly avers, he will more trust a
word from him than the greatest assurances, oaths, nay, even treaties with his
confederates. These kind of civilities may, perhaps, make a deeper impression
upon the noble mind of the King of Sweden, and he be persuaded rather to
sacrifice a real interest to a generous enemy, than to gratify, in things of less
moment, those by whom he has been ill, and even inhumanly used. But if this
should not succeed, the Czar is still a gainer by having made his confederates
uneasy at these his separate negotiations; and as we find by the newspapers, the
more solicitous to keep him ready to their confederacy, which must cost them very
large proffers and promises. In the meantime he leaves the Dane and the Swede
securely bound up together in war, and weakening one another as fast as they can,
and he turns towards the Empire,57 and views the Protestant Princes there; and,
under many specious pretences, not only marches and counter-marches about their
several territories his troops that came back from Denmark, but makes also slowly
advance towards Germany those whom he has kept this great while in Poland,
under pretence to help the King? against his dissatisfied subjects, whose
commotions all the while he was the greatest fomenter of. He considers the
EmperorP is in war with the Turks,%8 and therefore has found, by too success-
ful experience, how little his Imperial Majesty is able to show his authority in
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protecting the members of the Empire. His troops remain in Mecklenburg,
notwithstanding their departure is highly insisted upon. His replies to all the
demands on that subject are filled with such reasons is if he would give new laws to
the Empire. -

“Now let us suppose that the King of Sweden should think it more honourable
to make a peace with the Czar, and to carry the force of his resentment against his
less generous enemies, what a stand will then the princes of the enipire, even those
that unadvisedly drew in 40,000 Muscovites, to secure the tranquillity of that
empire against 10,000 or 12,000 Swedes, I say what stand will they be able to make
against him while the Emperor is already engaged in war with the Turks; and the
Poles, when they are once in peace among themselves (if after the miseries of so
long a war they are in a condition to undertake anything),are by treaty obliged to
join their aids against that common enemy of Christianity.

“Some will say 1 make great and sudden rises from very small beginnings. My
answer is, that I would have such an objector look back and reflect why I show
him, from such a speck of entity, at his first origin, growing, through more
improbable and almost insuperable difficulties, to such a bulk as he has already
attained to, and whereby, as his advocates, the Duich themselves own, he is grown too
formidable for the repose, not only of his neighbours, but of Europe in general.

~ “But then, again, they will say he has no pretence either to make a peace with
the Swede separately from the Dane, or to make war upon other princes, some of
whom he is bound in alliance with. Whoever thinks these objections not answered
must have considered the Czar neither as to his nature nor to his ends. The Dutch
own further, that he made war against Sweden without any specious pretence. He that
made war without any specious pretence may ake a peace without any specious
pretence, and make a new war without any specious pretence for it too. His
Imperial Majesty (of Austria), like a wise Prince, when he was obliged to make war
with the Ottomans, made it, as in policy he should, powerfully. But, in the
meantime, may not the Czar, who is a wise and potent Prince too, follow the
example upon the neighbouring Princes round him that are Protestants? If he
should, I tremble to speak it, it is not impossible but in this age of Christianity the
Protestant religion should, in a great measure, be abolished; and that among the
Christians, the Greeks and Romans may once more come to be the only pretenders
for Universal Empire. The pure possibility carries with it warning enough for the
Maritime Powers, and all the other Protestant Princes, to mediate a peace for
Sweden, and strengthen her arms again, without which no preparations can put
them sufficiently upon their guard; and this must be done early and betimes, before
the King of Sweden, either out of despair or revenge, throws himself into the Czar’s hands.
For ’us a certain maxim (which all Princes ought, and the Czar seems at this time to
observe too much for the repose of Christendom) that the wise man must not stand
for ceremony, and only turn with opportunities. No, he must even run with them.
For the Czar’s part, I will venture to say so much in his commendation, that he will
hardly suffer himself to be overtaken that way. He seems to act just as the tide
serves. There is nothing which contributes more to the making our undertakings
prosperous than the taking of times and opportunities; for time carrieth with it the
seasons of opportunities of business. If you let them slip, all your designs are
rendered unsuccessful.

“In short, things seem now come to that crisis that peace should as soon as
possible, be procured to the Swede, with such advantageous articles as are
consistent with the nicety of his honour to accept, and with the safety of the
Protestant interest, that he should have offered to him, which can be scarce less
than all the possessions which he formerly had in the Empire. As in all other
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things, so in politics, a long-tried certainty must be preferred before an uncertainty,
tho’ grounded upon ever so probable suppositions. Now can there be anything
more certain, than that the provinces Sweden has had in the Empire, were given to
it to make it the nearer at hand and the better able to secure the Protestant inte-
rest, which, together with the liberties of the-Empire it just then had saved? Can there
be anything more certain than that that kingdom has, by those means, upon all
occasions, secured that said interest now near four-score years? Can there be
anything more certain than, as to his present Swedish Majesty, that I may use the
words of a letter her late Majesty, Queen Anne, wrote to him (Charles XII.), and
in the time of a Whig Ministry too, viz.: ‘That, as a true Prince, hero and Christian,
the chief end of his endeavours has been the promotion of the fear of God among
men; and that without insisting on his own particular interest.’

“On the other hand, is it not very uncertain whether those princes, who, by
sharing among them the Swedish provinces in the Empire, are now going to set up
as protectors of the Protestant interests there, exclusive of the Swedes, will be able
to do it? Denmark is already so low, and will in all appearance be so much lower
still before the end of the war, that very little assistance can be expected from it in
a great many years. In Saxony, the prospect is but too dismal under a popish
prince,%9 so that there remain only the two illustrious houses of Hanover and
Brandenburg of all the Protestant princes, powerful enough to lead the rest. Let us
therefore only make a parallel between what now happens in the Duchy of
Mecklenburg, and what may happen to the Protestant interest, and we shall soon
find how we may be mistaken in our reckoning. That said poor Duchy has been
most miserably ruined by the Muscovite troops, and it is still so; the Electors of
Brandenburg? and Hanover? are obliged, both as directors of the circle of Lower
Saxony, as neighbours, and Protestant Princes, to rescue a fellow state of the
Empire, and a Protestant country, from so cruel an oppression of a foreign power.
But pray what have they done? The Elector of Brandenburg, cautious lest the
Muscovites might on one side invade his electorate, and on the other side from
Livonia and Poland, his kingdom of Prussia; and the Elector of Hanover having the
same wise caution as to his hereditary countries, have not upon this, though very
pressing occasion, thought it for their interest, to use any other means than
representations. But pray with what success? The Muscovites are still in
Mecklenburg, and if at last they march out of it, it will be when the country is so
ruined that they cannot there subsist any longer.

“It seems the King of Sweden should be restored to all that he has lost on the
side of the Czar; and this appears the joint interest of both the Maritime Powers. This
may they please to undertake: Holland, because it is a maxim there that the Czar
grows too great, and must not be suffered to settle in the Baltic, and that Sweden
must not be abandoned; Great Britain, because, if the Czar compasses his vast and
prodigious views, he will, by the ruin and conquest of Sweden, become our nearer
and more dreadful neighbour. Besides, we are bound to it by a treaty concluded in
the year 1700,¢ between King William ¢ and the present King of Sweden, by virtue
of which King William assisted the King of Sweden, when in more powerful
circumstances, with all that he desired, with great sums of money, several hundred
pieces of cloth, and considerable quantities of gunpowder.

a Frederick William I., King of Prussia.— Fd.

b Georg-Ludwig, King of Great Britain from 1714 under the name of
George 1.— Ed.

< See this volume, pp. 65-73.— Ed.

4 William III.— Fd.
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“But some Politicians (whom nothing can make jealous of the growing strength and
abilities of the Czar, though they are even foxes and vulpones® in the art) either will not see,
or pretend they cannot see how the Czar can ever be able to make so great a progress
in power as to hurt us here in our island. To them it is easy to repeat the same
answer a hundred times over, if they would be so kind as to take it at last, viz., that
what has been may be again; and that they did not see how he could reach the height
of power, which he has already arrived at, after, I must confess, a very incredible
manner. Let those incredulous people look narrowly into the nature and the ends
and the designs of this great monarch; they will find that they are laid very deep,
and that his plans carry in them a prodigious deal of prudence and foresight, and
his ends are at the long run brought about by a kind of magic in policy; and will
they not after that own that we ought to fear everything from him? As he desires
that -the designs with which he labours may not prove abortive, so he does not
assign them a certain day of their birth, but leaves them to the natural productions
of fit times and occasions, like those curious artists in China, who temper the
mould this day, of which a vessel may be made a2 hundred years hence. N

“There is another sort of short-sighted politicians among us, who have more of
cunning court intrigue and immediate state-craft in them, than of true policy and
concern for their country’s interest. These gentlemen pin entirely their faith upon
other people’s sleeves; ask as to everything that is proposed to them, how it is liked
at Court?—what the opinion of their party is concerning it?—and if the contrary
party is for or against it? Hereby they rule their judgment, and it is enough for
their cunning leaders to brand anything with Whiggism or Jacobitism, for to make
these people, without any further inquiry into the matter, blindly espouse it or
oppose it. This, it seems, is at present the case of the subject we are upon.
Anything said or written in favour of Sweden and the King thereof, is immediately
said Lo come from a Jacobite pen, and thus reviled and rejected, without being read
or considered. Nay, I® have heard gentlemen go so far as to maintain publicly, and
with all the vehemence in the world, that the King of Sweden was a Roman Catholic,
and that the Czar was a good Protestant. This, indeed, is one of the greatest
misfortunes our country labours under, and till we begin to see with our own eyes,
and inquire ourselves into the truth of things, we shall be led away, God knows
whither, at last. The serving of Sweden according to our treaties and real interest
has nothing to do with our party causes. Instead of seeking for and taking hold of
any pretence to undo Sweden, we ought openly to assist it. Could our Protestant
succession have a better friend or a bolder champion?

“I shall conclude this discourse by thus shortly recapitulating what 1 have said.
That since the Czar has not only replied to the King of Denmark entreating the
contrary, but also answered our Admiral Norris, that he would persist in his
resolution to delay the descent upon Schonen, and is said by other newspapers to
resolve not to make it then, if he can have peace with Sweden; every Prince, and
we more particularly, ought to be jealous of his having some such design as I
mention in view, and consult how to prevent them, and to clip, in time, his too
aspiring wings, which cannot be effectually done, first, without the Maritime
Powers please to begin to keep him in some check and awe, and 'tis to be hoped a
certain potent nation, that has helped him forward, can, in some measure, bring
him back; and may then speak to this great enterpriser in the language of a
countryman in Spain, who coming to an image enshrined, the first making whereof
he could well remember, and not finding all the respectful usage he expected,—
‘You need not,” quoth he, ‘be so proud, for we have known you from a plum-tree.’

a An allusion to Ben Jonson’s comedy Volpone, or the Fox.—Ed.
b Carl Gyllenborg.— Ed.
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The next only way is to restore, by a peace, to the King of Sweden what he has
lost: that checks his (the Czar’s) power immediately, and on that side nothing else
can. I wish it may not at last be found true, that those who have been fighting
against that King, have, in the main, been fighting against themselves. If the Swede
ever has his dominions again, and lowers the high spirit of the Czar, still he may
say by his neighbours, as an old Greek hero? did, whom his countrymen constantly
sent into exile whenever he had done them a service, but were forced to call him
back to their aid, whenever they wanted success. ‘These people,” quoth he, ‘are
always using me like the palm-tree. They will be breaking my branches continually,
and yet, if there comes a storm, they run to me, and can’t find a better place for
shelter.” But if he has them not, I shall only exclaim a phrase out of Terence’s
Andria:

“Hoccine credibile est aut memorabile
“Tanta vecordia innata cuiquam ut siet,
“Ut malis gaudeant?®

4. PostscrIpT.—*I flatter myself that this little history is of that curious nature,
and on matters hitherto so unobserved, that I consider it, with pride, as a valuable
New Year’s gift to the present world: and that posterity will accept it, as the like,
for many years after, and read it over on that anniversary, and call it their Warning
Piece. 1 must have my Exegi-Monumentum¢ as well as others.”

4 Themistocles.— Ed.

b “How can you believe it, can you understand it, that anyone should be born
with so much stupidity in him that he would take pleasure in wickedness?”
(Terence, Andria, Act 1V, Scene 1).— Ed.

¢ Exegi monumenium (aere perennius)—*I have completed a monument more
lasting than brass™ (Horace, Odes, 111, XXX).— Fd.
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Chapter III

To understand a limited historical epoch, we must step beyond
its limits and compare it with other historical epochs. To judge
Governments and their acts, we must measure them by their own
times and the conscience of their contemporaries. Nobody will
condemn a British statesman of the 17th century for acting on a
belief in witchcraft, if he find Bacon himself ranging demonology
in the catalogue of science. On the other hand, if the Stanhopes,
the Walpoles, the Townshends, etc., were suspected, opposed, and
denounced in their own country, by their own contemporaries, as
tools or accomplices of Russia, it will no longer do to shelter their
policy behind the convenient screen of prejudice and ignorance
common to their time. At the head of the historical evidence we
have to sift, we place, therefore, long-forgotten English pamphlets
printed at the very time of Peter I. These preliminary piéces des
proces* we shall, however, limit to three pamphlets, which, from
three different points of view, illustrate the conduct of England
towards Sweden: the first, the Northern Crisis (given in Chap-
ter IL.), revealing the general system of Russia, and the dangers
accruing to England from the Russification of Sweden; the second,
* called The Defensive Treaty” judging the acts of England by the
treaty of 1700; and the third, entitled Truth is but Truth, however it
is Timed,”® proving that the new-fangled schemes which magnified
Russia into the paramount Power of the Baltic were in flagrant
opposition to the traditionary policy England had pursued during
the course of a whole century. ’

The pamphlet called The Defensive Treaty bears no date of
publication. Yet, in one passage it states that, for reinforcing the
Danish fleet, eight English men-of-war were left at Copenhagen
“the year before last,” and in another passage alludes to the
assembling of the confederate fleet for the Schonen expedition as

a Relevant documents.— Ed. )
b See this volume, pp. 65-73.— Ed.
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having occurred “last summer.” As the former event took place in
1715, and the latter towards the end of the summer of 1716, it is
evident that the pamphlet was written and published in the earlier
part of the year 1717. The Defensive Treaty between England and
Sweden, the single articles of which the pamphlet comments upon
in the form of queries, was concluded in 1700 between William III
and Charles XII, and was not .to expire before 1719. Yet, during
almost the whole of this period, we find England continually
assisting Russia and waging war against Sweden, either by secret
intrigue or open force, although the treaty was never rescinded
nor war ever declared. This fact is, perhaps, even less strange than
the conspiration de silence under which modern historians have
succeeded in burying it, and among them historians by no means
sparing of censure against the British Government of that time,
for having, without any previous declaration of war, destroyed the
Spanish fleet in the Sicilian waters.” But then, at least, England
was not bound to Spain by a defensive treaty. How, then, are we
to explain this contrary treatment of similar cases? The piracy
committed against Spain was one of the weapons which the Whig
Ministers, seceding from the Cabinet in 1717, caught hold of to
harass their remaining colleagues. When the latter stepped
forward in 1718, and urged Parliament to declare war against
Spain, Sir Robert Walpole rose from his seat in the Commons, and
in a most virulent speech, denounced the late ministerial acts

“as contrary to the laws of nations, and a breach of solemn treaties.” “Giving
sanction to them in the manner proposed,” he said, “could have no other view
than to screen ministers, who were conscious of having done.something amiss, and
who, having begun a war against Spain, would now make it the Parliament’s war.” 2

The treachery against Sweden and the connivance at the plans
of Russia, never happening to afford the ostensible pretext for a
family quarrel amongst the Whig rulers (they being rather
unanimous on these points), never obtained the honours of
historical criticism so lavishly spent upon the Spanish incident.

How apt modern historians generally are to receive their cue
from the official tricksters themselves, is best shown by their
reflections on the commercial interests of England with respect to
Russia and Sweden. Nothing has been more exaggerated than the
dimensions of the trade opened to Great Britain by the huge
market of the Russia of Peter the Great, and his immediate
successors. Statements bearing not the slightest touch of criticism,

4 Marx is quoting from {Ph. H.] Mahon’s book History of England from the Peace
of Utrecht to the Peace of Aix-la-Chapelle, Vol. 1, p. 487 — Ed.
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have been allowed to creep from one book-shelf to another, till
they became at last historical household furniture, to be inherited
by every successive historian, without even the beneficium inven-
tarii* Some incontrovertible statistical figures” will suffice to blot
out these hoary common-places.

British Commerce from 1697-1700.

£
Export to Russia.....ccocccovviviiiiiiiiniiiciieenccinns 58,884
Import from Russia .......cccveiniiniinvinininiien, 112,252
Total .ccovciiiiiiiiiiiiricen 171,136
) £
Export to Sweden ........cocvviiiiniiiiniiiinnennee 57,555
Import from Sweden ... 212,094
Total 269,649
During the same period the total
£
Export of England amounted to..........cccoeevinennean 3,525,906
IMPOTE oo 3,482,586
g 7,008,492

In 1716, after all the Swedish provinces in the Baltic, and on the
Gulfs of Finland and Bothnia, had fallen into the hands of
Peter 1., the ‘

£
Export to Russia was.... 113,154
Import from Russia ......c.cccoviiviiiiiicniiniecseneennene 197,270
Total .oooevereeeiiiiieeeereeens 310,424
Export to Sweden ... 24,101
Import from Sweden 136,959
Total .o 161,060

At the same time, the total of English exports and imports
together reached about £10,000,000. It will be seen from these
figures, when compared with those of 1697-1700, that the increase
in the Russian trade is balanced by the decrease in the Swedish
trade, and that what was added to the one was abstracted from the
other. In 1730, the

2 Benefit of inventory—an heir’s privilege of securing himself against unlimited
liability for his ancestor by giving up within a year an inventory of his heritage or
real estate, to the extent of which alone he was liable.— Ed.
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£
Export to RUsSSia Was........cooveeeeeriierninsnueneeasennnennns 46,275
Import from Russia 258,802
305,077

Fifteen years, then, after the consolidation in the meanwhile of
the Muscovite settlement on the Baltic, the British trade with
Russia had fallen off by £5,347. The general trade of England
reaching in 1730 the sum of £16,329,001; the Russian trade

1 . . .
amounted not yet to 5 rd of its total value. Again, thirty years

later, in 1760, the account between Great Britain and Russia
stands thus:

£
Import from Russia (in 1760) 536,504
EXport to RUSSIA ...ocevviiiiiieiciiere 39,7612
Total ..eeecieiiiecreieeciesreeeen, 576,265

while the general trade of England amounted to £26,361,760.
Comparing these figures with those of 1716, we find that the total
of the Russian commerce, after nearly half a century, has
increased by the trifling sum of only £265,841. That England
suffered positive loss by her new commercial relations with Russia
under Peter 1. and Catherine 1., becomes evident on comparing,
on the one side, the export and import figures, and on the other,
the sums expended on the frequent naval expeditions to the Baltic
which England undertook during the lifetime of Charles XII., in
order to break down his resistance to Russia, and, after his death,
on the professed necessity of checking the maritime encroach-
ments of Russia.

Another glance at the statistical data given for the years 1697,
1700, 1716, 1730, and 1760, will show that the British export trade
to Russia, was continually falling off, save in 1716, when Russia
engrossed the whole Swedish trade on the eastern coast of the
Baltic, and the Gulf of Bothnia, and had not yet found the
opportunity of subjecting it to her own regulations. From £58,884,
at which the British exports to Russia stood during 1697-1700,
when Russia was still precluded from the Baltic, they had sunk to
£46,275 in 1730, and to £39,761 in 1760, showing a decrease of
£19,123, or about '/3rd of their original amount in 1700. If, then,

2 A. Anderson has: import—£474,680, export—£38,710 (Vol. 1V, p. 42).—
Ed.
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since the absorption of the Swedish provinces by Russia, the
British market proved expanding for Russian raw produce, the
Russian market, on its side, proved straitening for British
manufactures, a feature of that trade which could hardly
recommend it at a time when the Balance of Trade doctrine™
ruled supreme. To trace the circumstances which produced the
increase of the Anglo-Russian trade under Catherine II., would
lead us too far from the period we are considering.

On the whole, then, we arrive at the following conclusions:
during the first sixty years of the eighteenth century the total
Anglo-Russian trade formed but a very diminutive fraction of the
general trade of England, say less than !/4th; its sudden increase
during the earliest years of Peter’s sway over the Baltic did not at
all affect the general balance of British trade, as it was a simple
transfer from its Swedish account to its Russian account. In the
later times of Peter 1., as well as under his immediate successors,
Catherine I. and Anne, the Anglo-Russian trade was positively
declining; during the whole epoch, dating from the final
settlement of Russia in the Baltic provinces, the export of British
manufactures to Russia was continually falling off, so that at its
end it stood one-third lower than at its beginning, when that trade
was still confined to the port of Archangel; neither the contem-
poraries of Peter I, nor the next British generation reaped any
benefit from the advancement of Russia to the Baltic. In general
the Baltic trade of Great Britain was at that time trifling in regard
of the capital involved, but important in regard of its character. It
afforded England the raw produce for its maritime stores. That
from the latter point of view the Baltic was in safer keeping in the
hands of Sweden than in those of Russia, was not only proved by
the pamphlets we are reprinting, but fully understood by the
British Ministers themselves. Stanhope writing, fo. instance, to
Townshend on October 16th, 1716 '

“It is certain that if the Czar? be let alone three years, he will be absolute master in
those seas.” *

* In the year 1657, when the Courts of Denmark and Brandenburg intended
engaging the Muscovites to fall upon Sweden, they instructed their Minister so to
manage the affair that the Czar might by no means get any footing in the Baltic,
because “they did not know what to do with so troublesome a neighbour.” (See
Puffendorf’s History of Brandenburg.’*)

a Marx is quoting from [Ph. H.] Mahon’s book History of England..., Vol. I,
p- 342.—Ed.
b Alexei Mikhailovich.— Ed.
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If, then, neither the navigation nor the general commerce of
England was interested in the treacherous support given to Russia
against Sweden, there existed, indeed, one small fraction of British
merchants whose interests were identical with the Russian ones—
the Russian Trade Company.” It was this gentry that raised a cry
against Sweden. See, for instance: “Several grievances of the
English merchants in their trade into the dominions of the King of
Sweden, whereby it does appear how dangerous it may be for the
English nation to depend on Sweden only for the supply of the
naval stores, when they might be amply furnished with the like
stores from the dominions of the Emperor of Russia.” “The case
of the merchants trading to Russia” (a petition to Parliament™),
etc. It was they who in the years 1714, 1715, and 1716, regularly
assembled twice a week before the opening of Parliament, to draw
up in public meetings the complaints of the British merchantmen
against Sweden. On this small fraction the ministers relied; they
were even busy in getting up its demonstrations, as may be séen
from the letters addressed by Count Gyllenborg to Baron Gortz,
dated 4th of November and 4th of December, 1716, wanting, as
they did, but the shadow of a pretext to drive their “mercenary
Parliament,” as Gyllenborg calls it, where they liked. The influence
of these British merchants trading to Russia was again exhibited in
the year 1765, and our own times have witnessed the working for
his interest, of a Russian merchant® at the head of the Board of
Trade, and of a Chancellor of the Exchequer® in the interest of a
cousin engaged in the Archangel trade.”

The oligarchy which, after the “glorious revolution,” ”® usurped
wealth and power at the cost of the mass of the British people,
was, of course, forced to look out for allies, not only abroad, but
also at home. The latter they found in what the French would call
la haute bourgeoisie,' as represented by the Bank of England, the
money-lenders, state creditors, East India and other trading
corporations, the great manufacturers, etc. How tenderly they
managed the material interests of that class, may be learned from
the whole of their domestic legislation—Bank Acts, Protectionist
enactments, Poor Regulations, etc. As to their foreign policy, they
wanted to give it the appcarance at least of being altogether

78

2 [C. Gyllenborg,] Letters which passed between Count Gyllenborg, the barons Goriz,
Sparre and others..., pp. 6-8, 17.— Ed.

b Edward Cardwell.— Ed.

¢ William Ewart Gladstone.— Ed.

4 Big bourgeoisie.— Ed. '
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regulated by the mercantile interest, an appearance the more
easily to be produced, as the exclusive interest of one or the other
small fraction of that class would, of course, be always easily
identified with this or that ministerial measure. The interested
fraction then raised the commerce and navigation cry, which the
nation stupidly re-echoed.

At that time, then, there devolved on the Cabinet, at least, the
onus of inventing mercantile pretexts, however futile, for their
measures of foreign policy. In our own epoch, British Ministers
have thrown this burden on foreign nations, leaving to the French,
the Germans, etc., the irksome task of discovering the secret and
hidden mercantile springs of their actions. Lord Palmerston, for
instance, takes a step apparently the most damaging to the
material interests of Great Britain. Up starts a State philosopher,
on the other side of the Atantic, or of the Channel, or in the
heart of Germany,” who puts his head to the rack to dig out the
mysteries of the mercantile Machiavellism of “perfide Albion,” of
which Palmerston is supposed the unscrupulous and unflinching
executor. We will, en passant, show, by a few modern instances,
what desperate shifts those foreigners have been driven to, who
feel themselves obliged to interpret Palmerston’s acts by what they
imagine to be the English commercial policy. In his valuable
Histoire Politique et Sociale des Principautés Danubiennes, M. Elias
Regnault, startled by the Russian conduct, before and during the
years 1848-49, of Mr. Colghoun, the British Consul at Bucharest,
suspects that England had some secret material interest in keeping
down the trade of the Principalities. The late Dr. Cunibert, private
physician of old Milosh, in his most interesting account of the
Russian intrigues in Servia, gives a curious relation of the manner
in which Lord Palmerston, through the instrumentality of Colonel
Hodges, betrayed Milosh to Russia by feigning to support him
against her.” Fully believing in the personal integrity of Hodges,
and the patriotic zeal of Palmerston, Dr. Cunibert is found to go a
step further than M. Elias Regnault. He suspects England of being
‘interested in putting down Turkish commerce generally. General
Mieroslawski, in his last work on Poland,” is not very far from
intimating that mercantile Machiavellism instigated England to
sacrifice her own prestige in Asia Minor, by the surrender of

2 B. S. Cunibert, Essai historique sur les révolutions et Uindépendance de la Servie
depuis 1804 jusqu'a 1850, t. 1I, pp. 303-523.— Ed.

b Presumably this refers to L. Mieroslawski’s book: De la Nationalité polonaise
dans Véquilibre européen.— Ed.
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Kars.® As a last instance may serve the present lucubrations of
the Paris papers, hunting after the secret springs of commercial
jealousy, which induce Palmerston to oppose the cutting of the
Isthmus of Suez canal.®

To return to our subject. The mercantlle pretext hit upon by
the Townshends, Stanhopes, etc., for the hostile demonstrations
against Sweden, was the following. Towards the end of 1713,
Peter I. had ordered all the hemp and other produce of his
dominions, destined for export, to be carried to St. Petersburg
instead of Archangel. Then the Swedish Regency, during the
absence of Charles XII., and Charles XII. himself, after his return
from Bender, declared all the Baltic ports, occupied by the
Russians, to be blockaded. Consequently, English ships, breaking
through the blockade, were confiscated. The English Ministry then
asserted that British merchantmen had the right of trading to
those ports, according to Article XVII. of the Defensive Treaty of
1700, by which English commerce, with the exception of
contraband of war, was allowed to go on with ports of the enemy.
The absurdity and falsehood of this pretext being fully exposed in
the pamphlet we are about to reprint, we will only remark that the
case had been more than once decided against commercial nations,
not bound, like England, by treaty to defend the integrity of the
Swedish Empire. In the year 1561, when the Russians took
Narva,®® and laboured hard to establish their commerce there, the
Hanse towns, chiefly Liibeck, tried to possess themselves of this
traffic. Eric XIV., then King of Sweden, resisted their pretensions.
The city of Liibeck represented this resistance as altogether new,
as they had carried on their commerce with the Russians time out
of mind, and pleaded the common right of nations to navigate in
the Baltic, provided their vessels carried no contraband of war.
The King replied that he did not dispute the Hanse towns the
liberty of trading with Russia, but only with Narva, which was no
Russian port. In the year 1579 again, the Russians having broken
the suspension of arms with Sweden, the Danes likewise claimed
the navigation to Narva, by virtue of their treaty, but King John
was as firm, in maintaining the contrary, as was his brother Eric.

In her open demonstrations of hostility against the King of
Sweden, as well as in the false pretence on which they were
founded, England seemed only to follow in the track of Holland,
which declaring the confiscation of its ships to be piracy, had
issued two proclamations against Sweden in 1714,

a See this volume, pp. 65-73.— Ed.
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In one respect, the case of the States-General was the same as
that of England. King William had concluded the “Defensive
Treaty as well for Holland as for England. Besides, Article XVI.,
in the Treaty of Commerce, concluded between Holland and
Sweden, in 1703, expressly stipulated that no navigation.ought to
be allowed to the ports blocked up by either of the confederates.
The then common Dutch cant that “there was no hindering
traders from carrying their merchandise where they will;” was the
more imPudent as, during the war, ending with the Peace of
Ryswick,” the Dutch Republic had declared all France to be
blocked up, forbidden the neutral powers all trade with that
kingdom, and caused all their ships that went there or came
thence to be brought up without any regard to the nature of their
cargoes.

In another respect, the situation of Holland was different from
that of England. Fallen from its commercial and maritime -
grandeur, Holland had then already entered upon its epoch of
decline. Like Genoa and Venice, when new roads of commerce
had dispossessed them of their old mercantile supremacy, it was
forced to lend out to other nations its capital, grown too large for
the vessels of its own commerce. Its fatherland had begun to lie
there where the best interest for its capital was paid. Russia,
therefore, proved an immense market, less for the commerce,
than for the outlay of capital and men. To this moment Holland
has remained the banker of Russia. At the time of Peter, they
supplied Russia with ships, officers, arms and money, so that his
fleet, as a contemporary writer remarks, ought to have been called
a Dutch, rather than a Muscovite one.* They gloried in having
sent the first European merchant ship to St. Petersburg, and
returned the commercial privileges they had obtained from Peter,
or hoped to obtain from him, by that fawning meanness which
characterises their intercourse with Japan. Here, then, was quite
another solid foundation than in England for the Russianism of
statesmen, whom Peter I. had entrapped during his stay at
Amsterdam and the Hague in 1697, whom he afterwards directed
by his ambassadors, and with whom he renewed his personal
influence during his renewed stay at Amsterdam in 1716-17. Yet,
if the paramount. influence England exercised over Holland
during the first decennia of the eighteenth century be considered,
there can remain no doubt that the proclamations against Sweden
by the States-General would never have been issued, if not with
the previous consent and at the instigation of England. The
intimate connection between the English and Dutch Governments
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served more than once the former to put up precedents in the
name of Holland, which they were resolved to act upon in the
name of England. On the other hand, it is no less certain that the
Dutch statesmen were employed by the Czar to influence the
British ones. Thus Horace Walpole, the brother of the “Father of
Corruption,”® the brother-in-law of the Minister, Townshend,
and the British Ambassador at the Hague during 1715-16, was
evidently inveigled into the Russian interest by his Dutch friends.
Thus, as we shall see by-and-by, Theyls, the Secretary to the
Dutch Embassy at Constantinople, at the most critical period of
the deadly struggle between Charles XII. and Peter 1., managed
affairs at the same time for the Embassies of England and Holland
at the Sublime Porte. This Theyls, in a print of his?, openly claims
it as a merit with his nation to have been the devoted and
rewarded agent of Russian intrigue.

“THE DEFENSIVE TREATY CONCLUDED IN THE YEAR 1700, BETWEEN HIS
LATE MAJESTY, KING WILLIAM, OF EVER-GLORIOUS MEMORY, AND
HIS PRESENT SWEDISH MAJESTY, KING CHARLES XII. PUBLISHED AT
THE EARNEST DESIRE OF SEVERAL MEMBERS OF BOTH HOUSES OF
PARLIAMENT.86

‘Nec rumpite foedera pacis,
Nec regnis praeferte fidem.’

Silius, Lib. II®
London

“Article 1. Establishes between the Kings of Sweden and England ‘a sincere and
constant friendship for ever, a league and good correspondence, so that they shall
never mutually or separately nolest one another’s kingdoms, provinces, colonies, or
subjects. wheresoever situated, nor shall they suffer or agree that this should be done by
others, etc.

“Article 11. ‘Moreover, each of the Allies, his heirs and successors, shall be
obliged to take care of, and promote, as much as in him lies, the profit and honour
of the other, to detect and give notice to his other ally (as soon as it shall come to
his own knowledge) of all imminent dangers, conspiracies, and hostile designs
formed against him, to withstand them as much as possible, and to prevent them
both by advice and assistance; and therefore it shall not be lawful for either of the
Allies, either by themselves or any other whatsoever, to act, treat, or endeavour anything to
the prejudice or loss of the other, his lands or dominions whatsoever or wheresoever,
whether by land or sea; that one shall in no wise favour the other’s foes, either
rebels or enemies, to the prejudice of his Ally,” etc.

“Query 1. How the words marked in italics agree with our present conduct,
when our fleet acts in conjuction with the enemies of Sweden, the Czar commands

4 W. Theyls, Mémoires pour servir a Uhistoire de Charles X1I, roi de Suéde.—Ed.
b “Neither break peace treaties, nor prefer allegiance to kingdoms” (Silius
Italicus, De secundo bello punico, Lib. 1I).— Ed.
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'our fleet, our Admiral® enters into Councils of War, and is not only privy to all their
designs, but together with our own Minister at Copenhagen® (as the King of Denmark ¢
has himself owned it in a public declaration), pushed on the Northern Confederates to
an enterprise entirely destructive to our Ally Sweden, I mean the descent designed last
summer upon Schonen?

“Query II. In what manner we also must explain that passage in the first article
by which it is stipulated that one Ally shall not either by themselves or any other
whatsoever, act, treat, or endeavour anything to the loss of the other’s lands and
dominions; to justify in particular our leaving in the year 1715, even when the
season was so far advanced as no longer to admit of our usual pretence of
convoying and protecting our trade, which was then got already safe home, eight
men-of-war in the Baltic, with orders to join in one line of battle with the Danes,
whereby we made them so much superior in number to the Swedish fleet, that it
could not come to the relief of Stralsund, and whereby we chiefly occasioned
‘Sweden’s entirely losing its German Provinces, and even the extreme danger his Swedish
Majesty ran, in his own person, in crossing the sea, before the surrender of the town.

“Article 11I. By a special defensive treaty, the Kings of Sweden and England
mutually oblige themselves, ‘in a strict alliance, to defend one another mutually, as
well as their kingdoms, territories, provinces, states, subjects, possessions, as their
rights and liberties of navigation and commerce, as well in the Northern,
Deucalidonian, Western, and Britannic Sea. commonly called the Channel, the
Baltic, the Sound; as also of the- privileges and prerogatives of each of thé Allies
belonging to them, by virtue of treaties and agreements, as well as by received
customs, the laws of nations, hereditary right, against any aggressors or invaders
and molesters in Europe by sea or land, etc’

“Query. 1t being by the law of nations an indisputable right and prerogative of
any king or people, in case of a great necessity, or threatening ruin, to use all such
means they themselves shall judge most necessary for their preservation; it having
moreover been a constant prerogative and practice of the Swedes, for these several
hundred years, in case of a war with their most dreadful enemies the Muscovites,
to hinder all wade with them in the Baltic; and since it is also stipulated in this
article that amongst other things, one Ally ought to defend the prerogatives belonging to
the other, even by received customs, and the law of nations: how come we now, the King
of Sweden stands more than ever in need of using that prerogative, not only
to dispute it, but also to take thereof a pretence for an open hostility against
him?

“Articles IV., V., VI, and VII,, fix the strength of the auxiliary forces, England
and Sweden are to send each other in case the territory of either of these powers
should be invaded, or its navigation ‘molested or hindered’ in one of the seas
enumerated in Article II1. The invasion of the German provinces of Sweden is
expressly included as a casus foederis.

“Article VIIL. Stipulates that that Ally who is not attacked shall first act the part
of a pacific mediator; but, the mediation having proved a failure, ‘the aforesaid
forces shall be sent without delay; nor shall the confederates desist before the
injured party shall be satisfied in all things.’

“ Article TX. That Ally that requires the stipulated ‘help, has to choose whether
he will have the above-named army either all or any [part of it],either in soldiers,
ships, ammunition, or money.’

2 John Norris.— Ed.
b Alexander Campbell.— Ed.
¢ Frederick IV.— Ed.
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“Article X. Ships and armies serve under ‘the command of him that required
them.’

“Article XI. ‘But if it should happen that the above-mentioned forces should
not be proportionable to the danger, as supposing that perhaps the aggressor
should be assisted by the forces of some other confederates of his, then one of the
Allies. after previous request, shall be obliged to help the other that is injured,
with greater forces, such as he shall be able to raise with safety and convenience,
both by sea and land....’

“Article XII. ‘It shall be lawful for either of the Allies and their subjects to
bring their men-of-war into one another’s harbours, and to winter there.” Peculiar
negotiations about this point shall take place at Stockholm, but ‘in the meanwhile,
the articles of treaty concluded at London, 1661, relating to the navigation and
commerce shall remain, in their full force, as much as if they were inserted here
word for word.’

“Article XIII. ‘... The subjects of either of the Allies ... shall no way, either by
sea or land, serve them (the enemies of either of the Allies), either as mariners or
soldiers, and therefore it shall be forbid them upon severe penalty.’

“Article XVI.2 ‘If it happens that either of the confederate kings ... should be
engaged in a war against a common enemy, or be molested by any other
neighbouring king ... in his own kingdoms or provinces ... to the hindering of
which, he that requires help, may by the force of this treaty, himself be obliged to
send help: then that Ally so molested, shall not be obliged to send the promised
help....’

“Query 1. Whether in our conscience we don’t think the King of Sweden most
unjustly attacked by all his enemies; whether consequently we are not convinced
that we owe him the assistance stipulated in these Articles; whether he has not
demanded the same from us, and whv it has hitherto been refused him?

“Query II. These articles, setting forth in the most expressing terms, in what
manner Great Britain and Sweden ought to assist one another, can either of these
two Allies take upon him to prescribe to the other who requires his assistance, a
way of lending him it, not expressed in the treaty; and if that other Ally does not
think it for his interest to accept of the same, but still insists upon the performance
of the treaty, can he from thence take a pretence, not only to withhold the
stipulated assistance, but also to use his Ally in a hostile way, and to join with his
enemies against him? If this is not justifiable, as even common sense tells us it is
not, how can the reason stand good, which we allege amongst others, for using the
King of Sweden as we do, id est, that demanding a literal performance of his
alliance with us, he would not accept the treaty of neutrality for his German provinces,
which we proposed to hin some years ago, a treaty which, not to mention its
partiality in favour of the enemies of Sweden, and that it was calculated only for our
own interest, and for to prevent all disturbance in the empire, whilst we were
engaged in a war against France,%” the King of Sweden had so much less reason to
rely upon, as he was to conclude it with those very enemies, that had every one of
them broken several treaties in beginning the present war against him, and as it
was to be guaranteed by those powers, who were also every one of them guarantees
of the broken treaties, without having performed their guarantee?

“Query I11. How can we make the words in the 8th Article,” that in assisting our
injured Ally we shall not desist before he shall be satisfied in «ll things, agree with our
endeavouring, to the contrary, to help the enemies of that Prince, though all unjust

4 The newspaper has mistakenly XIV.— Ed.
b The newspaper has mistakenly 7th.— Ed.
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aggressors, not only to take one province after the other from him, but also to
remain undisturbed possessors thereof, blaming all along the King of Sweden for
not tamely submitting thereunto?

“Query IV. The treaty concluded in the year 1661, between Great Britain and
Sweden, being in the 12th? Articde confirmed, and the said treaty forbidding
expressly one of the confederates either himself or his subjects to lend or to sell to the
other’s enemies, men-of-war or ships of defence; the 13th Article of this present treaty
forbidding also expressly the subjects of either of the Allies to help any ways the
enemies of the other, to the inconvenience and loss of such an Ally; should we not have
accused the Swedes of the most notorious breach of this treaty, had they, during
our late war with the French, lent them their own fleet, the better to execute any
design of theirs against us,.or had they, notwithstanding our representations to the
contrary, suffered their subjects to furnish the French with ships of 50, 60, and 70
guns! Now, if we turn the tables, and remember upon how many occasions our
fleet has of late been entirely subservient to the designs of the enemies of Sweden,
even in most critical times, and that the Czar of Muscovy has actually above a dozen
English-built ships in his fleet, will it not be very difficult for us to excuse in
ourselves what we should most certainly have blamed, if done by others?

“Article XVII. The obligation shall not be so far extended, as that all
friendship and mutual commerce with the enemies of that Ally (that requires the
help) shall be taken away; for supposing that one of the confederates should send
his auxiliaries, and should not be engaged in the war himself, it shall then be lawful
for the subjects to trade and commerce with that enemy of that Ally that is
engaged in the war, also directly and safely to merchandise with such enemies, for
all goods not expressly forbid and called contraband, as in a special treaty of
commerce hereafter shall be appointed.

“Query 1. This Article being the only one out of twenty-two whose performance
we have now occasion to insist upon from the Swedes, the question will be whether
we ourselves, in regard to Sweden, have performed all the other articles as it was
our part to do, and whether in demanding of the King of Sweden the executing of
this Article, we have promised that we would also do our duty as to all the rest; if
not, may not the Swedes say that we complain unjustly of the breach of one single
Article, when we ourselves may perhaps be found guilty of having in the most
material points, either not executed, or even acted against the whole treaty?

“Query 1I. Whether the liberty of commerce one Ally is, by virtue of this
Article, to enjoy with the other’s enemies, ought to have no limitation at all,.neither
as to time nor place; in short, whether it ought even to be extended so far as to
destroy the very end of this Treaty, which is the promoting the safety and security
of one another’s kingdoms?

“Query I11. Whether in case the French had in the late wars made themselves
masters of Ireland or Scotland, and either in new-made seaports, or the old ones,
endeavoured by trade still more firmly to establish themselves in their new
conquests, we, in such a case, should have thought the Swedes our true allies and
friends, had they insisted upon this Article to trade with the French in the said
seaports taken from us, and to furnish them there with several necessaries of war,
nay, even with armed ships, whereby the French mlﬂght the easier have annoyed us
here in England?

“Query IV. Whether, if we had gone about to hinder a trade, so prejudicial to
us, and in order thereunto, brought up all Swedish ships going to the said seaports,
we should not highly have exclaimed against the Swedes, had they taken from

2 The newspaper has mistakenly 11th.— Ed.
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thence a pretence to join their fleet with the French, to occasion the losing of any
of our dominions and even to encourage the invasion upon us, have their fleet at
hand to promote the same?

“Query V. Whether upon an impartial examination, this would not have been a
case exactly parallel to that we insist upon, as to a Free Trade to the seaports the
Czar has taken from Sweden, and to our present behaviour, upon the King of
Sweden’s hindering the same?

“Query VI. Whether we have not ever since Oliver Cromwell’s time, till 1710, in
all our wars with France and Holland, without any urgent necessity at all, brought
up and confiscated Swedish ships, though not going to any prohibited ports, and
that to a far greater number and value, than all those the Swedes have now taken
from us, and whether the Swedes have ever taken a pretence from thence, to join
with our enemies, and to send whole squadrons of ships to their assistance?

“Query VII. Whether, if we inquire narrowly into the state of commerce, as it
has been carried on for these many years, we shall not find that the trade of the
above-mentioned places was not so very necessary to us, at least not so far as to be
put into the balance with the preservation of a Protestant confederate nation, much
less to give us a just reason to make war against that nation, which, though not declared,
has done it more harm than the united efforts of all its enemies?

“Query VIII. Whether, if it happened two years ago, that this trade became
something more necessary to us than formerly, it is not easily proved, that it was
occasioned only by the Czar’s forcing us out of our old channel of trade to
Archangel, and bringing us to Petersburg, and our complying therewith. So that all
the inconveniences we laboured under upon that account, ought to have been laid
to the Czar’s door, and not to the King of Sweden’s?

“Query 1X. Whether the Czar did not in the very beginning of 1715 again
permit us to trade our old way to Archangel, and whether our ministers had not
notice thereof a great while before our fleet was sent that year to protect our trade
to Petersburg, which by this alteration in the Czar’s resolution was become as
unnecessary for us as before?

“Query X. Whether the King of Sweden had not declared, that if we would
forbear trading to Petersburg, etc., which he looked upon as ruinous to his kingdom,
he would in no manner disturb our trade, neither in the Baltic nor anywhere else;
but that in case we would not give him this slight proof of our friendship, he
should be excused if the innocent came to suffer with the guilty?

“Query XI. Whether, by our insisting upon the trade to the ports prohibited by
the King of Sweden, which besides its being unnecessary to us, hardly makes -one
part in ten of that we carry on in the Baltic, we have not drawn upon us the
hazards that our trade has run all this while, been ourselves the occasion of our
great expenses in fitting out fleets for its protection, and by our joining with the
enemies of Sweden, fully justified his Swedish Majesty’s resentment; had it ever
gone so far as to seize and confiscate without distinction all our ships and effects,
wheresoever he found them, either within or without his kingdoms?

“Query X1I. If we were so tender of our trade to the northern ports in general,
ought we not in policy rather to have considered the hazard that trade runs by the
approaching ruin of Sweden, and by the Czar’s becoming the whole and sole master of
the Baltic, and all the naval stores we want from thence? Have we not also suffered
greater hardships and losses in the said trade from the Czar, than that amounting
only to sixty odd thousand pounds (whereof, by the way, two parts in three may
perhaps be disputable), which provoked us first to send twenty men-of-war in the
Baltic with order to attack the Swedes wherever they met them? And yet, did not
this very Czar, this very aspiring and dangerous prince, last summer command the

4*
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whole confederate fleet, as it was called, of which our men-of-war made the most
considerable part? The first instance that ever was of a Foreign Potentate having the
command given him of the English fleet, the bulwark of our nation; and did not our said
men-of-war afterwards convey his” (the Czar’s) “transport ships and troops on
board of them, in their return from Zealand, protecting them from the Swedish fleet,
which else would have made a considerable havoc amongst them?

“Query XIII. Suppose now, we had on the contrary taken hold of the great and
many complaints our merchants have made, of the ill-usage they meet from the
Czar, to have sent our fleet to show our resentment against that prince, to prevent
his great and pernicious designs even to us, to assist Sweden pursuant to this Treaty,
and effectually to restore the peace in the North, would not that have been more
for our interest, more necessary, more honourable and just, and more according to
our Treaty; and would not the several 100,000 pounds these our Northern
expeditions have cost the nation, have been thus better employed?

“Query XIV. If the preserving and securing our trade against the Swedes, had
been the only and real object of all our measures, as to the Northern affairs, how
came we the year before the last to leave eight men-of-war in the Baltic and at
Copenhagen, when we had no more trade there to protect, and how came Admiral
Norris last summer, although he and the Dutch together made up the number of
twenty-six men-of-war, and consequently were too strong for the Swedes, to
attempt anything against our trade under their convoy; yet to lay above two whole
months of the best season in the Sound, without convoying our and the Dutch
merchantmen to the several ports they were bound for, whereby they were kept in
the Baltic so late that their return could not but be very hazardous, as it even
proved, both to them and our men-of-war themselves? Will not the world be apt to
think that the hopes of forcing the King of Sweden to an inglorious and
disadvantageous peace, by which the Duchies of Bremen and Verden ought to be
added to the Hanover dominions, or that some other such view, foreign, if not
contrary, to the true and old interest of Great Britain, had then a greater influence
upon all these our proceedings than the pretended care of our trade?

“Article XVIII. ‘For as much as it seems convenient for the preservation of the
liberty of navigation and commerce in the Baltic Sea, that a firm and exact
friendship should be kept between the Kings of Sweden and Denmark and whe-
reas the former Kings of Sweden and Denmark? did oblige themselves mutually,
not only by the public Articles of Peace made in the camp of Copenhagen, on the
27th of May, 1660 and by the ratifications of the agreement interchanged on both
sides, sacredly and inviolably to observe all and every one of the clauses
comprehended in the said agreement, but also declared together to ... Charles II.,
King of Great Britain ... a little before the treaty concluded between England and
Sweden in the year 1665, that they would stand sincerely ... to all ... of the Articles
of the said peace ... whereupon Charles II., with the approbation and consent of
both the forementioned Kings of Sweden and Denmark, took upon himself a little
after the Treaty concluded between England and Sweden, Ist March, 1665, to wit
9th October, 1665, guarantee of the same agreements... Whereas an instrument of
peace between ... the Kings of Sweden and Denmark ¢ happened to be soon after
these concluded at Lunden in Schonen, in 1679, which contains an express
transaction, and repetition, and confirmation of the Treaties concluded at Roskild,
Copenhagen, and Westphalia 88; therefore ... the King of Great Britain binds

2 Charles XI and Frederick 111.— Ed.
b The newspaper has mistakenly 1610.— Ed.
¢ Charles XI and Christian V.— Ed.
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himself by the force of this Treaty... that if either of the Kings of Sweden and
Denmark shall consent to the violation, either of all the agreements, or of one or
more articles comprehended in them, and consequently if either of the Kings shall
to the prejudice of the person, provinces, territories, islands, goods, dominions and
rights of the other, which by the force of the agreements so often repeated, and
made in the camp of Copenhagen, on the 27th of May, 1660, as also of those made
in the ... peace at Lunden in Schonen, in 1679, were attributed to every one that
was interested and comprehended in the words of the peace, should either by
himself or by others, presume, or secretly design or attempt, or by open
molestations, or by any injury, or by any violence of arms, attempt anything; that
then the ... King of Great Britain ... shall first of all, by his interposition, perform
all the offices of a friend and princely ally, which may serve towards the keeping
inviolable all the frequently mentioned agreements, and of every article com-
prehended in them, and consequently towards the preservation of peace between
both kings; that afterwards if the King who is the beginner of such prejudice, or
any molestation or injury, contrary to all agreements, and contrary to any Article
comprehended in them, shall refuse after being admonished ... then the King of
Great Britain ... shall ... assist him that is injured, as by the present agreements
between the Kings of Great Britain and Sweden, in such cases is determined and
agreed.’

“Query. Does not this article expressly tell us, how to remedy the disturbances
our trade in the Baltic might suffer, in case of a misunderstanding betwixt the
Kings of Sweden and Denmark, by obliging both these Princes to keep all the
Treaties of Peace, that have been concluded between them from 1660-79,2 and in
case either of them in an hostile manner act agamst the said Treaties, by assisti1. 7
the other, against the aggressor? How comes it then, that we don’t make use of so
just a remedy against an evil we are so great sufferers by? Can anybody though
ever so partial deny, but the King of Denmark,P though seemingly a sincere friend
to the King of Sweden,¢ from the peace of Travendahl,®9 till he went out of Saxony
against the Muscovites, fell very unjustly upon him immediately after, taking
ungenerously advantage of the fatal battle of Pultava®? Is not then the King of
Denmark the violator of all the above-mentioned Treaties, and consequently the
true author of the disturbances our trade meets with in the Baltic? Why in God’s
name don’t we according to this article assist Sweden against him, and why do we
on the contrary declare openly against the injured King of Sweden send hectoring
and threatemng memorials to him, upon the least advantage he has over his
enemies, as we did last summer upon his entering Norway, and even order our
fleets to act openly against him in conjunction with the Danes?

“Article XIX. There shall be ‘stricter confederacy and union between the
above-mentioned kings of Great Britain and Sweden, for the future, for the defence
and preservation of the Protestant, Evangelic, and reformed religion.

“Query 1. How do we, according to this article, join with Sweden, to asse:t,
protect, and preserve the Protestant religion? Don’t we suffer that nation, which has
always been a bulwark to the said religion, most unmercifully to be torn to pieces?
...Don’t we ourselves give a helping hand towards its destruction? And why all this?
Because our merchants have lost their ships to the value of sixty odd thousand
pounds. For this loss and nothing else was the pretended reason why in the year 1715 we
sent our fleet in the Baltic, at the expense of £200,000, and as to what our merchants

2 The newspaper has mistakenly 1670.-— Ed.
b Frederick 1V.— Ed.
¢ Charles XI1.— Ed.
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have suffered since, suppose we attribute it to our threatening memorials as well as
open hostilities against the King of Sweden, must we not even then own that that
Prince’s resentment has been very moderate?

“Query II. How can other Princes, and especially our fellow Protestants, think
us sincere, in what we have made them believe as to our zeal in spending millions
of lives and money for to secure the Protestant interest only in one single branch of
it, I mean the Protestant succession here,! when they see that that succession has
hardly taken place, before we only for sixty odd thousand pounds (for let us always
remember, that this paltry sum was the first pretence for our quarrelling with
Sweden), go about to undermine the very foundation of that interest in general, by
helping as we do entirely to sacrifice Sweden, the old and sincere protector of the
Protestants, to its neighbours, of which some are professed Papists, some worse,
and some at best but lukewarm Protestants?

“Article XX. ‘Therefore that a reciprocal faith of the Allies and their
perseverance in this agreement may appear ... both the fore-mentioned kings
mutually oblige themselves and declare that ... they will not depart a tittle from the
genuine” and common sense of all and every article of this treaty under any
pretences of friendship, profit, former treaty, agreement and promise, or upon any
colour whatsoever: but that they will most fully and readily either by themselves or
Ministers, or subjects, put in execution whatsoever they have promised in this
treaty ... without any hesitation, exception, or excuse....’

“Query 1. In as much as this articie sets forth that at the time of concluding of
the treaty, we were under no engagement contrary to it, and that it were highly
unjust, should we afterwards, and while this treaty is in force, which is eighteen
years after the day it was signed, have entered into any such engagements, how can
we justify to the world our late proceedings against the King of Sweden, which
naturally seem the consequences of a treaty either of our own making with
the enemies of that Prince, or of some Court or other that at present influences our
measures?

“Query 11. The words in this article... how in the name of honour, faith, and
justice, do they agree with the little and pitiful pretences we now make use of, not
only for not assisting Sweden, pursuant to this treaty, but even for going about so
heartily as we do to destroy it?

“Article XXI. “This defensive treaty shall last for eighteen years, before the end
of which the confederate kings may ... again treat.

“Ratification of the abovesaid treaty— We hLaving seen and considered this treaty
have approved and confirmed the same in all and every particular article and
clause as by the present. We do approve the same for us, our heirs, and successors;
assuring and promising, on our princely word, that we shall perform and observe
sincerely and in good earnest all those things that are therein contained, for the
better confirmation whereof we have ordered our grand seal of England to be put
to these presents, which were given at our palace at Kensington, 25th of February,
in the year of our Lord 1700, and in the 11th year of our reign (Gulielmus
Rex).*

“Query. How can anyone of us that declares himself for the late happy
revolution,? and that is a true and grateful lover of King William’s for
ever-glorious memcry ... yet bear with the least patience, that the said treaty should
(that I may again use the words of the 20th article), be departed from, under any

* The treaty was concluded at The Hague on the 6th and 16th January, 1700,
and ratified by William III, on February 5th, 1700.
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pretence of profit, or upon.any colour whatsoever, especially so insignificant and trifi ng
a one, as that which has been made use of for two years together to employ our
ships, our men, and our money, to accomplish the ruin of Sweden, that same Sweden
whose defence and preservation this great and wise monarch of ours, has so
solemnly promised, and which he always looked upon to be of the utmost necessity
for to secure the Protestant interest in Europe?”
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Chapter IV?®

Before entering upon an analysis of the pamphlet headed, Truth
is but truth, as it is timed,® with which we shall conclude. the
Introduction to the Diplomatic Revelations, some preliminary
remarks on the general history of Russian politics appear
opportune. '
~ The overwhelming influence of Russia has taken Europe at
different epochs by surprise, startled the peoples of the West, and
been submitted to as a fatality, or resisted only by convulsions. But
alongside the fascination exercised by Russia, there runs an
ever-reviving scepticism, dogging her like a shadow, growing with
her growth, mingling shrill notes of irony with the cries of
agonising peoples, and mocking her very grandeur as a histrionic
attitude taken up to dazzle and to cheat. Other empires have met
with similar doubts in their infancy; Russia has become a colossus
without outliving them. She affords the only instance in history of
an immense empire, the very existence of whose power, even after
world-wide achievements, has never ceased to be treated like a
matter of faith rather than like a matter of fact. From the outset
of the eighteenth century to our days, no author, whether he
intended to exalt or to check Russia, thought it possible to
dispense with first proving her existence.

But whether we be spiritualists or materialists with respect to
Russia—whether we consider her power as a palpable fact, or as
the mere vision of the guilt-stricken consciences of the European
peoples—the question remains the same: “How did this power, or
this phantom of a power, contrive to assume such dimensions as to

2 See this volume, pp. 92-96.— Ed.
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rouse on the one side the passionate assertion, and on the other
the angry denial of its threatening the world with a rehearsal of
Universal Monarchy?” At the beginning of the eighteenth century
Russia was regarded as a mushroom creation extemporised by the
genius of Peter the Great. Schloezer thought it a discovery to have
found out that she possessed a past; and in - modern times, writers,
like Fallmerayer, unconsciously following in the track beaten by
Russian historians, have deliberately asserted that the northern
spectre which frightens the Europe -of the nineteenth century
already overshadowed the Europe of the ninth century. With
them the policy of Russia begins with the first Ruriks, and has,
with some interruptions indeed, been systematically continued to
the present hour.

Ancient maps of Russia are unfolded before us, displaying even
larger European dimensions than she can boast of now: her
perpetual movement of aggrandisement from the ninth to the
eleventh century is anxiously pointed out; we are shown Oleg
launching 88,000 men against Byzantium, fixing his shield as a
trophy on the gate of that capital, and dictating an ignominious
treaty to the Lower Empire; Igor making it tributary **; Svyataslav

glorying,

“the Greeks supply me with gold, costly stuffs, rice, fruits and wine; Hungary
furnishes cattle and horses; from Russia I draw honey, wax, furs, and men”?2;

Vladimir conquering the Crimea and Livonia, extorting a
daughter® from the Greek Emperor,© as Napoleon did from the
German Emperor,® blending the military sway of a northern
conqueror with the theocratic despotism of the Porphyrogeniti,”
‘and becoming at once the master of his subjects on earth, and
their protector in heaven.

Yet, in spite of the plausible parallelism suggested by these
reminiscences, the policy of the first Ruriks differs fundamentally
from that of modern Russia.”® It was nothing more nor less than
the policy of the German barbarians inundating Europe—the
history of the modern nations beginning only after the deluge has
passed away. The Gothic period of Russia in particular forms but
a chapter of the Norman conquests. As the empire of Char-
lemagne precedes the foundation of modern France, Germany,

4 Ph. Segur, History of Russia and of Peter the Great, London, 1829, p. 37.— Ed.
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and Italy, so the empire of the Ruriks precedes the foundation of
Poland, Lithuania, the Baltic Settlements, Turkey and Muscovy
itself. The rapid movement of aggrandisement was not the result
of deep-laid schemes, but the natural offspring of the primitive
organisation of Norman conquest—vassalship without fiefs, or
fiefs consisting only in tributes—the necessity of fresh conquests
being kept alive by the uninterrupted influx of new Varangian
adventurers, panting for glory and plunder. The chiefs, becoming
anxious for repose, were compelled by the Faithful Band to move
on, and in Russian, as in French Normandy, there arrived the
moment when the chiefs despatched on new predatory excursions
their uncontrollable and insatiable companions-in-arms with the
single view to get rid of them. Warfare and organisation of
conquest on the part of the first Ruriks differ in no point from
those- of the Normans in the rest of Europe. If Slavonian tribes
were subjected not only by the sword, but also by mutual
convention, this singularity is due to the exceptional position of
those tribes, placed between a northern and eastern invasion, and
embracing the former as a protection from the latter. The same
magic charm which attracted other northern barbarians to the
Rome of the West, attracted the Varangians to the Rome of the
East.* The very migration of the Russian capital—Rurik fixing it
at Novgorod, Oleg removing it to Kiev, and Svyataslav attempting
to establish it in Bulgaria—proves beyond doubt that the invader
was only feeling his way, and considered Russia as a mere
halting-place from which to wander on in search of an empire in
the South. If modern Russia covets the possession of Constan-
tinople to establish her dominion over the world, the Ruriks were,
on the contrary, forced by the resistance of Byzantium, under
Zimiskes," definitively to establish their dominion in Russia.

It may be objected that victors and vanquished amalgamated
more quickly in Russia than in any other conquest of the northern
barbarians, that the chiefs soon commingled themselves with the
Slavonians—as shown by their marriages and their names. But
then, it should be recollected that the Faithful Band, which
formed at once their guard and their privy council, remained
exclusively composed of Varangians; that Vladimir, who marks the
summit, and Yaroslav, who marks the commencing decline of
Gothic Russia, were seated on her throne by the arms of the
Varangians. If any Slavonian influence is to be acknowledged in
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this epoch, it is that of Novgorod, a Slavonian State, the traditions,
policy and tendencies of which were so antagonistic to those of
modern Russia that the one could found her existence only on the
ruins of the other. Under Yaroslav the supremacy of the
Varangians is broken, but simultaneously with it disappears the
conquering tendency of the first period, and the decline of Gothic
Russia begins. The history of that decline, more still than that of
the conquest and formation, proves the exclusively Gothic
character of the Empire of the Ruriks.

The incongruous, unwieldy, and precocious Empire heaped
together by the Ruriks, like the other empires of similar growth, is
broken up into appanages, divided and sub-divided among the
descendants of the conquerors, dilacerated by feudal wars, rent to
pieces by the intervention of foreign peoples. The paramount
authority of the Grand Prince vanishes before the rival claims of
seventy princes of the blood. The attempt of Andrew of Susdal* at
recomposing some large limbs of the empire by the removal of the
capital from Kiev to Vladimir proves successful only in propagat-
ing the decomposition from the South to the centre. Andrew’s
third successor® resigns even the last shadow of supremacy, the
title of Grand Prince, and the merely nominal homage still offered
him.”” The appanages to the South and to the West become by
turns Lithuanian, Polish, Hungarian, Livonian, Swedish. Kiev
itself, the ancient capital, follows destinies of its own, after having
dwindled down from a seat of the Grand Princedom to the
territory of a city. Thus, the Russia of the Normans completely
disappears from the stage, and the few weak reminiscences in
which it still outlived itself, dissolve before the terrible apparition
of Genghis Khan. The bloody mire of Mongolian slavery, not the
rude glory of the Norman epoch, forms the cradle of Muscovy,
and modern Russia is but a metamorphosis of Muscovy.

The Tartar yoke lasted from 1237 to 1462—more than two
centuries®; a yoke not only crushing, but dishonouring and
withering the very soul of the people that fell its prey. The
Mongol Tartars established a rule of systematic terror, devastation
and wholesale massacre forming its institutions. Their numbers
being scanty in proportion to their enormous conquests, they
wanted to magnify them by a halo of consternation, and to thin,
by wholesale slaughter, the populations which might rise in their
rear. In their creations of desert they were, besides, led by the
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same economical principle which has depopulated the Highlands
of Scotland and the Campagna di Roma—the conversion of men
into sheep, and of fertile lands and populous abodes into
pasturage.

The Tartar yoke had already lasted a hundred years before
Muscovy emerged from its obscurity.” To entertain discord
among the Russian princes, and secure their servile submission,
the Mongols had restored the dignity of the Grand Princedom.
The strife among the Russian princes for this dignity was, as a
modern author has it,

“an abject strife, the strife of slaves, whose chief weapon was calumny, and who
were always ready to denounce each other to their cruel rulers; wrangling for a
degraded throne, whence they could not move but with plundering, parricidal
hands, hands filled with gold, and stained with gore; which they dared not ascend
without grovelling, nor retain but on their knees, prostrate and trembling beneath

the scimitar of a Tartar, always ready to roll under his feet those servile crowns,
and the heads by which they were worn.”2

It was in this infamous strife that the Moscow branch won at last
the race. In 1328 the crown of the Grand Princedom,'” wrested
from the branch of Tver'' by dint of denunciation and
assassination, was picked up at the feet of Usbeck Khan by Yury,
the elder brother of Ivan Kalita. Ivan I Kalita, and Ivan III
surnamed the Great, personate Muscovy rising by means of the
Tartar yoke, and Muscovy getting an independent power by the
disappearance of the Tartar rule. The whole policy of Muscovy,
from its first entrance into the historical arena, is resumed in the
history of these two individuals. .

The policy of Ivan Kalita was simply this: to play the abject tool
of the Khan, thus to borrow his power, and then to turn it round
upon his princely rivals and his own subjects. To attain this end,
he had to insinuate himself with the Tartars by dint of cynical
adulation, by frequent journeys to the Golden Horde, by humble
prayers for the hand of Mongol princesses, by a display of
unabounded zeal for the Khan’s interest, by the unscrupulous
execution of his orders, by atrocious calumnies against his own
kinsfolk, by blending in himself the characters of the Tartar’s
hangman, sycophant, and slave-in-chief. He perplexed the Khan
by continuous revelations of secret plots. Whenever the branch of
Tver betrayed a velleity of national independence, he hurried to
the Horde to denounce it. Wherever he met with resistance, he
introduced the Tartar to trample it down. But it was not sufficient

2 Ph. Segur, Hislory of Russia and of Peter the Great, pp. 213-14.— Ed.



Revelations of the Diplomatic History of the 18th Century 79

to act a character; to make it acceptable, gold was required.
Perpetual bribery of the Khan and his grandees was the only sure
foundation upon which to raise his fabric of deception and
usurpation. But how was the slave to get the money wherewith to
bribe the master? He persuaded the Khan to instal him his
tax-gatherer throughout all the Russian appanages. Once invested
with this function, he extorted money under false pretences. The
wealth accumulated by the dread held out of the Tartar name, he
used to corrupt the Tartars themselves. By a bribe he induced the
primate to transfer his episcopal seat from Vladimir to Moscow,'"?
thus making the latter the capital of the empire, because the
religious capital, and coupling the power of the Church with that
of his throne. By a bribe he allured the boyards of the rival
princes into treason against their chiefs, and attracted them to
himself as their centre. By the joint influence of the Mahometan
Tartar, the Greek Church, and the boyards, he unites the princes
holding appanages into a crusade against the most dangerous of
them, the prince of Tver?; and then having driven his recent allies
by bold attempts at usurpation into resistance against himself, into
a war for the public good, he draws not the sword but hurries to
the Khan. By bribes and delusion again, he seduces him into
assassinating his kindred rivals under the most cruel torments. It
was the traditional policy of the Tartar to check the Russian
princes the one by the other, to feed their dissensions, to cause
their forces to equiponderate and to allow none to consolidate
himself. Ivan Kalita converts the Khan into the tool by which he
rids himself of his most dangerous competitors, and weighs down
every obstacle to his own usurping march. He does not conquer
the appanages, but surreptitiously turns the rights of the Tartar
conquest to his exclusive profit. He secures the succession of his
son® through the same means by which he had raised the Grand
Princedom of Muscovy, that strange compound of princedom and
serfdom. During his whole reign he swerves not once from the
line of policy he had traced to himself; clinging to it with a
tenacious firmness, and executing it with methodical boldness.
Thus he becomes the founder of the Muscovite power, and
characteristically his people call him Kalita—that is, the purse,
because it was the purse and not the sword with which he cut his
way. The very period of his reign witnesses the sudden growth of
the Lithuanian power which dismembers the Russian appanages

a Alexander Mikhailovich.— Ed.
b Semyon Ivanovich the Proud.— Ed.



80 Karl Marx

from the West, while the Tartar squeezes them into one mass
from the East. Ivan, while he dared not repulse the one disgrace,
seemed anxious to exaggerate the other. He was not to be seduced
from following up his ends by the allurements of glory, the pangs
of conscience, or the lassitude of humiliation. His whole system
may be expressed in a few words: the Machiavellism of the
usurping slave. His own weakness—his slavery—he turned into
the mainspring of his strength.

The policy traced by Ivan I Kalita is that of his successors; they
had only to enlarge the circle of its application. They followed it
up laboriously, gradually, inflexibly. From Ivan I Kalita, we may,
therefore, pass at once to Ivan III, surnamed the Great.

At the commencement of his reign (1462-1505) Ivan III was still
a tributary to the Tartars; his authority was still contested by the
princes holding appanages; Novgorod, the head of the Russian
republics, reigned over the north of Russia; Poland-Lithuania was
striving for the conquest of Muscovy; lastly, the Livonian knights
were not yet disarmed. At the end of his reign we behold Ivan III
seated on an independent throne, at his side the daughter of the
last emperor of Byzantium,* at his feet Kasan, and the remnant of
the Golden Horde flocking to his court; Novgorod and the other
Russian republics enslaved —Lithuania diminished, and its king a
tool in Ivan’s hands-—the Livonian knights vanquished. As-
tonished Europe, at the commencement of Ivan’s reign, hardly
aware of the existence of Muscovy, hemmed in between the Tartar
and the Lithuanian, was dazzled by the sudden appearance of an
immense empire on its eastern confines, and Sultan Bajazet
himself, before whom Europe trembled, heard for the first time
the haughty language of the Muscovite.'” How, then, did Ivan
accomplish these high deeds? Was he a hero? The Russian
historians themselves show him up a confessed coward.

Let us shortly survey his principal contests, in the sequence in
which he undertook and concluded them—his contests with the
Tartars, with Novgorod, with the princes holding appanages, and
lastly with Lithuania-Poland.

Ivan rescued Muscovy from the Tartar yoke, not by one bold
stroke, but by the patient labour of about twenty years. He did not
break the yoke, but disengaged himself by stealth. Its overthrow,
accordingly, has more the look of the work of nature than the
deed of man. When the Tartar monster expired at last, Ivan
appeared at its deathbed like a physician, who prognosticated and
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speculated on death rather than like a warrior who imparted it.
The character of every people enlarges with its enfranchisement
from a foreign yoke; that of Muscovy in the hands of Ivan seems
to diminish. Compare only Spain in its struggles against the Arabs
with Muscovy in its struggles against the Tartars.

At the period of Ivan’s accession to the throne, the Golden
Horde had long since been weakened, internally by fierce feuds,
externally by the separation from them of the Nogay Tartars,'™
the eruption of Timour Tamerlane,'”® the rise of the Cossacks,
and the hostility of the Crimean Tartars.'”” Muscovy, on the
contrary, by steadily pursuing the policy traced by Ivan Kalita, had
grown to a mighty mass, crushed, but at the same time compactly
united by the Tartar chain. The Khans, as if struck by a charm,
had continued to remain instruments of Muscovite aggrandise-
ment and concentration. By calculation they had added to the
power of the Greek Church, which, in the hand of the Muscovite
grand princes, proved the deadliest weapon against them. :

In rising against the Horde, the Muscovite had not to invent but
only to imitate the Tartars themselves. But Ivan did not rise. He
humbly acknowledged himself a slave of the Golden Horde. By
bribing a Tartar woman he seduced.the Khan® into commanding
the withdrawal from Muscovy of the Mongol residents. By similar
imperceptible and surreptitious steps he duped the Khan into suc-
cessive concessions, all ruinous to his sway. He thus did not
conquer, but filch strength. He does not drive, but manoeuvre his
enemy out of his strongholds. Stll continuing to prostrate himself
before the Khan’s envoys, and to proclaim himself his tributary, he
eludes the payment of the tribute under false pretences,'”
employing all the stratagems of a fugitive slave who dare not front
his owner, but only steal out of his reach. At last the Mongol
awakes from his torpor, and the hour of battle sounds. Ivan,
trembling at the mere semblance of an armed encounter, attempts
to hide himself behind his own fear, and to disarm the fury of his
enemy by withdrawing the object upon which to wreak his
vengeance. He is only saved by the intervention of the Crimean
Tartars, his allies. Against a second invasion of the Horde, he
ostentatiously gathers together such disproportionate forces that
the mere rumour of their number parries the attack. At the third
invasion, from the midst of 200,000 men, he absconds a disgraced
deserter. Reluctantly dragged back, he attempts to haggle for
conditions of slavery, and at last pouring into his army his own
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servile fear, he involves it in a general and disorderly flight.
Muscovy was then anxiously awaiting its irretrievable doom, when
it suddenly hears that by an attack on their capital made by the
Crimean Khan,* the Golden Horde has been forced to withdraw,
and has, on its retreat, been destroyed by the Cossacks and Nogay
Tartars.!” Thus defeat was turned into success, and Ivan had
overthrown the Golden Horde, not by fighting it himself, but by
challenging it through a feigned desire of combat into offensive
movements, which exhausted its remnants of vitality and exposed
it to the fatal blows of the tribes of its own race whom he had
managed to turn into his allies. He caught one Tartar with
another Tartar. As the immense danger he had himself sum-
moned proved unable to betray him into one single trait of
manhood, so his miraculous triumph did not infatuate him even
for one moment. With cautious circumspection he dared not
incorporate Kasan with Muscovy, but made it over to sovereigns
belonging to the family of Menghi-Ghirei, his Crimean ally, to
hold it, as it were, in trust for Muscovy. With the spoils of the
vanquished Tartar, he enchained the victorious Tartar. But if too
prudent to assume, with the eye-witnesses of his disgrace, the airs
of a conqueror, this imposter did fully understand how the
downfall of the Tartar empire must dazzle at a distance—with
what halo of glory it would encircle him, and how it would
facilitate a magnificent entry among the European powers.
Accordingly he assumed abroad the theatrical attitude of the
conqueror, and, indeed, succeeded in hiding under a mask of
proud susceptibility and irritable haughtiness the obtrusiveness of
the Mongol serf, who still remembered kissing the stirrup of the
Khan’s meanest envoy. He aped in more subdued tone the voice
of his old masters, which terrified his soul. Some standing phrases
of modern Russian diplomacy, such as the magnanimity, the
wounded dignity of the master, are borrowed from the diplomatic
instructions of Ivan III.

After the surrender of Kasan, he set out on a long-planned
expedition against Novgorod, the head of the Russian republics. If
the overthrow of the Tartar yoke was, in his eyes, the first
condition of Muscovite greatness, the overthrow of Russian
freedom was the second. As the republic of Vyatka had declared
itself neutral between Muscovy and the Horde,''"” and the republic
of Pskov, with its twelve cities, had shown symptoms of disaffec-
tion,""" Ivan flattered the latter and affected to forget the former,
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meanwhile concentrating all his forces against Novgorod the
Great, with the doom of which he knew the fate of the rest of the
Russian republics to be sealed. By the prospect of sharing in this
rich booty, he drew after him the princes holding appanages,
while he inveigled the boyards by working upon their blind hatred
of Novgorodian democracy. Thus he contrived to march three
armies upon Novgorod and to overwhelm it by disproportionate
force.'® But then, in order not to keep his word to the princes,
not to forfeit his immutable “Vos non vobis,”* at the same time
apprehensive, lest Novgorod should not yet have become digesti-
ble from the want of preparatory treatment, he thought fit to
exhibit a sudden moderation; to content himself with a ransomn
and the acknowledgement of his suzerainty; but into the act of
submission of the republic he smuggled some ambiguous words
which made him its supreme judge and legislator. Then he
fomented the dissensions between the patricians and plebeians
raging as well in Novgorod as at Florence. Of some complaints of
the plebeians he took occasion to introduce himself again into the
city, to have its nobles, whom he knew to be hostile to himselif,
sent to Moscow loaded with chains, and to break the ancient law of
the republic that

“none of its citizens should ever be tried or punished out of the limits of its own
territory.” b

From that moment he became supreme arbiter.

“Never,” say the annalists, “never since Rurik had such an event happened;
never had the grand princes of Kiev and Vladimir seen the Novgorodians come
and submit to them as their judges. Ivan alone could reduce Novgorod to that degree
of humiliation.” ¢

Seven years were employed by Ivan to corrupt the republic by
the exercise of his judicial authority.'”® Then, when he found its
strength worn out, he thought the moment ripe for declaring
himself. To doff his own mask of moderation, he wanted, on the
part of Novgorod, a breach of the peace. As he had simulated
calm endurance, so he simulated now a sudden burst of passion.
Having bribed an envoy of the republic? to address him during a
public audience with the name of sovereign, he claimed, at once,
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all the rights of a despot—the self-annihilation of the republic.*
-As he had foreseen, Novgorod answered his usurpation with an
insurrection, with a massacre of the nobles, and the surrender to
Lithuania. Then this Muscovite contemporary of Machiavelli
complained with the accent and the gesture of moral indignation.

“It was the Novgorodians who sought him for their sovereign; and when,
yielding to their wishes, he had at last assumed that title, they disavowed him, they
had the impudence to give him the lie formally in the face of all Russia; they had
dared to shed the blood of their compatriots who remained faithful, and to betray

heaven and the holy land of the Russians by calling into its limits a foreign religion
and domination.”

‘As he had, after his first attack on Novgorod, openly allied
himself with the plebeians against the patricians, so he now
entered into a secret conspiracy with the patricians against the
plebeians. He marched the united forces of Muscovy and its
feudatories against the republic. On its refusal of unconditional
submission, he recurred to the Tartar reminiscence of vanquishing
by consternation. During a whole month he drew straighter and
straighter around Novgorod a circle of fire and devastation,
holding the sword all the while in suspense, and quietly watching
till the republic, torn by factions, had run through all the phases
of wild despair, sullen despondency, and resigned impotence.
Novgorod was enslaved.'" So were the other Russian republics. It
is curious to see how Ivan caught the very moment of victory to
forge weapons against the instruments of that victory. By the
union of the domains of the Novgorod clergy with the crown, he
secured himself the means of buying off the boyards, henceforth
to be played off against the princes, and of endowing the followers
of the boyards, henceforth to be played off against the boyards. It
is still worthy of notice what exquisite pains were always taken by
Muscovy as well as by modern Russia to execute republics.
Novgorod and its colonies lead the dance; the republic of the
Cossacks ' follows; Poland closes it. To understand the Russian
mastication of Poland, one must study the execution of Novgorod,
lasting from 1478 till 1528.

Ivan seemed to have snatched the chain with Whlch the Mongols
.crushed Muscovy only to bind with it the Russian republics. He
seemed to enslave these republics only to republicanise the Russian
princes. During twenty-three years he had recognised their
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independence, borne with their petulance, and stooped even to
their outrages. Now, by the overthrow of the Golden Horde, and
by the downfall of the republics, he had grown so strong, and the
princes, on the other hand, had grown so weak by the influence
which the Muscovite wielded over their boyards, that the mere
display of force on the part of Ivan sufficed to decide the contest.
Still, at the outset, he did not depart from his method of
circumspection. He singled out the prince of Tver," the mightiest
of the Russian feudatories, to be the first object of his operations.
He began by driving him to the offensive and into an alliance with
Lithuania, then denounced him as a traitor, then terrified him
into successive concessions destructive of the prince’s means of
defence, then played upon the false position in which these
concessions placed him’ with respect to his own subjects, and then
left this system to work out its consequences. It ended in the
abandonment of the contest by the prince of Tver and his flight
into Lithuania. Tver united with Muscovy''®—~Ivan pushed
forward with terrible vigour in the execution of his long-meditated
plan. The other princes underwent their degradation into simple
governors almost without resistance. There remained still two
brothers of Ivan. The one was persuaded to renounce his
appanage; the other, enticed to the Court and put off his guard
by hypocritical demonstrations of fraternal love, was assassi-
nated.'"”

We have now arrived at Ivan’s last great contest—that with
Lithuania. Beginning with his accession to the throne, it ended
only some years before his death. During thirty ycars he confined
this contest to a war of diplomacy, fomenting and improving the
internal dissensions between Lithuania and Poland, drawing over
disaffected Russian feudatories of Lithuania, and paralysing his
foe by stirring up foes against him; Maximilian of Austria,
Mathias Corvinus of Hungary; and above all, Stephen,® the
hospodar of Moldavia, whom he had attached to himself by
marriage; lastly, Menghi-Ghirei, who proved as powerful a tool
against Lithuania as against the Golden Horde. On the death of
king Casimir,? however, and the accession of the weak Alexander,®
when the thrones of Lithuania and Poland became temporarily
disjoined; '™ when those two countries had crippled each other’s
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forces in mutual strife; when the Polish nobility, lost in it efforts
to weaken the royal power on the one hand, and to degrade the
kmetons® and citizens on the other, deserted Lithuania, and
suffered it to recede before the simultaneous incursions of
Stephen of Moldavia and of Menghi-Ghirei; when thus the
weakness of Lithuania had become palpable; then Ivan under-
stood the opportunity had ripened for putting out his strength,
and that conditions exuberated for a successful explosion on his
part. Still he did not go beyond a theatrical demonstration of
war—the assemblage of overwhelming forces. As he had com-
pletely foreseen, the feigned desire of combat did now suffice to
make Lithuania capitulate. He extorted the acknowledgement by
treaty of the encroachments, surreptitiously made in king
Casimir’s time, and plagued Alexander at the same time with his
alliance and with his daughter.'"” The alliance he employed to
forbid Alexander the defence against attacks instigated by the
father-in-law, and the daughter to kindle a religious war between
the intolerant Catholic king and his persecuted subjects of the
Greek confession. Amidst this turmoil he ventured at last to draw
the sword, and seized the Russian appanages under Lithuanian
sway as far as Kiev and Smolensk.'?

The Greek religion generally proved one of his most powerful
means of action. But to lay claim to the inheritance of Byzantium,
to hide the stigma of Mongolian serfdom under the mantle of the
Porphyrogeniti, to link the upstart throne of Muscovy to the
glorious empire of St. Vladimir,” to give in his own person a new
temporal head to the Greek Church, whom of all the world should
Ivan single out? The Roman Pope. At the Pope’s court there dwelt
the last princess of Byzantium.© From the Pope Ivan embezzled
her by taking an oath to apostatise—an oath which he ordered his
own primate? to release him from.'?!

A simple substitution of names and dates will prove to evidence
that between the policy of Ivan III, and that of modern Russia,
there exists not similarity but sameness. Ivan III, on his part, did
but perfect the traditionary policy of Muscovy, bequeathed by
Ivan I, Kalita. Ivan Kalita, the Mongolian slave, acquired greatness
by wielding the power of his greatest foe, the Tartar, against his
munor foes, the Russian princes. He could not wield the power of
the Tartar but under false pretences. Forced to dissemble before

2 Peasants.— Ed.

b Vladimir Svyatoslavich.— Ed.

¢ Sophia (Z6e) Palaeologus.— Ed.
4 Philipp I.— Ed.



Revelations of the Diplomatic History of the 18th Century 87

his masters the strength he really gathered, he had to dazzle his
fellow-serfs with a power he did not own. To solve his problem he
had to elaborate all the ruses of the most abject slavery into a
system, and to execute that system with the patient labour of the
slave. Open force itself could enter as an intrigue only into a
system of intrigues, corruption and underground usurpation. He
could not strike before he had poisoned. Singleness of purpose
became with him duplicity of action. To encroach by the
fraudulent use of a hostile power, to weaken that power by the
very act of using it, and to overthrow it at last by the effects
produced through its own instrumentality—this policy was in-
spired to Ivan Kalita by the peculiar character both of the ruling
and the serving race. His policy remained still the policy of
Ivan III. It is yet the policy of Peter the Great, and of modern
Russia, whatever changes of name, seat, and character the hostile
power used may have undergone. Peter the Great is indeed the
inventor of modern Russian policy, but he became so only by
divesting the old Muscovite method of encroachment of its merely
local character and its accidental admixtures, by distilling it into an
abstract formula, by generalising its purpose, and exalting its
object from the overthrow of certain given limits of power to the
aspiration of unlimited power. He metamorphosed Muscovy into
modern Russia by the generalisation of its system, not by the mere
addition of some provinces.

To resume. It is in the terrible and abject school of Mongolian
slavery that Muscovy was nursed and grew up. It gathered
strength only by becoming a virtueso in the craft of serfdom. Even
when emancipated, Muscovy continued to perform its traditional
part of the slave as master. At length Peter the Great coupled the
political craft of the Mongol slave with the proud aspiration of the
Mongol master, to whom Genghis Khan had, by will, bequeathed
his conquest of the earth.
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Chapter V'™

One feature characteristic of the Slavonic race must strike eve-
ry observer. Almost everywhere it confined itself to an inland
country, leaving the sea-borders to non-Slavonic tribes. Finno-
Tartaric tribes held the shores of the Black Sea, Lithuanians and
Fins those of the Baltic and White Sea. Wherever they touched the
sea-board, as in the Adriatic and part of the Baltic, the Slavonians
had soon to submit to foreign rule. The Russian people shared
this common fate of the Slavonian race. Their home, at the time
they first appear in history, was the country about the sources and
upper course of the Volga and its tributaries, the Dnieper, Don
and Northern Dvina. Nowhere did their territory touch the sea
except at the extremity of the Gulf of Finland. Nor had they,
before Peter the Great, proved able to conquer any maritime
outlet beside that of the White Sea, which, during three-fourths of
the year, is itself enchained and immovable. The spot where
Petersburg now stands had been for a thousand years past
contested ground between Fins, Swedes, and Russians. All the
remaining extent of coast from Polangen, near Memel, to Tornea,
the whole coast of the Black Sea, from Akerman to Redout Kaleh,
has been conquered later on. And, as if to witness the
anti-maritime peculiarity of the Slavonic race, of all this line of
coast, no portion of the Baltic coast has really adopted Russian
nationality. Nor has the Circassian and Mingrelian east coast of the
Black Sea. It is only the coast of the White Sea, as far as it was
worth cultivating, some portion of the northern coast of the Black
Sea; and part of the coast of the Sea of Azof, that have really been
peopled with Russian inhabitants, who, however, despite the new
circumstances in which they are placed, still refrain from taking to
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the sea, and obstinately stick to the land-lopers’ traditions of thelr
ancestors.

From the very outset, Peter the Great broke through all the
traditions of the Slavonic race. “It is water that Russia wants.”?
These words he addressed as a rebuke to Prince Cantemir are
inscribed on the title-page of his life. The conquest of the Sea of
Azof was aimed at in his first war with Turkey, the conquest of
the Baltic in his war against Sweden, the conquest of the Black Sea
in his second war against the Porte, and the conquest of the
Caspian Sea in his fraudulent intervention in Persia.'”® For a
system of local encroachment, land was sufficient, for a system of
universal aggression, water had become indispensable. It was but
by the conversion of Muscovy from a country wholly of land into a
sea-bordering empire, that the traditional limits of the Muscovite
policy could be superseded and merged into that bold synthesis
which, blending the encroaching method of the Mongol slave with
the world-conquering tendencies of the Mongol master, forms the
life-spring of modern Russian diplomacy.

It has been said that no great nation has ever existed, or been
able to exist, in such an inland position as that of the original
empire of Peter the Great; that none has ever submitted thus to
see its coasts and the mouths of its rivers torn away from it; that
Russia could no more leave the mouth of the Neva, the natural
outlet for the produce of Northern Russia, in the hands of the
Swedes, than the mouths of the Don, Dnieper, and Bug, and the
Straits of Kertch, in the hands of nomadic and plundering
Tartars; that the Baltic provinces, from their very geographical
configuration, are naturally a corollary to whichever nation holds
the country behind them; that, in one word, Peter, in this quarter,
at least, but took hold of what was absolutely necessary for the
natural development of his country. From this point of view, Peter
the Great intended, by his war against Sweden, only rearing a
Russian Liverpool, and endowing it with its indispensable strip of
coast.

But then, one great fact is slighted over, the tour de force by
which he transferred the capital of the Empire from the inland
centre to the maritime extremity, the characteristic boldness with
which he erected the new capital on the first strip of Baltic coast
he conquered, almost within gunshot of the frontier, thus
deliberately giving his dominions an eccentric centre. To transfer the
throne of the Czars from Moscow to Petersburg was to place it in

4 Ph. Segur, History of Russia and of Peter the Great, p. 312.— Ed.
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a position where it could not be safe, even from insult, until the
whole coast from Libau to Tornea was subdued—a work not
completed till 1809, by the conquest of Finland.

“St. Petersburg is the window from which Russia can overlook Europe,” said

Algarotti.2

It was from the first a defiance to the Europeans, an incentive
to further conquest to the Russians. The fortifications in our own
days of Russian Poland are only a further step in the execution of the
same idea. Modlin, Warsaw, Ivangorod, are more than citadels to
keep a rebellious country in check. They are the same menace to the
west which Petersburg, in its immediate bearing, was a hundred
years ago to the north. They are to transform Russia into
Panslavonia, as the Baltic provinces were to transform Muscovy into
Russia.

Petersburg, the eccentric centre of the empire, pointed at once at
a periphery still to be drawn.

It is, then, not the mere conquest of the Baltic provinces which
separates the policy of Peter the Great from that of his ancestors,
but it is the transfer of the capital which reveals the true meaning
of his Baltic conquests. Petersburg was not like Muscovy, the
centre of a race, but the seat of a government; not the slow work
of a people, but the instantaneous creation of a man; not the
medium from which the peculiarities of an inland people radiate,
but the maritime extremity where they are lost; not the
traditionary nucleus of a national development, but the deliberate-
ly chosen abode of a cosmopolitan intrigue. By the transfer of the
capital, Peter cut off the natural ligaments which bound up the
encroaching system of the old Muscovite Czars with the natural
abilities and aspirations of the great Russian race. By planting his
capital on the margin of a sea, he put to open defiance the
anti-maritime instincts of that race, and degraded it to a mere
weight in his political mechanism. Since the 16th century, Muscovy
had made no important acquisitions but on the side of Siberia, and
to the 16th century the dubious conquests made towards the West
and the South were only brought about by direct agency of the
East. By the transfer of the capital, Peter proclaimed that he, on
the contrary, intended working on the East and the immediately
neighbouring countries through the agency of the West. If the
agency through the FEast was narrowly circumscribed by the
stationary character and the limited relations of Asiatic peoples,

a Lettres du comte Algarotti sur la Russie, London, 1769, p. 64.— Ed.
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the agency through the West became at once illimited and
universal from the movable character and the all-sided relations of
Western Europe. The transfer of the capital denoted this intended
change of agency, which the conquest of the Bailtic provinces
afforded the means of achieving, by securing at once to Russia the
supremacy among the neighbouring Northern States; by putting it
into immediate and constant contact with all points of Europe; by
laying the basis of a material bond with the Maritime Powers,
which by this conquest became dependent on Russia for their
naval stores; a dependence not existing as long as Muscovy, the
country that produced the great bulk of the naval stores, had got
no outlets of its own, while Sweden, the power that held these
outlets, had not got the country lying behind them.

If the Muscovite Czars, who worked their encroachments by the

agency principally of the Tartar Khans, were obliged to tartarise
Muscovy, Peter the Great, who resolved upon werking through
the agency of the West, was obliged to civilise Russia. In grasping
upon the Baltic provinces, he seized at once the tools necessary for
this process. They afforded him not only the diplomatists and the
generals, the brains with which to execute his system of political
and military action on the West. They yielded him, at the same
time, a crop of bureaucrats, schoolmasters, and drill-sergeants,
who were to drill Russians into that varnish of civilisation that
adapts them to the technical appliances of the Western peoples,
without imbuing them with their ideas.
" Neither the Sea of Azof, nor the Black Sea, nor the Caspian Sea,
could open to Peter this direct passage to Europe. Besides, during
his lifetime still Taganrog, Azof, the Black Sea, with its new-
formed Russian fleets, ports, and dockyards, were again aban-
doned or given up to the Turk. The Persian conquest, too, proved
a premature enterprise. Of the four wars which fill the military
life of Peter the Great, his first war, that against Turkey, the fruits
of which were lost in a second Turkish war, continued in one
respect the traditionary struggle with the Tartars. In another
respect, it was but the prelude to the war against Sweden, of which
the second Turkish war forms an episode and the Persian war an
epilogue. Thus the war against Sweden lasting during 21 years,
almost absorbs the military life of Peter the Great. Whether we
consider its purpose, its results, or its endurance, we may justly
call it the war of Peter the Great. His whole creation hinges upon
‘the conquest of the Baltic coast.

Now, suppose we were altogether ignorant of the details of his
operations, military and diplomatic. The mere fact that the
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conversion of Muscovy into Russia was brought about by its
transformation from a half-Asiatic inland country into the
paramount maritime power of the Baltic, would it not enforce
upon us the conclusion that England, the greatest maritime power
of that epoch, a maritime power lying, too, at the very gates of the
Baltic, where, since the middle of the 17th century, she had
maintained the attitude of supreme arbiter; that England must
have had her hand in this great change, that she must have
proved the main prop, or the main impediment of the plans of
Peter the Great, that during the long protracted and deadly
struggle between Sweden and Russia, she must have turned the
balance, that if we do not find her straining every nerve in order
to save the Swede, we may be sure of her having employed all the
means at her disposal for furthering the Muscovite? And yet, in
what is commonly called history, England does hardly appear on
the plan of this grand drama, and is represented as a spectator
rather than as an actor. Real history will show that the Khans of
the Golden Horde were no more instrumental in realising the
plans of Ivan IIL and his predecessors than the rulers of England
were in realising the plans of Peter I and his successors.

The pamphlets which we have reprinted, written as they were
by English contemporaries of Peter the Great, are far from
concurring in the common delusions of later historians. They
emphatically denounce England as the mightiest tool of Russia. -
The same position is taken up by the pamphlet, of which we shall
now give a short analysis, and with which we shall conclude the
introduction to the diplomatic revelations. It is entitled, “ Truth is
but Truth as it is timed, or our Ministry’s present measures against the
Muscovite vindicated, etc., etc. Humbly dedicated to the House of C.,
London, 1719.”

The former pamphlets we have reprinted,* were written at, or
shortly after, the time when, to use the words of a modern admirer
of Russia,”

“Peter traversed the Baltic Sea as master at the head of the combined squadrons of
all the northern Powers,” England included, “which gloried in sailing under his
orders.” ¢

In 1719, however, when Truth is but Truth was published, the
face of affairs seemed altogether changed. Charles XII was dead,
and the English Government now pretended to side with Sweden,

a See this volume, pp. 43-55, 65-73.— Ed.
b Ph. Segur.— Ed.
¢ Ph. Segur, History of Russia.., p. 304.— Ed.
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and to wage war against Russia. There are other circumstances
connected with this anonymous pamphlet, which claim particular
notice. It purports to be an extract from a relation, which, on his
return from Muscovy, in August 1715, its author,® by order of
George 1., drew up and handed over to Viscount Townshend, then
Secretary of State.

“It happens,” says he, “to be an advantage that at present I may own to have
been the first so happy to foresee, or honest to forewarn our Court here, of the
absolute necessity of our then breaking with the Czar, and shutting him out again
of the Baltic.” “My relation discovered his aim as to other states, and even to the
German empire, to which, although an inland power, he had offered to annex
Livonia as an Electorate, so that he could but be admitted as an elector. It drew
attention to the Czar’s then contemplated assumption of the title of Autocrator.124
Being head of the Greek Church he would be owned by the other potentates as
head of the Greek Empire. I am not to say how reluctant we would be to
acknowledge that title, since we have already made an ambassador? treat him with
the title of Imperial Majesty, which the Swede has never yet condescended to.”

For some time attached to the British Embassy in Muscovy, our
author, as he states, was later on

“dismissed the service, because the Czar desired it,” having made sure that “I had given
our Court such light into his affairs as is contained in this paper; for which I beg leave
to appeal to the King, and to vouch the Viscount Townshend, who heard His Majesty
give that vindication.” And yet, notwithstanding all this, “I have been for these five
years past kept soliciting for a very long arrear still due, and whereof I contracted the
greatest part in executing a commission from Her late Majesty.c”

The anti-Muscovite attitude, suddenly assumed by the Stanhope
Cabinet, our author looks to in rather a sceptic mood.

“I do not pretend to foreclose, by this paper, the Ministry of that applause due
to them from the public, when they shall satisfy us as to what the motives were,
which made them, till but yesterday, straiten the Swede in everything, although
then our ally as much as now. Or strengthen by ali the ways they could, the Czar,
although under no tie, but barely that of amity with Great Briwin.... At the minute
I write this I learn that the gentleman, who brought the Muscovites, not yet three
years ago, as a royal navy, not under our protection, on their first appearance in
the Baltic, is again authorised by the persons now in power, to give the Czar a
second meeting in these seas. For what reason, or to what good end?”

The gentleman hinted at is Admiral Norris, whose Baltic
campaign against Peter I seems, indeed, to be the original pattern

a G. Mackenzie.— Ed.
b M. Withworth.— Ed.
¢ Anne.— Ed.
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upon which the recent naval campaigns of Admirals Napier and
Dundas were cut out.'®®

The restoration to Sweden of the Baltic provinces is required by
the commercial as well as the political interest of Great Britain.
Such is the pith of our author’s argument:

“Trude is become the very life of our State; and what food is to life naval stores

are to a fleet. The whole trade we drive with all the other nations of the earth, at
best, is but lucrative; this, of the north, is indispensably neédful,”and may not be
improperly termed the sacra embole? of Great Britain, as being its chiefest foreign
vent, for the support of all our trade, and our safety at home. As woollen
manufactures and minerals are the staple commodities of Great Britain, so are
likewise naval stores those of Muscovy, as also of all those very provinces in the
Baltic, which the Czar has so lately wrested from the crown of Sweden. Since those
provinces have been in the Czar’s possession, Pernau is entirely waste. At Revel we
have not one British merchant left, and all the trade which was formerly at Narva,
is now brought to Petersburg.... The Swede could never possibly engross the trade
of our subjects, because those seaports in his hands were but so many
thoroughfares from whence these commodities were uttered, the places of their
produce or manufacture lying behind those ports, in the dominions of the Czar.
But, if left to the Czar, these Baltic ports are no more thoroughfares, but peculiar
magazines from the inland countries of the Czar’s own dominions. Having already
Archangel in the White Sea, to leave him but any seaport in the Baltic were to put
no less in his hands than the two keys of the general magazines of all the naval stores of
Europe: it being known, that Danes, Swedes, Poles and Prussians have but single
and distinct branches of those commodities in their several dominions.” If the Czar
should thus engross “the supply of what we cannot do without, where then is our
fleet? Or, indeed, where is the security for all our trade to any part of the earth
besides?”
i If then, the interest of British commerce requires to exclude the Czar from the
Baltic, “the interest of our State ought to be no less a spur to quicken us to that
attempt. By the interest of our State I would be understood to mean neither the
party measures of a Ministry, nor any foreign motives of a court, but precisely what
is, and ever must be, the immediate concern, either for the safety, ease, dignity, or
emolument of the Crown, as well as the common weal of Great Britain.” With
respect to the Baltic, it has “from the earliest period of our naval power” always
been considered a fundamental interest of our State; first, to prevent the rise there
of any new maritime Power; and, secondly, to maintain the balance of power
between Denmark and Sweden.

“One instance of the wisdom and foresight of our then truly British statesmen is
the peace at Stolbowa, in the year 1617.126 James the First was the mediator of that
treaty, by which the Muscovite was obliged to give up all the provinces which he
then was possessed of in the Baltic, and to be barely an inland power on this side
of Europe.”

The same policy of preventing a new maritime power from starting in the Baltic
was acted upon by Sweden and Denmark.

“Who knows not that the Emperor's® attempt to get a seaport in Pomerania

2 Sacred key.— Ed.
b Ferdinand I1.— Ed.
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weighed no less with the great Gustavus,® than any other motive for carrying his
arms even into the bowels of the house of Austria? What befell, -at the times of
Charles Gustavus, the crown of Poland itself, who, besides it being in those days by
far the mightiest of any of the Northern powers, had then a long stretch of coast
on, and some ports in the Baltic? The Danes, though then in alliance with Poland,
would never allow them, even for their assistance against the Swedes, to have a
fleet in the Baltic, but destroyed the Polish ships wherever they could meet them.”

As to the maintenance of the balance of power between the established
Maritime States of the Baltic, the tradition of British policy is no less clear.

When the Swedish power gave us some uneasiness there by threatening to crush
Denmark, the honour of our country was kept up by retrieving the then inequality of
the balance of power. )

“The Commonwealth of England sent in a squadron to the Baltic, which brought
on the treaty of Roskild (1658), afterwards confirmed at Copenhagen (1660).127 The
fire of straw kindled by the Danes in the times of King William III. was as speedily
quenched by George Rooke in the treaty of Travendahl.” 128

Such was the hereditary British policy.

“It never entered into the mind of the politicians of those times, in order to
bring the scale again to rights, to find out the happy expedient of raising a third naval
Power for framing a juster balance in the Baltic.... Who has taken this counsel
against Tyre, the crowning city, whose merchants are princes, whose traffickers are
the honourables of the earth? ¢ Ego autem neminem nomino, quare irasci mihi nemo poterit,
nisi qui ante de se voluerit confiteri.d Posterity will be under some difficulty to believe that
this could be the work of any of the persons now in power ... that we have opened St.
Petersburg to the Czar solely at our own expense, and without any risk to him...”

The safest line of policy would be to return to the treaty of Stolbowa, and to
suffer the Muscovite no longer “to nestle in the Baltic.” Yet, it may be said, that in
“the present state of affairs” it would be “difficult to retrieve the advantage we
have lost by not curbing, when it was more easy, the growth of the Muscovite
power.”

A middle course may be thought more convenient.

“If we should find it consistent with the welfare of our State, that the Muscovite
have an inlet into the Baltic, as having, of all the princes of Europe, a country that
can be made most beneficial to its prince, by uttering its produce to foreign
markets. In this case, it were but reasonable to expect on the other hand, that in
return for our complying so far with his interest, for the improvement of his
country, His Czarish Majesty, on his part, should demand nothing that may tend to
the disturbance of another; and, therefore, contenting himself with ships of trade,
should demand none of war.”

“We should thus preclude his hopes of being ever more than an inland power,”
but “obviate every objection of using the Czar worse than any Sovereign Prince
may expect. I shall not for this give an instance of a Republic of Genoa, or another

a Gustavus II Adolphus.— Ed.

b Charles X (Gustavus).— Ed.

< Isaiah 23:8.— Ed.

d “But I name no one, so that no one will be angry with me, other than he who
might refuse to express himself openly before the event.” Cicero, Pro lege Manilia, ch.
XIII.— Ed.
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in the Baltic itself, of the Duke of Courland; but will assign Poland and Prussia,
who, though both now crowned heads, have ever contented themselves with the
freedom of an open traffic, without insisting on a fleet. Or the treaty of Falczin,
between the Turk? and Muscovite, by which Peter was forced not only to restore
Asof, and to part with all his men-of-war in those parts, but also to content
himself with the bare freedom of traffic in the Black Sea.!?® Even an inlet in the
Baltic for trade is much beyond what he could morally have promised himself not
yet so long ago on the issue of his war with Sweden.”

If the Czar refuse to agree to such “a healing temperament,” we shall have
“nothing to regret, but the time we lost to exert all the means that Heaven has
made us master of, to reduce him to a peace advantageous to Great Britain.”

War would become inevitable. In that case, “it ought no less to animate our
Ministry to pursue their present measures, than fire with indignation the breast of
every honest Briton, that a Czar of Muscovy, who owes his naval skill to our
instructions, and his grandeur to our forbearance, should so soon deny to Great
Britain the terms which so few years ago he was fain to take up with from the
Sublime Porte.”

“'Tis every way our interest to have the Swede restored to those provinces
which the Muscovite has wrested from that crown in the Baltic. Great Britain can no
longer hold the balance in that sea,” since she “has raised the Muscovite to be a maritime
Power there.... Had we performed the articles of our alliance made by King William
with the crown of Sweden, that gallant nation would ever have been a bar strong
enough against the Czar coming into the Baltic.... Time must confirm us, that the
Muscovite’s expulsion from the Baltic is now the principal end of our Ministry.”

a4 Sultan Ahmed IIl.— Ed.



Karl Marx
[REVOLUTION IN SPAIN]

The news brought by the Asia yesterday, though later by three
days than our previous advices, contains nothing to indicate a
speedy conclusion of the civil war in Spain. O’Donnell’s coup
d’état, although victorious at Madrid,"” cannot yet be said to have
finally succeeded. The French Moniteur, which at first put down
the insurrection at Barcelona as a ‘mere riot," is now obliged to
confess that ) ‘

“the conflict there was very keen, but that the success of the Queen’s® troops may
be considered as secured.”¢

According to the version of that official journal the combat at
Barcelona lasted from 5 o’clock in the afternoon of July 18 till the
same hour on the 2lst—exactly three days—when the “in-
surgents” are said to have been dislodged from their quarters, and
fled into the country, pursued by cavalry. It is, however, averred
that the insurgents still hold several towns in Catalonia, including
Gerona, Junquera, and some smaller places. It also appears that
Murcia, Valencia and Seville have made their pronunciamientos®
against the coup d’état; that a battalion of the garrison of
Pampeluna, directed by the Governor of that town on Soria, had
pronounced against the Government on the road, and marched to
join the insurrection at Saragossa; and lastly that at Saragossa,

a Le Moniteur universel, No. 203, July 21, 1856, “Partie non officielle”.— Ed.
b Isabella II.— Ed.

¢ Le Moniteur universel, No. 206, July 24, 1856, “Partie non officielle”.— Ed.
d Mutinies.— Ed.
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from the beginning the acknowledged center of resistance, Gen.
Falcon had passed in review 16,000 soldiers of the line, reinforced
by 15,000 militia and peasants from the environs.

At all events, the French Government considers the “insurrec-
tion” in Spain as not quelled, and Bonaparte, far from contenting
himself with the sending of a batch of battalions to line the
frontier, has ordered one brigade to advance to the Bidassoa,
which brigade is being completed to a division by reinforcements
from Montpellier and Toulouse. It seems, also, that a second
division has been detached immediately from the army of Lyons,
according to orders sent direct from Plombieres on the 23d ult.,
and is now marching toward the Pyrenees, where, by this time,
there is assembled a full corps d’observation of 25,000 men. Should
the resistance to the O’Donnell government be able to hold its
ground; should it prove formidable enough to inveigle Bonaparte
into an armed invasion of the Peninsula, then the coup d’état of
Madrid may have given the signal for the downfall of the coup
d’état of Paris.”

If we consider the general plot and the dramatis personae, this
Spanish conspiracy of 1856 appears as the simple revival of the
similar attempt of 1843,'* with some slight alterations of course.
Then, as now, Isabella at Madrid and Christina at Paris; Louis
Philippe, instead of Louis Bonaparte, directing the movement
from the Tuileries; on the one side, Espartero and his
Apyacuchos'®; on the other, O’Donnell, Serrano, Concha, with
Narvaez then in the proscenium, now in the background. In 1843,
Louis Philippe sent two millions of gold by land and Narvaez and
his friends by sea, the compact of the Spanish marriages being
settled between himself and Madame Mufoz.'** The complicity of
Bonaparte in the Spanish coup d’état—who has, perhaps, settled
the marriage of his cousin Prince Napoleon with a Mdlle. Munoz,
or who, at all events, must continue his mission of mimicking his
uncle*—that complicity is not only indicated by the denunciations
hurled by the Moniteur for the last two months at the communist
conspiracies in Castile and Navarre, by the behavior before,
during and after the coup d’état of M. de Turgot, the French
Embassador at Madrid, the same man who was the Foreign
Minister of Bonaparte during his own coup d’état; by the Duke of
Alba, Bonaparte’s brother-in-law, turning up as the President of
the new ayuntamiento” at Madrid, immediately after the victory of

4 Napoleon 1.— Ed.
b Municipal Council.— Ed.
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O’Donnell; by Ros de Olano, an old member of the French party,
being the first man offered a place in O’Donnell’s Ministry; and by
Narvaez being dispatched to Bayonne by Bonaparte as soon as the
first news of the affair reached Paris. That complicity was
suggested beforehand by the forwarding of large quantities of
ammunition from Bordeaux to Bayonne a fortnight in advance of
the actual crisis at Madrid. Above all, it is suggested by the plan of
operations followed by O’Donnell in his razzia against the people
of that city. At the very outset he announced that he would not
shrink from blowing up Madrid, and during the fighting he acted
up to his word. Now, although a daring fellow, O’Donnell has
never ventured upon a bold step without securing a safe retreat.
Like his notorious uncle,” the hero of treason, he never burnt the
bridge when he passed the Rubicon. The organ of combativeness
is singularly checked in the O’Donnells by the organs of
cautiousness and secretiveness. It is plain that any general who
should hold forth the threat of laying the capital in ashes, and fail
in his attempt, would forfeit his head. How then did O’Donnell
venture upon such delicate ground? The secret is betrayed by the
Journal des Débats, the special organ of Queen Christina.

“O’Donnell expected a great battle, and at the most a victory hotly disputed.
Into his provisions there entered the possibility of defeat. If such a misfortune had
happened, the Marshal would have abandoned Madrid with the rest of his army,
escorting the Queen, and turning toward the northern provinces, with a view to
approach the French frontier.”?

Does not all this look as if he had laid his plan with Bonaparte?
Exactly the same plan had been settled between Louis Philippe
and Narvaez in 1843, which, again, was copied from the secret’
convention between Louis XVIII and Ferdinand VII, in 1828.1%

This plausible parallel between the Spanish conspiracies of 1843
and 1856 once admitted, there are still sufficiently distinct features
in the two movements to indicate the immense strides made by the
Spanish people within so brief an epoch. These features are: the
political character of the last struggle at Madrid; its military
importance; and finally, the respective position of Espartero and
O’Donnell in 1856 compared with those of Espartero and Narvaez
in 1843. In 1843 all parties had become tired of Espartero. To get
:rid of him a powerful coalition was formed between the Moderados
and Progresistas.'®® Revolutionary juntas springing up like mush-

a4 Enrique Jose O’Donnell.— Ed.
b Journal des Débats, July 22, 1856, “France”.— Ed.
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rooms in all the towns, paved the way for Narvaez and his
retainers. In 1856 we have not only the court and army on the
one side against the people on the other, but within the ranks of
the people we have the same divisions as in the rest of Western
Europe. On the 13th of July the Ministry of Espartero offered its
forced resignation; in the night of the 13th and 14th the Cabinet
of O’Donnell was constituted; on the morning of the 14th the
rumor spread that O’Donnell, charged with the formation of a
cabinet, had invited Ryos y Rosas, the ill-omened Minister of the
bloody days of July, 1854, to join him. At 11 a.m. the Gaceta
confirmed the rumor. Then the Cortes assembled, 93 deputies
being present. According to the rules of that body, 20 members
suffice to call a meeting, and 50 to form a quorum. Besides, the
Cortes had not been formally prorogued. Gen. Infante, the
President, could not but comply with the universal wish to hold a
regular sitting. A proposition was submitted to the effect that the
new Cabinet did not enjoy the confidence of the Cortes, and that
her Majesty* should be informed of this resolution. At the same
time, the Cortes summoned the National Guard to be ready for
action. Their Committee, bearing the resolution of want of
confidence, went to the Queen, escorted by a detachment of
National Militia. While endeavoring to enter the palace they were
driven back by the troops of the line, who fired upon them and
their escort. This incident gave the signal for the insurrection. The
order to commence the building of barricades was given at 7 in
the evening by the Cortes, whose mniceting was dispersed im-
mediately afterward by the troops of O’Donnell. The battle
commenced the same night, only one battalion of the National
Militia joining the Royal troops. It should be noted that as early as
the morning of the 13th, Sefor Escosura, the Esparterist Minister
of the Interior, had telegraphed to Barcelona and Saragossa that a
coup d’état was at hand, and that they must prepare to resist it. At
the head of the Madrid insurgents were Senor .Madoz and Gen.
Valdez, the brother of Escosura. In short, there can be no doubt
that the resistance to the coup d’état originated with the
Esparterists, the citizens and Liberals in general. While they, with
the militia, engaged the line across Madrid from east to west, the
workmen under Pucheta occupied the south and part of the north
side of the town.

On the morning of the 15th, O’Donnell took the initiative. Even

a Isabella I1.— Ed.
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by the partial testimony of the Débats? O’Donnell obtained no
marked advantage during the first half of the day. Suddenly, at
about 1 o’clock, without any perceptible reason, the ranks of the
National Militia were broken; at 2 o’clock they were still more
thinned, and at 6 o’clock they had completely disappeared from
the scene of action, leaving the whole brunt of the battle to be
borne by the workmen, who fought it out till 4 in the afternoon
of the 16th. Thus there were, in these three days of carnage, two
distinct battles—the one of the Liberal Militia of the middle class,
supported by the workmen against the army, and the other of the
army against the workmen deserted by the militia. As Heine has it:

“It is an old story, but is always new.”P

Espartero deserts the Cortes; the Cortes desert the leaders of
the National Guard; the leaders desert their men, and the men
desert the people. On the 15th, however, the Cortes assembled
again, when Espartero appeared for a moment. He was reminded
by Sefior Assensio and oiher members of his reiterated protesta-
tions to draw his grand sword of Luchana'® on the first day when
the liberty of.the country should be endangered. Espartero called
Heaven to witness his unswerving patriotism, and when he left, it
was fully expected that he would soon be seen at the head of the
insurrection. Instead of this, he went to the house of Gen. Gurrez,
where he buried himself in a2 bomb-proof cellar, a la Palafox, and
was heard of no more. The commandants of the militia, who, on
the evening before, had employed every means to excite the
militiamen to take up arms, now proved as eager to retire to their
private houses. At 2/, p.m. Gen. Valdez, who for some hours had
usurped the command of the militia, convoked the soldiers under
his direct command on the Plaza Mayor, and told them that the
man who naturally ought to be at their head would not come
forward, and that consequently everybody was at liberty to
withdraw. Hereupon the National Guards rushed to their homes
and hastened to get rid of their uniforms and hide their arms.
Such is the substance of the account furnished by one well-
informed authority. Another gives as the reason for this sudden
act of submission to the conspiracy, that it was considered that the
triumph of the National Guard was likely to entail the ruin of the
throne and the absolute preponderance of the Republican

2 Journal des Débats, July 22, 1856, “France”.— Ed.
b H. Heine, “Lyrisches Intermezzo”.— Ed.
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Democracy. The Presse of Paris also gives us to understand that
Marshal Espartero, seeing the turn given to things in the Congress
by the Democrats, did not wish to sacrifice the throne, or launch
into the hazards of anarchy and civil war, and in consequence did
all he could to produce submission to O’Donnell.

It is true that the details as to the time, circumstances, and
break-down of the resistance to the coup d’état, are given
differently by different writers; but all agree on the one principal
point, that Espartero deserted the Cortes, the Cortes the leaders,
the leaders the middle class, and that class the people. This
furnishes a new illustration of the character of most of the
European struggles of 1848-49, and of those hereafter to take
place in the Western portion of that continent. On the one hand
there are modern industry and trade, the natural chiefs of which,
the middle classes, are averse to the military despotism; on the
other hand, when they begin the battle against this same
despotism, in step the workmen themselves, the product of the
modern organization of labor, to claim their due share of the
result of victory. Frightened by the consequences of an alliance
thus imposed on their unwilling shoulders, the middle classes
shrink back again under the protecting batteries of the hated
despotism. This is the secret of the standing armies of Europe,
which otherwise will be incomprehensible to the future historian.
The middle classes of Europe are thus made to understand that
they must either surrender to a political power which they detest,
and renounce the advantages of modern industry and trade, and
the social relations based upon them, or forego the privileges
which the modern organization of the productive powers of
society, in its primary phase, has vested in an exclusive class. That
this lesson should be taught even from Spain is something equally
striking and unexpected.

Written on July 25, 1856 Reproduced from the New-York

) ) ) . Daily Tribune
First published in the New-York Dauly

Tribune, No. 4775, August 8, 1856 as a
leading article; reprinted in the New-York
Semi-Weekly Tribune, No. 1170, August
12, 1856 and the New-York Weekly
Tribune, No. 779, August 16, 1856 under
the title “The Spanish Coup d’Etat”
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[REVOLUTION IN SPAIN]

Saragossa surrendered on August 1, at 1:30 p.m., and thus
vanished the last center of resistance to the Spanish counter-
revolution. There was, in a military point of view, little chance of
success after the defeats at Madrid and Barcelona, the feebleness
of the insurrectionary diversion in Andalusia, and the converging
advance of overwhelming forces from the Basque provinces,
Navarre, Catalonia, Valencia and Castile. Whatever chance there
might be was paralyzed by the circumstance that it was Espartero’s
old aide-de-camp, General Falcon, who directed the forces of
resistance; that “Espartero and Liberty” was given as the battlecry;
and that the population of Saragossa had become aware of
Espartero’s incommensurably ridiculous fiasco at Madrid." Be-
sides, there were direct orders from Espartero’s headquarters to
his bottle-holders at Saragossa, that they were to put an end to all
resistance, as will be seen from the following extract from the

Journal de Madrid of July 29:

“One of the Esparterist ex-Ministers took part in the negotiations going on
between General Dulce and the authorities of Saragossa, and -the Esparterist
member of the Cortes, Juan Martinez Alonso, accepted the mission of informing
the insurgent leaders that the Queen? her Ministers and her generals, were
animated by a most conciliatory spirit.”?

The revolutionary movement was pretty generally spread over
the whole of Spain. Madrid and La Mancha in Castile; Granada,
Seville, Malaga, Cadiz, Jaen, etc.,, in Andalusia; Murcia and

a Isabella IT.— Ed.
b Quoted from The Leader, No. 333, August 9, 1856.— Ed.
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Cartagena in Murcia; Valencia, Alicante, Alzira, etc., in Valencia;
Barcelona, Reus, Figueras, Gerona, in Catalonia; Saragossa,
Teruel, Huesca, Jaca, etc., in Aragon; Oviedo in Asturias; and
Corufia in Galicia. There were no moves in Estremadura, Leon
and old Castile, where the revolutionary party had been put down
two months ago, under the joint auspices of Espartero and
O’Donnell —the Basque provinces and Navarre also remaining
quiet. The sympathies of the latter provinces, however, were with
the revolutionary cause, although they might not manifest
themselves in sight of the French army of observation. This is the
more remarkable if it be considered that twenty years ago these
very provinces formed the stronghold of Carlism '**—then backed
by the peasantry of Aragon and Catalonia, but who, this time,
were most passionately siding with the revolution; and who would
have proved a most formidable element of resistance, had not the
imbecility of the leaders at Barcelona and Saragossa prevented
their energies from being turned to account. Even The London
Morning Herald, the orthodox champion of Protestantism, which
broke lances for the Quixote of the auto-da-fe, Don Carlos, some
twenty years ago, has stumbled over that fact, which it is fair
enough to acknowledge. This is one of the many symptoms of
progress revealed by the last revolution in Spain, a progress the
slowness of which will astonish only those not acquainted with the
peculiar customs and manners of a country, where “a la mafana”*
is the watchword of every day’s life, and where everybody is ready
to tell you that “our forefathers needed eight hundred years to
drive out the Moors.”

Notwithstanding the general spread of pronunciamientos”® the
revolution in Spain was limited only to Madrid and Barcelona. In
the south it was broken by the cholera morbus in the north by the
Espartero murrain. From a military point of view, the insurrec-
tions at Madrid and Barcelona offer few interesting and scarcely
any novel features. On the one side—the army—everything was
prepared beforehand; on the other everything was extemporized;
the offensive never for a moment changed sides. On the one
hand, a well-equipped army, moving easily in the strings of its
commanding generals; on the other, leaders reluctantly pushed
forward by the impetus of an imperfectly-armed people. At
Madrid the revolutionists from the outset committed the mistake

2 Let’s do it tomorrow.— Ed.
Y Mutinies.— Ed.
¢ Epidemic of cholera.— Ed.



Revolution in Spain 105

of blocking themselves up in the internal parts of the town, on the
line connecting the eastern and western extremities—extremities
commanded by O’Donnell and Concha, who communicated with
each other and the cavalry of Dulce through the external
boulevards. Thus the people were cutting off and exposing
themselves to the concentric attack preconcerted by O’Donnell and
his accomplices. O’Donnell and Concha had only to effect their
junction and the revolutionary forces were dispersed into the
north and south quarters of the town, and deprived of all further
cohesion. It was a distinct feature of the Madrid insurrection that
barricades were used sparingly and only at prominent street
corners, while the houses were made the centers of resistance;
and—what is unheard of in street warfare—bayonet attacks met
the assailing columns of the army. But, if the insurgents profited
by the experience of the Paris and Dresden insurrections,' the
soldiers had learned no less by them. The walls of the houses were
broken through one by one, and the insurgents were taken in the
flank and rear, while the exits into the streets were swept by
cannon-shot. Another distinguished feature in this battle of
Madrid was that Pucheta, after the junction of Concha and
O’Donnell, when he was pushed into the southern (Toledo)
quarter of the town, transplanted the guerrilla warfare from the
mountains of Spain into the streets of Madrid. The insurrection,
dispersed, faced about under some arch of a church, in some
narrow lane, on the staircase of a house, and there defended itself
to the death.

At Barcelona the fighting was still more intense, there being no
leadership at all. Militarily, this insurrection, like all previous
risings in Barcelona, perished by the fact of the citadel, Fort
Montjuick, remaining in the hands of the army. The violence of
the struggle is characterized by the burning of 150 soldiers in their
barracks at Gracia, a suburb which the insurgents hotly contested,
after being already dislodged from Barcelona. It deserves mention
that, while at Madrid, as we have shown in a previous article," the
proletarians were betrayed and deserted by the bourgeoisie, the
weavers of Barcelona declared at the very outset that they would
have nothing to do with a movement set on foot by Esparterists,
and insisted on the declaration of the Republic. This being
refused, they, with the exception of some who could not resist the
smell of powder, remained passive spectators of the battle, which

a See this volume, pp. 100-02.— Ed.
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was thus lost—all insurrections at Barcelona being decided by its
20,000 weavers.

The Spanish revolution of 1856 is distinguished from all its
predecessors by the loss of all dynastic character. It is known that
the movement from 1808 to 1814 was national and dynastic.'*
Although the Cortes in 1812" proclaimed an almost republican
Constitution, they did it in the name of Ferdinand VII. The
movement of 1820-23,"*" timidly republican, was. altogether
premature and had against it the masses to whose support it
appealed, those masses being bound altogether to the Church and
the Crown. So deeply rooted was royalty in Spain, that the
struggle between old and modern society, to become serious,
needed a testament of Ferdinand VII, and the incarnation of the
antagonistic principles in two dynastic branches, the Carlist and
Cristina ones. Even to combat for a new principle the Spaniard
wanted a time-honored standard. Under these banners the
struggle was fought out, from 1833¢ to 1843. Then there was an
end of revolution, and the new dynasty was allowed its trial from
1843 to 1854. In the revolution of July, 1854, there was thus
necessarily implied an attack on the new dynasty; but innocent
Isabel was covered by the hatred concentrated on her mother,"
and the people reveled not only in their own emancipation but
also in that of Isabel from her mother and the camarilla.

In 1856 the cloak had fallen and Isabel herself confronted the
people by the coup d’état that fomented the revolution. She
proved the worthy, coolly cruel, and cowardly hypocrite daughter
of Ferdinand VII, who was so much given to lying that
notwithstanding his bigotry he could never convince himself, even
with the aid of the Holy Inquisition, that such exalted personages
as Jesus Christ and his Apostles had spoken truth. Even Murat’s
massacre of the Madrilefios in 1808 '** dwindles into an insignifi-
cant riot by the side of the butcheries of the 14-16th July, smiled
upon by the innocent Isabel.” Those days sounded the death-knell
of royalty in Spain. There are only the imbecile legitimists of
Europe imagining that Isabel having fallen, Don Carlos may rise.
They are forever thinking that when the last manifestation of a
principle dies away, it is only to give its primitive manifestation
another turn.

4 The New-York Daily Tribune has mistakenly “from 1804 to 1815”.— Ed.
b The NYDT has mistakenly *“1824”.— Ed.

¢ The NYDT has mistakenly “1831”.— Ed.
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In 1856, the Spanish revolution has lost not only its dynastic,
but also its military character. Why the army played such a
prominent part in Spanish revolutions, may be told in a very few
words. The old institution of the Captain-Generalships, which
made the captains the pashas of their respective provinces'*; the
war of independence against France, which not only made the
army the principal instrument of national defense, but also the
first revolutionary organization and the center of revolutionary
action in Spain; the conspiracies of 1814-19,* all emanating from
the army; the dynastic war of 1833-40,° depending on the armies
of both sides'*; the isolation of the liberal bourgeoisie forcing
them to employ the bayonets of the army against clergy and
peasantry in the country; the necessity for Cristina and the
camarilla to employ bayonets against the Liberals, as the Liberals
had employed bayonets against the peasants; the tradition growing
out of all these precedents; these were the causes which impressed
on revolution in Spain a military, and on the army a pretorian
character. Till 1854, revolution always originated with the army,
and its different manifestations up to that time offered no
external sign of difference beyond the grade in the army whence
they originated. Even in 1854 the first impulse still proceeded
from the army, but there is the Manzanares manifesto® of
O’Donnell'"" to attest how slender the base of the military
preponderance in the Spanish revolution had become. Under what
conditions was O’Donnell finally allowed to stay his scarcely
equivocal promenade from Vicalvaro to the Portuguese frontiers,
and to bring back the army to Madrid? Only on the promise to
immediately reduce it, to replace it by the National Guard, and
not to allow the fruits of the revolution, to be shared by the
generals. If the revolution of 1854 confined itself thus to the
expression of its distrust, only two years later, it finds itself openly
and directly attacked by that army—an army that has now
worthily entered the lists by the side of the Croats of Radetzky, the
Africans of Bonaparte, and the Pomeranians of Wrangel."*® How
far the glories of its new position are appreciated by the Spanish
army, is proved by the rebellion of a regiment at Madrid, on the
29th of July, which, not being satisfied with the mere cigarros of
Isabel, struck for the five franc pieces, and sausages of
Bonaparte,' and got them, too.

a The New-York Daily Tribune has mistakenly “1815-18”.— Ed.
b The NYDT has mistakenly “1831-41”.— Ed.
¢ Published in the Journal des Débats, July 17, 1854.— Ed.
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This time, then, the army has been all against the people, or,
indeed, it has only fought against them, and the National Guards.
In short, there is an end of the revolutionary mission of the
Spanish army. The man in whom centered the military, the
dynastic, and the bourgeois liberal character of the Spanish
revolution—Espartero—has now sunk even lower than the
common law of fate would have enabled his most intimate
connoisseurs to anticipate. If, as is generally rumored, and is very
probable, the Esparterists are about to rally under O’Donnell, they
will have confirmed their suicide by an official act of their own.
They will not save him.

The next European revolution will find Spain matured for
cooperation with it. The years 1854 and 1856 were phases of
transition she had to pass through to arrive at that maturity.

Written in early August 1856 Reproduced from the New-York

. . . . Daily Tribune
First published in the New-York Daily

Tribune, No. 4783, August 18, 1856 as a
leading article; reprinted in the New-York
Weekly Tribune, No. 780, August 23,
1856 under the title “The Spanish Re-
volution Closed”



109

Karl Marx
[THE ECONOMIC CRISIS IN EUROPE]

What distinguishes the present period of speculation in Europe
is the universality ot the rage. There have been gambling manias
before—corn- manias, railway manias, mining manias, banking
manias, cotton-spinning manias—in short, manias of every possi-
ble description; but at the epochs of the great commercial crises of
1817, 1825, 1836, 1846-'47, although every branch of industrial
and commercial enterprise was affected, one leading mania gave
to each epoch its distinct tone and character. Every department
peing invaded by the spirit of speculation, every speculator still
confined himself within his department. On the contrary, the
ruling principle of the Crédit Mobilier, the representative of the
present mania, is not to speculate in a given line, but to speculate
in speculation, and to universalize swindling at the same rate that
it centralizes it. There is, besides, this further difference in the
origin and growth of the present mania, that it did not begin in
England, but in France. The present race of French speculators

~stand in the same relation to the English speculators of the
above-mentioned epochs as the French Deists of the Eighteenth to
the English Deists of the Seventeenth Century.'”® The one
furnished the materials, while the other produced the generalizing
form which enabled deism to be propagated over the whole
civilized world of the eighteenth century. The British are prone to
congratulate themselves upon the removal of the focus of
speculationt from their free and sober island to the muddled and
despot-ridden Continent; but then they forget the intense anxicty
with which they watch the monthly statement of the Bank of
France as influencing the heap of bullion in the sanctum of the
Bank of England; they forget that it is English capital, to a great
extent, which supplies the great arteries of the European Crédits
Mobiliers with the heavenly moisture; they forget that the “sound”
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over-trading and over-production in England, which they are now
extolling as having reached the figure of nearly £110,000,000 of
exports, is the direct offspring of the “unsound” speculation they
denounce on the Continent, as much as their liberal policy of 1854
and 1856 is the offspring of the coup d’état of Bonaparte. Yet it
cannot be denied that they are innocent of the breeding of that
curious mixture of Imperial Socialism, St. Simonistic stock-jobbing
and philosophical swindling which makes up what is called the
Crédit Mobilier. In strong contradistinction to this continental
refinement, English speculation has gone back to its coarsest and
most primitive form of fraud, plain, unvarnished and unmitigated.
Fraud was the mystery of Paul, Strahan & Bates; of the Tipperary
Bank of Sadleir memory; of the great City operations of Cole,
Davidson & Gordon; and fraud is the sad but simple tale of the
Royal British Bank of London."™

For a set of directors to eat up a company’s capital, while
cheering on its shareholders by high dividends, and inveigling
depositors and fresh shareholders by fraudulent accounts, no high
degree of refinement is necessary. Nothing is wanted but English
law. The case of the Royal British Bank has caused a sensation,
not so much on account of the capital as on account of the
number of small people involved, both among the shareholders
and depositors. The division of labor in this concern appears to
have been very simple, indeed. There were two sets of directors,
the one content to pocket their salary of $10,000 a year for
knowing nothing of the affairs of the Bank and keeping their
consciences clear, the other intent upon the real direction of the
Bank, only to be its first customers or rather plunderers. The
latter class being dependent for accommodation upon the man-
ager, at once begin with letting the manager accommodate
himself. Beside the manager they must take into the secret the
auditor and solicitor of the Company, who consequently receive
bribes in the shape of advances. In addition to advances made to
themselves and relatives in their own names, the directors and
manager proceed to set up a number of men of straw, in whose
names they pocket further advances. The whole paid-up capital
amounts now to £150,000, of which £121,840 were swallowed
directly and indirectly by the directors. The founder of the
- Company, Mr. McGregor, M.P. for Glasgow, the celebrated
statistical writer,” saddled the Company with £7,362; ano-

2 Main works: The Resources and Statistics of Nations and The Commercial and
Financial Legislation of Europe and America— Ed.
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ther director and Member of Parliament, Mr. Humphrey
Brown of Tewkesbury, who used the bank to pay his election-
eering expenses, incurred at one time a liability to it
of £70,000, and appears to be still in its debt to the tune of
£50,000. Mr. Cameron, the manager, had advances to the amount
of £30,000.

Every year since the bank went in operation, it had been losing
£50,000, and yet the directors came forward every year to
congratulate the shareholders upon their prosperity. Dividends of
six per cent. were paid quarterly, although by the declaration of
the official accountant, Mr. Coleman, the shareholders ought
never to have had a dividend at all. Only last Summer, fallacious
accounts to the extent of over £370,000 were presented to the
shareholders, the advances made to McGregor, Humphrey Brown,
Cameron & Co., figuring under the abstract head of Convertible
Securities. When the bank was completely insolvent, new shares
were issued, amid glowing reports of its progress and a vote of
confidence in the directors. This issue of new shares was by no
means contemplated as a desperate means of relieving the position
of the bank, but simply to furnish fresh material for directorial
fraud. Although it was one of the rules of the charter that the
bank was not to traffic in its own shares, it appears to have been
the constant practice to saddle it, by way of security, with its own
shares whenever they had become depreciated in the directors’
hands. The way in which the “honest portion” of the directors
pretend to have been duped, was told by one of them, Mr. Owen,
at a meeting of shareholders, as follows:

“When all arrangements for starting this concern had been made, Mr. Cameron
was appointed our manager, and we soon found out the evil of having a manager
who had never previously been connected with any bank in London. By reason of
that circumstance arose a number of difficulties. I will state what occurred two
years and some months ago when I left the bank. Why, shortly before that time, I
did not know that there was a single shareholder indebted to the bank to the
amount of £10,000, either for discount or advances. T at one time heard a whisper
of some complaints that there was a large sum due by one of them on account of
discounts, and I asked one of the bookkeepers as to the matter. I was told that
when I shut the parlor door I had nothing to do with the bank. Mr. Cameron said
that no director must bring his own bills to be discounted before the Board. He
said that such bills should go to the general manager, for if they were brought
before the Board we should never get mercantile men of high character to bank
with us. In this ignorance was I until one occasion, when Mr. Cameron was taken
so dangerously ill that he was not expected to recover. In consequence of his
illness, the Chairman and some of the other Directors made some inquiries which
disclosed to us that Mr. Cameron had a book with a private key which we had
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never seen. When the Chairman opened that book we were all indeed
astonished.” 2

It is due to Mr. Cameron to say that, without waiting for the
consequences of these discoveries, he, with great prudence and
promptitude, expatriated himself from England.

One of the most extraordinary and characteristic transactions of
the Royal British Bank was its connection with some Welsh Iron
Works. At a time when the paid-up capital of the Company
amounted to but £50,000, the advances made to these Iron Works
alone reached the sum of £70,000 to £80,000. When the
Company first got possession of this iron establishment it was an
unworkable concern. Having become workable after an investment
of something like £50,000, we find the property in the hands of a
Mr. Clarke, who, after having worked it “for some time,” threw it
back upon the bank, while “expressing his conviction that he was
throwing up a large fortune,” leaving the bank, however, to bear
an additional debt of £20,000 upon the “property.” Thus, this
concern kept going out of the hands of the bank whenever profits
seemed likely to come in, and kept coming back to the bank when
fresh advances were required to go out. This practical joke the
Directors were endeavoring to continue even at the last moment of
their confession, still holding up the profitable capacities of the
works, which they say might yield £16,000 per annum, forgetting
that they have cost the shareholders £17,742 during every year of
the Company’s existence. The affairs of the Company are now to
be wound up in the Court of Chancery."* Long before that can be
done, however, the whole adventures of the Royal British Bank
will have been drowned amid the deluge of the general European
crisis.

Written on about September 26, 1856 . Reproduced froin the newspaper

First published in the New-York Daily
Tribune, No. 4828, October 9, 1856 as a
leading article

2 The Times, No. 22479, September 22, 1856, “The Roya’ Britisn Bank”.— Ed.
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THE MONETARY CRISIS IN EUROPE

London, Oct. 3, 1856

The general commercial crisis which occurred in Europe about
the Autumn of 1847, and lasted till the Spring of 1848, was
ushered in by a panic in the London money market, beginning in
the last days of April and reaching its climax on the 4th of May,
1847. During these latter days all monetary transactions were
brought to a complete stand-still; but from the 4th of May the
pressure subsided, and merchants and journalists congratulated
one another on the merely accidental and transitory character of
the panic. A few months later the commercial and industrial crisis
burst forth, of which the monetary panic had been but the
symptom and the forerunner.

There is now a movement in the European money markets
analogous to the panic of 1847. The analogy, however, is not
complete. Instead of moving from west to east—from London via
Paris to Berlin and Vienna—as did the panic of 1847, the present
panic is moving from east to west, with Germany for its starting
point, thence spreading to Paris, and last reaching London. Then
the panic assumed a local aspect from the slowness of its progress;
now it appears at once in its universal character, from the rapidity
of its extension. Then it lasted about a week or so; now it has
lasted already three weeks. Then there were few who suspected it
to be the forerunner of a general crisis; now nobody doubts it save
those Englishmen who imagine themselves to make history by
reading The Times newspaper. What the most far-sighted politi-
cians feared then, was a repetition of the crisis of 1825 and 1836;
what they now are sure of is an enlarged edition not only of the
crisis of 1847 but also of the revolutions of 1848.
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The anxiety of the upper classes in Europe is as intense as their
disappointment. Having had it all their own way since the middle
of 1849, the war,” as yet, was the only cloud in their view of the
social horizon. Now, after the war is over, or supposed to be over,
they make the same discovery everywhere as was made by the
English after the battle of Waterloo, and the peace of 1815, when
the bulletins of battles were replaced by the reports on agricultural
and industrial distress. With a view to save their property they did
everything in their power to put down the Revolution, and to
crush the masses. They are now discovering that they were
themselves the instruments of a revolution in property greater
than any contemplated by the revolutionists of 1848. A general
bankruptcy is staring them in the face, which they know to be
coincidental with the settlement-day of the great pawning shop at
Paris; and as the English found, to their surprise, after 1815,
when Castlereagh, “the man of the stern path of duty,” cut off his
own head, that he had been a madman, so the stock-jobbing
public of Europe already begin to ask themselves, even before his
head is cut off, whether Bonaparte has ever been sane. They know
that every market is over-imported; that every fraction of the
proprietary classes, even those never before infected, has been
drawn into the vortex of the speculative mania; that no European
country has escaped from it; and that the demands of Govern-
ments on their tax-paying people have been stretched to the last
point. In 1848 the movements which more immediately produced
the Revolution were of a merely political character, such as the
reform banquets in France, the war of the Sonderbund in -
Switzerland, the debates of the United Diet at Berlin, the Spanish
marriages, the Schleswig-Holstein quarrels,”® &c.; and when its-
soldiers, the workingmen of Paris, proclaimed the social character
of the Revolution of 1848, its generals were as much taken by
surprise as the rest of the world. Now, on the contrary, a social
revolution is generally understood, even before the political
revolution is proclaimed; and a social revolution brought about by .
no underground plots of the secret societies among the working
classes, but by the public contrivances of the Crédits Mobiliers of
the ruling classes. Thus the anxiety of the upper classes in Europe
is embittered by the conviction that their very victories over
revolution have been but instrumental in providing the material
conditions in 1857 for the ideal tendencies of 1848. The whole
epoch from the middle of 1849 down to the present appears,

2 The Crimean war, 1853-56.— Ed.
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then, as a mere respite given by history to Old European Society,
in order to allow it a last condensed display of all its tendencies. In
politics, adoration of the sword; in morals, general corruption and
hypocritical return to exploded superstitions; in political economy,
the mania of getting rich without the pains of producing—such
have been the tendencies manifested by that Society during its
counter-revolutionary orgies of 1849-56.

On the other hand, if we place side by side the effect of this
short monetary panic and the effect of Mazzinian and other
proclamations, the whole history since 1849 of the delusions of the
official revolutionists is at once deprived of its mysteries. They
know nothing of the economical life of peoples, they know
nothing of the real conditions of historical movement, and when
the new revolution shall break out they will have a better right
than Pilate to wash their hands® and protest that they are innocent
of the blood shed.

We have said that the present monetary panic in Europe made
its appearance first in Germany, and this circumstance has been
hit upon by the journals of Bonaparte to exculpate his régime
from the suspicion of having had the least share in precipitating it.

“Government,” says the Paris Constitutionnel, “has endeavored to moderate the
spirit of enterprise even after the conclusion of peace, by adjourning several new
concessions and by forbidding the introduction of new schemes on the Bourse.
Unfortunately it could do no more; it could not prevent all excesses. Now, whence
did they proceed? If a part was generated in the French market, it was certainly
the smaller portion. Our railway companies, from a spirit of rivalry, were, perhaps,
too hasty in issuing bonds, the proceeds of which were destined to extend the
branch lines. But this would not have created embarrassment but for the mass of
foreign enterprise suddenly sprung into life. Germany, above all, which had taken
no part in the war, threw itself recklessly into schemes of all kinds. Not possessing
sufficient resources itself, it appealed to ours, and as the official market was closed
to it, our speculators opened to it the Coulisse. France, therefore, became the
center of cosmopolitan projects which might enrich foreign countries at the
expense of national interests. Capital became, in consequence, rare on our market,
and our securities, meeting with fewer buyers, suffered that depreciation which, in
the presence of so many elements of wealth and prosperity, astonishes the public.” b

Having given this specimen of imperial official nonsense on the
causes of the European panic, we cannot withhold an example also
of the sort of opposition tolerated under Bonaparte.

4 Matthew 27:24.— Ed.
b J. Burat, “Paris, 29 septembre”, Le Constitutionnel, No. 274, September 30,
1856.— Ed.
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”»

“The existence of a crisis,” says the Assemblée Nationale, “may be denied, but we
cannot help thinking that prosperity is somewhat on the wane, when we consider
the recent falling off in the receipts of our railways, in the amount of Bank
advances on commercial bills, and in the duties on exportation levied during the
first seven months of the year, which exhibit a decline of twenty-five millions of
francs.”

In Germany, then, all the active part of the middle classes have
ever since the counter-revolution of 1849 devoted their energies to
commercial and industrial enterprise, as the thinking part of the
nation have abandoned philosophy for the natural sciences. The
Germans, neutral in the war, have accumulated as much more
capital as their French neighbors sank in the war. Finding them in
this position, with a rapidly progressing industry and an accumula-
tion of capital, the French Crédit Mobilier condescended to notice
them as being fit subjects for its operations—the passive alliance
between Bonaparte and Austria having already drawn its attention
to the unexplored regions of Austria, Hungary and Italy.
However, having set the example and taken the initiative of
speculation in Germany, the Crédit Mobilier itself was startled at
the unexpected crop of stock-jobbing and credit institutions
generated by its impulse. The Germans of 1855-56 received the
swindle-constitutions of the French Crédits Mobiliers as dry-cut as
the Germans of 1831 had received the political constitutions of
France.'” Thus, a Frenchman of the seventeenth century would
behold with astonishment the Court of Louis XIV. reproduced a
hundred-fold grander on the other side of the Rhine; and thus
the Frenchmen of the last decennium were surprised to behold in
Germany sixty-two national assemblies where they had with so
much trouble produced one. Germany is not a land of decentral-
ization after all; only centralization itself is decentralized, so that
instead of one there exist a great many centers. Such a country,
then, was quite fit to develop in the shortest time and in every
direction the contrivances taught it by the Crédit Mobilier, just as
Paris fashions are sooner circulated in Germany than in France.
This is the immediate cause of the panic having made its first and
most widely-spread appearance in Germany. We shall give the
history of the panic itself, as well as its immediate causes, in a
future article.

Written on October 3, 1856 Reproduced from the newspaper

First published in the New-York Daily
Tribune, No. 4833, October 15, 1856
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[THE CAUSES OF THE MONETARY CRISIS IN EUROPE]

The monetary crisis in Germany, which began about the middle
of September last, reached its climax on the 26th of that month,
when it gradually subsided; like the monetary panic in England in
1847, which first manifested itself in the last [days] of April and
gradually disappeared after the 4th of May, the day of its
culmination. Then, the sacrifices made by several leading houses
in London, for the sake of a respite during the panic, laid the
immediate foundation of the complete ruin in which they were
involved a few months later. Similar results will, ere long, be
experienced in Germany, since at the bottom of the panic there
was no scarcity of currency, but a disproportion between the
disposable capital and the vastness of the industrial, commercial
and speculative enterprises then in hand. The means by which the
panic was temporarily subdued was the enhancement of the rate
of discount by the different Government, joint-stock and private
banks; some of them raising their rate to 6, some as high as 9 per
cent. Consequent upon this enhancement of the rate of discount,
the efflux of bullion was checked, the importation of foreign
produce paralyzed, foreign capital attracted by the bait of high
interest, outstanding debts were called in, the French Crédit
Mobilier, which in the month before had paid by bills of
accommodation its installments on the German railways contracted
for by it, was forced to pay in cash, and France, in general,
obliged to discharge in specie the balance then due on account of
corn and provisions. The monetary panic in Germany thus
rebounded on France, where it at once assumed a more
threatening aspect. The Bank of France, following in the track of
the German banks, raised its rate of discount to 6 per cent, an
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advance which on the 30th of September led to an application to
the Bank of England for a loan of more than a million of pounds
sterling. On the first of October, consequently, the Bank of
England raised its rate of discount to 5 per cent, without even
waiting for the wusual Thursday “parlor,”® a step without
precedent since the monetary panic of 1847. Notwithstanding this
rise of interest, bullion continued to flow from the vaults of
Threadneedle street” at the rate of £40,000 a day, while the Bank
of France was obliged to part with about 6,000,000 francs in coin
daily, the Mint issuing only 3,000,000, of which only about
120,000 francs was in silver. To counteract the action of the Bank
of France on the bullion reserve of the Bank of England, the latter
again raised its discount about a week afterward to 6 per cent for
bills of 60 days, and 7 per cent for bills of longer date; and the
Bank of France, in return for this civility, issued on the 6th of
October a new ukase,” by which it refused to discount any bills of
more than 60 days’ date, and declared that it would not advance
more than 40 per cent on funded property, and 20 per cent on
railway shares, and that it would make such advances for one
month only. In spite, however, of these measures, the Bank of
England was quite as unable to check the efflux of bullion to
France, as the Bank of France to lessen the panic at Paris, or the
drain of specie to other parts of the continent. The intensity of the
panic in France is attested by a fall from 1,680 francs (quotation of
Sept. 29) to 1,465 francs (Oct. 6) in the shares of the Crédit
Mobilier, a fall of 215 francs within eight days, from which the
utmost efforts had been unable to procure a recovery of more
than 15 francs up to the 9th of October. It is needless to say that
the public funds fell in proportion. There is hardly anything more
ludicrous than the French lamentations on the elopement of their
capital into Germany, after the magniloquent assurances we had
from Mr. Isaac Péreire, the great founder of the Crédit Mobilier,
that French capital was gifted with a peculiar cosmopolitan
character. In the midst of all this trouble, the great wizard of
France, Napoleon III., prepared his panacea. He interdicted the
press from talking of the' financial crisis; he suggested by
gendarmes to the money-dealers the expediency of withdrawing
from their windows the offer of premiums on silver; and finally,
he inserted in his Moniteur, on the 7th of October, a report

2 Here: a meeting of the Board of Directors.— Ed. ]
b The Bank of England is located in this street.— Ed.
¢ See Le Moniteur universel, No. 280, October 6, 1856.— Ed.
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addressed to himself, by his own Minister of Finance, asserting
that everything was right, and that only the appreciation of things
by the people was wrong.* Unhappily, two days later, out pops the
Governor of the Bank of France with the following feature in his
monthly account:

Oct.p Sept.<
Cash in hand ............................ 77,062,910 113,126,401
Cash in branches ...................... 89,407,036 122,676,090
Bills discounted ..............cceocc L 271,955,426 221,308,498
Bills at branch banks ................ 239,623,602 217,829,320
Prem. on gold and silver ......... 2,128,594 1,496,313

In other words, during one month the cash on hand had
diminished by 69,332,545 francs, discounts of bills had increased
by 72,441,210 francs; while the premium on the purchase of gold
and silver exceeds the figures for September by 632,281 francs.
Unhappily, also, it is the fact that hoarding of the precious metals
is now going on to an unprecedented degree among the French;
and that the rumors of a suspension of cash payments at the Bank
are daily gaining ground. The intervention of Napoleon proves to
be about as efficient on the money market as his intervention in
the inundated districts on the waters of the Loire."”

The present crisis in Europe is complicated by the fact that a
drain of bullion—the common harbinger of commercial disas-
ters—1is interwoven with a depreciation of gold, as compared with
silver. Independently of every other commercial and industrial
agency, this depreciation could not but induce those countries,
where there exists a double standard of value, and where both
gold and silver must be received in payment according to
proportions prescribed by law, but declared to be false by
economical facts, to export their silver to those markets where
gold is the standard of value, and where the official price of silver
does not swerve from its market price. This being the relative
position of England and France, silver must naturally flow from
France to England, and gold from England to France, till the
silver currency of the latter is replaced by a gold currency. On the

a P. Magne, “Rapport a 'Empereur”, Le Moniteur universel, No. 281, October 7,
1856.— Ed. .

b “Situation de la Banque de France et de ses succursales au jeudi 9 octobre
1856, Le Moniteur universel, No. 284, October 10, 1856.— Ed.

¢ “Situation de la Banque de France et de ses succursales au jeudi 11 septembre
1856, Le Moniteur universel, No. 256, September 12, 1856.— Ed.
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one hand, it is clear that such a substitution for the usual medium
of exchange must be attended by temporary difficulties, but that
these difficulties can be met, either by making gold the standard,

and putting silver out of circulation, as has been done, or by
demonetizing gold and making silver the only standard, as was
done in Holland in 1851, and more recently in Belgium. Qn the
other hand, it is evident that if there were no other agency at
work except a depreciation of gold compared with silver, the
general drain of silver from all Europe and America would have
counteracted and paralyzed itself, because the suddenly setting
free and taking out of circulation of such a mass of silver without
any particular reservoir to supply it, must have lowered its price in
comparison with gold, the market price of any commodity being
determined temporarily by the proportion between supply and
demand, and only in an average of years by the cost of
production. The demonetization of gold in the Dutch and Belgian
banks could exercise but a very slight influence on the value of
silver, as it had been the principal means of exchange in those
countries, and therefore the change was of a legal rather than an
economical character. It may be admitted, however, that.these
changes have opened a small market for the supply of silver, and
thus in a slight degree alleviated the embarrassment.

Within the last four or five months the specie in the Austrian
National Bank has, it is true, increased from $20, 000,000 to
$43,000,000, the whole of which, Austria not having yet returned
to cash payments, is hoarded in the Bank vaults. The principal
part of this increase of $23,000,000 has been drawn from Paris
and Germany for railways bought by the Crédit Mobilier. This is
certainly one of the causes which explain the recent drain of silver,
but it would be erroneous to look upon this circumstance as in any
large degree accounting for the late phenomena in the money
market. It must not be forgotten that from 1848 to. 1855, one.
hundred and five millions of gold have been thrown into the
money markets of the world by the production of California and
Australia,'®® exclusive of the yield of Russia and the other old
established  sources of supply. Of these one hundred and five
millions the more sanguine free-traders suppose that fifty-two
millions have been required for the modern increase of commerce,
whether as currency, as bank reserves, as bullion for the settling of
balances and the correction of exchanges between different;
countries, or as articles of luxury. Of the other fifty-three millions’
they suppose, and we think them rather below the mark, that they
have merely replaced a similar amount of silver formerly in use in
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America and France—ten millions in America, and forty-three
millions in France. The manner in which this displacement has
worked itself out, may be seen from the Official Customs Returns
of the movement of gold and silver in France during the year
1855

Gold Imported in 1855. Silver Imported in 1855.
Ingots ...ccocoiiniiinnnen. £11,045,268 Ingots ..cccovveuvivnncnne. £1,717,459
CoiN .oeeeeniieeeeeaee 4,306,887 COoin ..evvieiiieieees 3,121,250
Total woooooeeeeeon  £I15352155 . Total oo £4,838,709
Gold Exported in 1855. Stlver Exported in 1855.
INGOLS wvvvvoreeerrree £203,544 INGOLS ovvvoeeerer. £3,067,229
COIN v 6,306,060 Coin cooveeieeeeeeies 9,783,345
Total wooooerrrroe © £6,500,604 Total oo  £12.850,574
Balance gold imp’ed £8,842,551 Balance silver exp’d £8,011,865

Nobody, then, can pretend that the setting free of so large an
amount of silver (fifty-three millions sterling) is accounted for
either by the displacement in the currency of France and America,
or by the hoarding of the Bank of Austria, or both together. It has
been justly asserted that silver, not being threatened, like gold,
with a diminution in value, the Italian and Levant traders were
giving it a marked preference over other coin; that the Arabs have
received and hoarded large quantities of it; and lastly, that the
French corn-dealers, in payment for their purchases in the Black
Sea and the Sea of Azof, preferred to abstract silver from France,
where it maintains its antiquated relation to gold, instead of gold,
which has changed its relation to silver in the south of Russia.
Taking all these causes of the drain of silver together, we cannot
estimate the amount abstracted by them at more than fifteen or
sixteen millions sterling. The abstraction of silver by the Oriental
war® is most absurdly alleged by the economical writers in the
English Press as another special reason of this drain, though they
have included it in the general estimate of the fifty-two millions of
gold absorbed by the increased requirements of modern com-
merce. They cannot, of course, put on the shoulders of silver what
they have already put on the shoulders of gold. There is, then,

a The Economist, No. 683, September 27, 1856, “Foreign Correspondence”.—
Ed.
b The Crimean war, 1853-56.— Ed.
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besides all these special influences, some greater agency at work by
which the drain of silver is accounted for, and this is the trade to
China and India, which, curiously enough, also formed the
leading feature in the great crisis of 1847. We shall return to this
subject, as it is important to study the economical forerunners of
the impending crisis in Europe.

This much our readers will understand, that whatever may be
the temporary cause of the monetary panic, and the drain of
bullion which appears as its immediate occasion, all the elements
of commercial and industrial revulsion were ripe in Europe, and
aggravated in _France by the failure of the silk crop, by the
shortcomings of the vintage, by the enormous imports of grain
necessitated by the partial failure of the harvest of 1855 and the
inundations of 1856, and lastly by the scarcity of dwelling houses
produced in Paris by the economical contrivances of Mr. Bo-
naparte. For us, the mere perusal of the financial manifesto of
M. Magne, which we published on Saturday,” seems sufficient to
justify the suspicion that in spite of the second Congress of
Paris 7 now assembling, and in spite of the Naples question,"* the
third Napoleon would have good reason to congratulate himself if
the year 1857 came upon France with no worse auspices than, a
decade earlier, attended the year 1847.

Written on about October 14, 1856 Reproduced from the New-York

. . . . Duaily Tribune
First published in the New-York Daily

Tribune, No. 4843, October 27, 1856 as a
leading. article; Ieplmled in the New-York
Weekly Tribune, No. 791, November 8,
1856 under the title “The Coming
Crash”

4 P. Magne, “Rapport a PEmpereur”, Le Moniteur universel, No. 281, October 7,
1856. Published in the New-York Daily Tribune, No. 4842, October 25, 1856. This
part of the sentence belongs to the NYDT editors.— Ed.
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| THE MONETARY CRISIS IN EUROPE.
—FROM THE HISTORY OF MONEY CIRCULATION]

We have seen from the last report of the Bank of France® that
its bullion reserve had reached the low point of about thirty
millions of dollars, having diminished twenty-five per cent within
the previous month alone.” If this drain were to go on, the Bank
would be run dry by the end of the year, and cash payments
would cease. To prevent this extreme danger, two measures have
been employed. On the one hand, the melting of silver for export
1s to be hindered by the Police, and on the other, the Bank of
France has determined to double, at an enormous sacrifice, its
bullion reserve by contracting for a supply of six millions sterling
with the Messrs. Rothschild. That is to say, that in order to make
up its deficiency of gold, the Bank augments still further the
disproportion between the prices at which it buys gold on the one
hand, and sells it on the other. On account of this contract
£50,000 in gold were taken out of the Bank of England on the
11th, and £40,000 on the 13th of October, and the Asia, which
arrived here yesterday, brings advices of a still further draught of
above half a million. Consequently, a general apprehension
prevailed at London that the Bank of England would again put on
the screw by raising its rate of discount in order to protect its own
stock from emigrating to France. Preparatory to this the Bank has
now refused to make advances on all descriptions of Government
securities except Exchequer bills.

a “Situation de la Banque de France et de ses succursales au jeudi 9 octobre
1856, Le Moniteur universel, No. 284, October 10, 1856.— Ed.
b See this volume, p. 119.— Ed.
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Now, all the gold the Bank of France may succeed in drawing
into its coffers will escape from them quite as fast as it flows
in—partly in payment of foreign debts, for settling the balance of
trade—partly by being abstracted into the interior of France, to
supply the place of silver disappearing from circulation, the
hoarding of which naturally keeps pace with the increasing
violence of the crisis; and lastly, for the supply of the enormous
industrial enterprises started in the last three or four years. For
instance, the great railway companies, which reckoned, for the
continuation of their works and the payment of their dividends
and bonuses, on the emission of new loans, which have now
become impossible, are making the most desperate attempts to fill
the vacuum in their exchequers. Thus the Western Railway of
France 1s in need of sixty millions of francs; the Eastern wants
twenty-four; the Northern thirty; the Mediterranean twenty; the
Orleans forty, and so on. It is estimated that the total sum wanted
by all the different railway companies amounts to three hundred
millions. Bonaparte, who had flattered himself that he had put
down politics by setting up gambling, is now eager to withdraw
attention from the money-market by all sorts of political questions:
Neapolitan questions, Danubian questions, Bessarabian questions,
new Congress of Paris questions,'” but all in vain. Not only
France, but all Europe, is fully convinced that the fate of what is
called the Bonaparte dynasty, as well as the present state of
European society, is suspended on the issue of the commercial
crisis of which Paris seems now to be witnessing the beginning.

As we have already stated,* the first occasion for the outbreak of
the crisis was afforded by the sudden enhancement of the price of
silver as compared with gold. This enhancement—notwithstanding
the immense production of gold in California and Australia'®—
can only be accounted for by the still increasing drain of silver
from the Western World to Asia, and especially to India and
China. Since the beginning of the seventeenth century, Asia, and
especially China and India, have never ceased to exercise an
important influence on the bullion markets of Europe and
America. Silver serving as the only medium of exchange in those
Eastern countries, the treasure with which Spanish America
inundated Europe, was partially drained through the channel of
the Oriental trade, and the import of silver from America into
Europe was checked by its export from Europe to Asia.
Simultaneously, indeed, there took place an export of gold from

4 See this volume, pp. 119-22.— Ed.
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Asia to Europe; but; setting aside the supplies furnished by the
Ural Mountains from 1840 to 1850, it was on too small a scale to
produce sensible results.

The circulation of silver between Asia and the West had, of
course, its alternate periods of ebb and flow, depending on the
fluctuations of the balance of trade. On the whole, however, three
broadly-marked epochs may be distinguished in the history of this
world-wide movement—the first epoch beginning with the seven-
teenth century, and ending about 1830; the second extending
from 1831 to 1848; and the last from 1849 to the present time. In
the first epoch, the silver exportation to Asia was generally
increasing; in the second epoch the stream was abating, till at last
an opposite current set in, and, for the first time, Asia poured
back into Europe part of the treasures it had absorbed for almost
two centuries and a half; in the third epoch, still in its ascending
phase, the screw is again turned, and the absorption of silver by
Asia is proceeding on a scale hitherto without precedent.

In earlier times, after the discovery of the silver of America,’
and even after the foundation of the Portuguese dominion in
India, the export of silver from Europe to Asia was hardly
perceptible. Larger masses of that metal were wanted when, in the
beginning of the seventeenth century, the Dutch, and in its later
period the British, extended their trade with Eastern Asia, but
especially since the rapid growth of the consumption of tea in
England during the eighteenth century—the English remittances
for Chinese tea consisting almost exclusively of silver. In the latter
part of the eighteenth century the efflux of silver from Europe to
Eastern Asia had already assumed such ample proportions as to
absorb an important part of the silver imported from America.
There had also already begun a direct export from America to
Asia, although, on the whole, limited to the amount shipped by
the Mexican Acapulco fleets to the Philippine Islands. This
absorption of silver by Asia became, in the first thirty years of the
nineteenth century, the more sensible in Europe, as, on account of
the revolutions that had broken out in the Spanish colonies,'® the
American supply decreased from upward of forty millions of
dollars in 1800, to less than twenty millions in 1829. On the other
hand, the silver shipped to Asia from the United States
quadrupled from 1796 to 1825, while, after the year 1809, not
only Mexico but also Brazil, Chili and Peru began, although on a

a The afflux of silver from Peru and Mexico began in the sixteenth
century.— Ed.
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smaller scale, to export silver directly to the east of Asia. The
excess of silver imported from Europe into India and China over
the gold thence exported amounted to more than thirty millions
sterling from 1811 dll 1822.

A great change took place during the epoch which begins with
the year 1831. The East India Company had been forced not only
to resign its monopoly of the trade between Europe and its
Oriental empire, but also, with the exception of its Indo-Chinese
monopolies, had been completely broken up as a commercial
concern.'” The East Indian trade being thus abandoned to private
enterprise, the export of British manufactures to India began by
far to surpass the import of Indian raw produce into Great
Britain. The balance of trade thus turned more and more
decidedly in favor of Europe, and consequently the export of
silver to Asia rapidly fell off. Every check that British trade
encountered in the other markets of the world began now to be
compensated by its new expansion in Asia. If the commercial
convulsion of 1825 had already led to an increase of British
exports to India, a far mightier impulse was given to them by the
Anglo-American crisis of 1836, while in 1847 the British crisis
even derived its characteristic features from over-trading to India
and other parts of Asia.

The exports to Asia, which in 1697 had hardly reached one
fifty-second part of the total of British exports, amounted in 1822
to about one-fourteenth; in 1830 to about one-ninth, and in 1842
to more than one-fifth. As long as only India and the Western
portion of Asia were affected by this economical change, the
efflux of silver from Europe to Asia slackened, but did not cease,
and still less give place to a reflux from Asia to Europe. Such a
decisive turn was not imparted to the metallic circulation unul
English philanthropy had imposed a regular opium trade upon
China, blown down by the cannon’s mouth the Chinese wall, and
forcibly thrown open the Celestial Empire to intercourse with the
profane world. Thus drained of its silver on its Indian frontier,
China was inundated on its Pacific coast by the manufactures of
England and America. Hence it happened that in 1842, for the
first time in the annals of modern commerce, great shipments of
silver were actually effected from Asia to Europe.

This total revulsion in the circulation between Asia and the West
proved, however, of short duration. A powerful and progressive
reaction set in with 1849. As China had turned the tide in the first
and second epoch, so China again turned it in the third. The
Chinese rebellion ' not only checked the opium trade with India,
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but also put a stop to the purchase of foreign manufactures, the
Chinese insisting upon payment in silver, and betaking themselves
to that popular contrivance of Oriental economists in times of
political and social convulsion—hoarding. The excess of Chinese
exports over imports has been greatly augmented by the late
failure of the European silk crops. According to the reports of
Mr. Robertson,* the British Consul at Shanghae, the export of tea
from China within the last ten years has increased some sixty-three
per cent, and that of silk two hundred and eighteen per cent, while
the import of manufactures has decreased sixty-six per cent. He
estimates the average annual balance of silver imported from all
parts of the world at £5,580,000 more than it was ten years ago. The
following are the precise figures of the movement of Chinese exports
and imports during the period dating from 1849 to 1856, each year
concluding with the 30th of June":

Exports of tea.

To Gt. Br'n and Ireland. Ibs. To the United Ibs.
States.
[849 i 47,242,000 18,072,000
86,509,000 31,515,000
91,035,000 40,246,000
‘Silk.
To Gt Br'n and Ireland. Ibs. To France. Bales.
1849 ... . [RSSTURR 17,228
L1808 ot 51,486
1856 coniiiiiiiiiiiic 50,489 1856 ... 6,458
Real value of exports from China to Great Britain in 1855 ...... £8,746,000
Real value of exports from China to the United States in
L R 1 1o T USRS P PP UPT RPN 2,500,000
TOtAL e £11,246,000
Deduct 20 per cent for freight and charges ... 2,249,200
Total due to China ........vveeviiiieiiiiiniiiin, £8,996,800

a See “Exports from China”, The Economist, No. 683, September 27, 1856.— Ed.
b “The Trade of India and China and the Drain of Silver”, The Economist,
No. 685, October 11, 1856.— Ed.
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Imports.

Manufactures from England in 1852 ..., £2,503,000
Manufactures from England in 1855 ..., 1,000,000
Manufactures from England in 1856 .......cccocoininiiinniiniinis 1,277,000
Opium and Cotton from India in 1853 ..., 3,830,000
Opium and Cotton from India in 1855 ........cccooiciiciiiiiiiiinnns 3,306,000
Opium and Cotton from India in 1856 ... 3,284,000
Total value of imports in 1855 ... ... £4,306,000
Balance due to Chinain 1855 ... 4,690,000
Value of Chinese exports to Indiain 1855 .........coceiiiiiinicinnnnnn. 1,000,000

Total balance due to China from all parts of the world
(I855) vttt s £5,690,000

This drain of silver from Europe to Asia on account of China is
increased by the special drain to India, produced of late years by
the balance of trade having turned against Europe, as will be seen
from the following table:

British imports from Indiain 1856 ...........ccccovvniniiniccnniinicnnnn. £14,578,000
Deduct £3,000,000 for remittances of the

East India Company .........ccccoevvii i, R 3,000,000

Total IMPOTS ....ccovvviiiiieiiiiiie s £11.578,000

Indian imports from Britain ..........cccoviiiniiniciiiiins 8,927,000

Balance in favor of India ..........c.ccooeeiiiiiiiiinni. £2,651,000

Now, up to the year 1825 gold was a legal tender in India, when
a measure was passed for an exclusively silver standard. As some
years later, gold commanded a premium over silver in the
commercial markets, the East India Company declared its readi-
ness to receive it in payments to the Government. After the
discoveries of gold in Australia, however, the Company, as
apprehensive of a depreciation of gold as the Dutch Government,
and not at all pleased with the prospect of receiving in gold and
paying in silver, suddenly returned to the exclusive silver standard
of 1825. Thus the necessity of paying the balance due to India in
silver was rendered paramount, and an enormous demand for
that metal was created in that country. The price of silver,
compared with gold, increasing henceforth more rapidly in India
than in Europe, British merchants found it profitable to export
silver to India as a speculation, taking in return Indian raw
produce, and thus giving another stimulus to Indian exports.
Altogether, silver to the amount of twenty-one millions sterling
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was exported from Southampton alone, from 1848 to 1855, beside
a very lerge amount from the Mediterranean ports; and it is
calculated that in the present year ten millions have been taken
from Southampton to the East.

To judge from these changes in the Indian trade and the
character of the Chinese revolution, it cannot be expected that the
drain of silver to Asia will come to a speedy conclusion. It is, then,
no rash opinion that this Chinese revolution is destined to exercise
a far greater influence upon Europe than all the Russian wars,
Italian manifestoes'®* and secret societies of that Continent.

Written on about QOctober 17, 1856 Reproduced from the New-York
. . . . Daily Tribune

First published in the New-York Daily

Tribune, No. 4848, November 1 as a

leading article; reprinted in the New-York

Weekly Tribune, No. 793, November 22,

1856 under the tide “The Crisis in

Europe”
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[THE ECONOMIC CRISIS IN FRANCE]

There is no sign of any alleviation in the financial world of
Europe. We learn by the Niagara that the flow of bullion from
London to the Continent is more oppressive than ever, and that a
proposition to raise yet higher the rate of interest had been voted
down at a meeting of the Directors of the Bank of England by
only one majority. It is not necessary to say that the cause of the
crisis is still to be found in France, and the last number of The
Economist which has reached us depicts the state of things in colors
of unmixed gloom.

“The absence of any amelioration,” says that journal, “is virtually an
aggravation, and unfortunately, moreover, no permanent improvement is foreseen.
The contrast between the present month and the corresponding one of last year is
very painful in nearly every respect, and yet last October the country was engaged
in a terrible war,® the close of which appeared very distant.”?

Led by this lament, we have taken the pains to contrast the
condition of the Paris Stock Market for October with that of the
preceding month, and the result of our inquiries may be seen in
the following table*:

30th Sept. 31st Oct. Rise. Fall.
Three Per Cents Rente ........ 67f. 50c. 66f. 70c. . 80c.
Four and a Half Per
Cents. .ocoovvvvriiveeennnan. 90f. 911, 11.

a2 The Crimean war, 1853-56.— Ed.

b The Economist, No. 688, November 1, 1856, “Foreign Correspondence”.— Ed.

¢ See “Bourse du Mardi 30 septembre 1856 and “Bourse du Vendredi
31 octobre 1856, Le Moniteur universel, Nos. 275 and 306, October 1 and
November 1, 1856.— Ed. :
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30th Sept. 31st Oct. Rise. Fall.
Bank of France .................... 4,010f. 3,850f. . 160f.
Crédit Fondier ..........ccuo........ : 600f. 585f. . . 15f1.
Crédit Mobilier .................... 1,552f. 1,372f. . 180f.
Orleans Railroad .................. A 1,267f. 1,241f1. . 26f.
Northern Railroad ............... 950f. 941f. . of.
Eastern Railroad ... . 877f. 865f. . 12f.
Paris-Lyons Railroad ........... 1,265f. 1,267f. 2f.
Mediterranean Railroad ...... . 1,750f. 1,652f. . 98f.
Great Central Railroad ........ 610f. 603f. e 7f.

During the period from Sept. to Oct. 31, the shares of various
companies fell as follows?:

Gas Paris Company .........ccoceeeeeiveininnenns s 30 f.
Union des Gaz .... 35 f.
Lits Militaires ........cccoooviiiniiiiniiinicecci e 271/of.
Docks NapOléOniens .......coecveercenvereniieneseeerisiesseseseeees 81/of.
Compagnie Maritime ........ccocooviniiiiinniiininiiiens 40 f.
Palais d’Industrie ...........cooeiiiiiieniiniii e, 5 f.
Omnibus Company ........ccccoceeiiiiinninniniii 35 f.
Messageries Impériales ........cocovviviininiiinininniineies 50 f.

Nothing could be more ingenious than the manner in which the
Bonapartist journals of Paris endeavor to account for this
perpetual fall at the Bourse. Take, for instance, the paper of
M. de Girardin, the Presse.

“Speculation,” says this journal, “is still unwilling to renounce its ideas of fall.
The continual variations of the Crédit Mobilier cause its shares to be regarded as so
dangerous that many speculators dare not touch them, and confine themselves to
operating on ‘primes,” in order to be able to limit beforehand their chances of
loss.”

The stringent measures taken by the Bank of France, with a
view to prevent, or at least to delay, the suspension of cash
payments, have begun to tell severely on the industrial and
commercial classes. Indeed, there is now raging a regular war
between the bona fide commerce and industry, the speculative
joint-stock companies already at work and the newly-hatched
schemes about to be established, all of them struggling to carry off

a See ibid.— Ed.

6—844
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the floating capital of the country. The inevitable result of such a
struggle must be the rise of interest, the fall of profits in all
departments of industry, and the depreciation of all sorts of
securities, even if there existed no Bank of France, nor any drain
of bullion. That, apart from all foreign influences, this pressure
on the disposable capital of France must go on increasing, a glance
at the development of the French railway system sufficiently
demonstrates. The facts we are about to lay before our readers are
given by the Journal des Chemins de Fer, which, like the rest of the
press in that country, can publish nothing but what is admitted by
the Bonapartist Government itself. On the whole, charters have
been granted for an aggregate of 5,584 miles of railroad, of which
only 2,884 miles are completed and in working order. Conse-
quently there remain still 2,700 miles now being, or about to be,
constructed. Nor 1is this all. The Government is constructing the
Pyrenean lines, and has ordered the construction of new lines
between Toulouse and Bayonne, Agen and Tarbeés, and Mont de
Marsan and Trabestans, lines amounting to more than 900 miles.
France is in fact now constructing even a greater extent of
railroads than she already possesses. The amount of money
disbursed on her old railroad system is calculated at $300,000,000;
but then its construction extended over a protracted period—a
period which saw the rise and fall of three Governments—while
the lines now chartered are all to be completed within six years at
the farthest, and to begin their operations in the most critical
phase of the commercial cycle. The embarrassed companies harass
the Government for leave to raise money by new emissions of
shares and bonds. The Government, comprehending that this
would simply amount to giving leave to further depreciation of the
old securities in the market, attended by increased disturbance at
the Bourse, dares not yield. On the other hand, the money must
be found; the suspension of the works would not only be
bankruptcy but revolution. ,

While the demand for capital to start and sustain new
enterprises at home is thus kept on the increase, the absorption of
French capital by foreign schemes is by no means abated. It is no
novelty that French capitalists have vast obligations to fulfill in -
Spain, Italy, Austria and Germany, and that the Crédit Mobilier is
busy involving them in new ones at this very moment. Spain
particularly is now adding to the embarrassments of France, as the
scarcity of silver there has reached such a pitch that manufacturers
at Barcelona feel the greatest difficulty in paying the wages of
their workmen.
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With regard to the Crédit Mobilier, we have already observed?®
that the tendency of that institution by no means corresponds with
its name. Its tendency is to fix capital, not to mobilize it. What it
mobilizes is only the titles of property. The shares of the
companies started by it are, indeed, of a purely floating nature,
but the capital which they represent is sunk. The whole mystery of
the Crédit Mobilier is to allure capital into industrial enterprises,
where it is sunk, in order to speculate on the sale of the shares
created to represent that capital. As long as the managers of the
Crédit Mobilier are able to realize premiums on the first emission
of new shares, they can, of course, afford to look with stoical
indifference on the general pressure of the money market, the
ultimate fate of the shareholders, and the difficulties of the
working companiés. This explains the curious phenomenon that
while the shares of the Crédit Mobilier are continually falling at
the Bourse, its action is as continually extending over Europe.

Beside the general pressure in the money market, there are
other causes affecting French manufactures. A great number of
mills at Lyons are stopped in consequence of the scarcity and high
price of raw silk. Similar causes are paralyzing affairs at Mulhouse
and at Rouen. There the high price of cotton has forcibly
enhanced the price of yarns, while fabrics are difficult of sale, and
manufacturers unable to obtain their old terms. The consequences
are, increased suffering and discontent among the workmen—
especially at Lyons and in the south of France—where a degree of
- exasperation prevails, only to be compared with that which
attended the crisis of 1847.

From the Bourse, railways, commerce and manufactures, let us
now turn to French agriculture. The newly published Customs
Returns of France reveal the fact that the failure of the last
harvest was far more severe than avowed by the Moniteur? Against
270,146 quintals of corn imported in September, 1855, 963,616
quintals were imported in September, 1856, being a difference of
693,470 quintals above the quantity imported in September, 1855,
a year of notorious scarcity. It would, however, be a mistake to
limit to the inundations, bad seasons, and other natural events, the
causes which are evidently at work in transforming France from a
corn-exporting to a corn-importing country. Agriculture, never

a See this volume, pp. 20-21.— Ed.

b “Direction générale des douanes et des contributions indirectes. Tableau
comparatif des principales marchandises, importées pendant le mois de septembre
des années 1856, 1855 et 1854, Le Moniteur universel No. 302, October 28,
1856.— Ed. )
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highly developed in France, has positively retrograded under the
present régime. On the one hand we see taxes constantly
increasing; on the other decreasing labor—great masses of
laborers being drafted from the land temporarily by war,* and
permanently by the railway and other public works—with the
progressive withdrawal of capital from agricultural to speculative
pursuits. What was called Napoleon’s democratization of credit,
was in fact but the generalization of stockjobbing. What the Crédit
Mobilier offered to the middle and higher classes, the Imperial
subscription loans did for the peasantry. They brought the Bourse
home to their cottages, emptied them of their private hoardings,
and carried off the small capitals formerly invested in the
improvement of agriculture.

The agricultural distress in France is thus as much the effect of
the present political system as the offspring of natural disasters. If
the small peasantry suffer less from low prices than the large
farmers of England, they suffer, on the other hand,. from the
dearth of provisions which to the latter often proves a source of
profit. Hence their disaffection illustrated by incendiary fires,
which are lamentably frequent, although, by virtue of Imperial
orders, they are not recorded in the French papers. If the
peasants, after the Revolution of February,” were exasperated at
the notion that the new tax of 45 centimes ' was thrust on them to
keep up the National Workshops at Paris,'® the present peasantry
are much more so by the certainty of being charged with taxes on
their exhausted resources to enable the Parisians to obtain bread
under cost price. If, now, it be remembered that Napoleon, after
all, was but the choice of the peasantry, the present revolutionary
disposition of this class throws quite a new light on the chances of
the Bonapartist dynasty. To what miserable shifts it is already
driven, in order to allay and stave off the threatening claims of
agricultural misery, may be seen from the language of the Prefects
in their circulars for the “encouragement” of charity. The Prefect
of the Sarthe, for instance, addresses his Sub-Prefects as follows:

“You will please to take up, with all zeal and confidence, the task, which is one
of the finest attributes of admirnistration, viz: to find means of support and
employment for those citizens who are in want of either, whereby you will concur
in maintaining public tranquillity. You need not fear that you may find the sources
of charity dricd up, or the private purses exhausted by the sacrifices, however
enormous they may have been, of preceding years. Proprietors and farmers have
realized considerable profits for some time past, and being more especially

2 The Crimean war, 1853-56.— Ed.
b 1848.— Ed.
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interested in the security of the country, they will understand that for them to give
is an advantage as well as a duty.”

If to all the preceding causes of disaffection we add the dearth
of lodgings and provisions at Paris, the pressure on the retail trade
of the capital, the strikes in different branches of Parisian
industry, it will be understood why the suppressed freedom of the
press suddenly breaks forth from the walls of buildings in
insurrectionary placards. In a private letter we have received from
a trustworthy correspondent at Paris, it is stated that from the 1st
to the 12th of October no less than nine hundred arrests took
place. Some of the causes of these arrests are worth noticing, as
they offer a striking mark of the uneasiness and anxieties of the
Government. In one case a man who “does business on the
Bourse,” as it is called, was arrested for having said that “he saw
in the Crimean war nothing but many people killed and much
money wasted;” another, a tradesman, for having pretended that
“business was as sick as the Government;” a third, because there
was found on him a song on David d’Angers and the students'®’;
a fourth, a Government official, for having published a fly-sheet
on the financial crisis; a tailor, for having inquired if certain of his
friends had been arrested, as he was told so; lastly, a workman, for
conversing with a countryman of his, a gendarme, on the high
price of provisions, the gendarme interpreting the workman’s
remarks as hostile to the Government.

In view of all these facts, it seems hardly possible that French
commerce and industry should avoid a collapse, attended by
political events more or less serious, and affecting to a most
disastrous extent the stability of credit and of business, not only in
Europe, but in America as well. The rushing movement toward
this abyss cannot but be accelerated by the gigantic speculation in
Russian railroads in which the Crédit Mobilier, in conjunction with
many of the leading banking firms of Europe, have now
embarked.

Written on about November 7, 1856 Reproduced from the newspaper

First published in the New-York Daily
Tribune, No. 4866, November 22, 1856
as a leading article
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[THE EUROPEAN CRISIS]

The indications brought from Europe by the two steamers
which have arrived this week, certainly seem to postpone to a
future day the final collapse of speculation and stock-jobbing,
which men on both sides of the sea instinctively anticipate as with
a fearful looking forward to some inevitable doom. That collapse
is none the less sure from this postponement; indeed, the chronic
character assumed by the existing financial crisis only forebodes
for it a more violent and destructive end. The longer the crisis
lasts the worse the ultimate reckoning. Europe is now like a man
on the verge of bankruptcy, forced to continue at once all the
enterprises which have ruined him, and all the desperate
expedients by which he hopes to put off and to prevent the last
dread crash. New calls are made for payments on the stock of
companies most of which exist only on paper; great sums of ready
money are invested in speculations from which they can never be
withdrawn; while the high rate of interest—now seven per cent at
the counter of the Bank of England—stands like a stern monitor
of the judgment to come.

With the utmost success of the financial devices now to be
attempted, it is impossible that the countless stock-jobbing
speculations of the continent should be carried much further. In
Rhenish Prussia alone there are seventy-two new companies for
the working of mines, with a subscription capital of 79,797,333
thalers. At this very moment the Austrian Crédit Mobilier, or
rather the French Crédit Mobilier in Austria, meets with the
greatest difficulties in obtaining the payment of its second call,
paralyzed as it is by the measures taken by the Austrian
Government for the resumption of cash payments. The purchase-
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money to be paid into the Imperial treasury for railroads and
mines has, according to contract, to be handed over in specie,
causing a drain on the resources of the Crédit Mobilier of above
$1,000,000 every month till February, 1858. On the other hand,
the monetary pressure is so severely felt by railroad contractors in
France, that the Grand Central has been compelled to dismiss five
hundred employés and fifteen thousand workmen on the
Mulhouse section, and the Lyons and Geneva Company has been
obliged to curtail or suspend its operations. For divulging these
facts, the Indépendance belge has been twice seized in France. With
this irritability of the French Government at any disclosure of the
real situation of French commerce and industry, it is curious to
note the following passage, escaped from the lips of M. Petit, the
substitute of the Procureur General, upon the recent reopening of
the courts at Paris.

“Consult statistics and you will find some interesting information upon the
present tendencies of trade. Bankrupicies increase every year. In 1851 there were
2,305; in 1852, 2,478; in 1853, 2,671; and in 1854, 3,691. The same increase is to
be noted for fraudulent as for simple bankruptcies. The increase of the former has
been, since 1851, at the rate of 66 per cent, and that of the latter 100 per cent. As
to the frauds committed upon the nature, the quality, and the quantity of things
sold, and the employment of false measures and weights, these have augmented in
a frightful proportion. In 1851, 1,717 such cases were furnished; in 1852, 3,763; in
1853, 7,074; and in 1854, 7,831.”

It is true that, in the face of these phenomena on the continent,
we are assured by the British press that the worst of the crisis is
over, but we seek in vain for conclusive evidence of such a fact.
We do not find it in the raising of discount to seven per cent by
the Bank of England; nor in the last report of the Bank of France,
which not only exhibits internal proofs of having been cooked, but
even formally shows that in spite of the severest restriction upon
loans, advances, discounts, and emission of notes, the Bank has
been unable to check the efflux of bullion or to dispense with the
premium on gold. But however that may be, it is certain that the
French Government is far from partaking in the comfortable views
which it takes care to spread both at home and abroad. At Paris it
is known that the Emperor® has not recoiled from. the most
stupendous monetary sacrifices to keep, during the last six weeks,
the Rente above 66, it being not a mere conviction, but a settled
superstition with him, that the fall below 66 will ring the death
knell of the empire. It is evident that the French differs in this

2 Napoleon III.— Ed.
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respect ‘from the Roman Empire—since the one feared death
from the advance of the barbarians while the other fears it from
the retreat of the stockjobbers.'*®

Written on about November 21, 1856 Reproduced from the newspaper

First published in the New-York Daily
Tribune, No. 4878, December 6, 1856 as
a leading article
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THE MARITIME COMMERCE OF AUSTRIA 1%

The maritime commerce of Austria may be said to date from
the incorporation into the Empire of Venice and its dependencies
on the Adriatic shores, made over first by the peace of
Campo-Formio, and confirmed to Austria by the peace of
Luneville.'”® Napoleon, then, is the true founder of this branch of
Austrian commerce. It is true that, on becoming aware of the
advantages thus bestowed on Austria, he rescinded those cessions,
first by the treaty of Presburg, and again by the peace of Vienna,
in 1809."' But Austria, having been once put on the right track,
used her opportunity to recover by the treaty of 1815'"? her
ascendancy over the Adriatic. Trieste is the center of this
commerce, and the superiority of that place over all the other
Austrian ports, even at an earlier period, may be seen by the
following table:

Ports: Fiume. Trieste. Venice. Oth. Ports. X Total.

Florins. Flor. - Flor. Flor. Flor.
1838 ........ Imports. 200,000 32,200,000 9,000,000 8,000,000 49,400,000
Exports 1,700,000 14,400,000 5',300,000 2,000,000 23,400,000
1841 ........ Imports. 200,000 22,300,000 8,500,000 5,300,000 36,300,000
Exports 1,600,000 11,200,000 3,100,000 1,900,000 17,800,000
1842 ........ Imports. 200,000 24,900,000 11,500,000 5,100,000 41,700,000
1,300,000 - 11,900,000 3,400,000 2,600,000 19,200,000

Exports

In 1839 the imports of Venice were to the imports of Trieste as
1 to 2.84, and their exports respectively as 1 to 3.8. In the same
year the number of ships entering each harbor were in the
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proportion of 1 to 4. At present the preponderance of Trieste has
assumed such dimensions as to eclipse all the rest of the Austrian
ports, Venice included. But if Trieste has supplanted Venice in
the Adriatic, the fact is to be accounted for neither by the special
favor of the Austrian Government, nor by the unceasing exertions
of the Austrian Lloyd.'"” An obscure creek on an iron-bound
coast, inhabited only by a few fishermen at the beginning of the
eighteenth century, Trieste had grown into a commercial port
numbering 23,000 souls by the time the French forces evacuated
Istria in 1814, with a trade amounting to three times that of
Venice in 1815. In 1835, the year before the establishment of the
Austrian Lloyd, its population was above 50,000, and at a time
when the Lloyd cannot yet be supposed to have attained any
considerable influence, Trieste occupied the second rank after
England in the Turkish, and the first rank in the Egyptian trade,
as will be seen from the following tables of imports and exports
from Smyrna from 1835 to 1839:

Piasters. Piasters.
England ..o 126,313,146 44,618,032
Trieste............ 93,500,456 52,477,756
United States .......cceeeveieiceeennierirneresieeeennnns 57,329,165 46,608,320

The following figures, giving the imports and exports of Egypt
for 1837, are also instructive on this head:

Francs. Francs.
Trieste 13,858,000 14,532,000
Turkey 12,661,000 12,150,000
France .........ccoceecevviviveneene 10,702,000 11,703,000
England and Malta.. 15,158,000 5,404,000

How, then, came it to pass that Trieste, and not Venice, became
the cradle of revived navigation in the Adriatic? Venice was a town
of reminiscences; Trieste shared the privilege of the United States
of having no past at all. Formed by a motley crew of Italian,
German, English, French, Greek, Armenian and Jewish merchant-
adventurers, it was not fettered by traditions like the City of the
Lagunes. Thus, for instance, while the Venetian grain trade still
clung during the eighteenth century to its old connections, Trieste
at once attached itself to the rising fortunes of Odessa, and thus
succeeded, by the commencement of the nineteenth century, in
driving its rival entirely from the Mediterranean corn trade. The
fatal blow sustained by the old Italian trade-republics at the end of
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the fifteenth century, in consequence of the circumnavigation of
Africa was repeated on a small scale by the Continental customs
decrees of Napoleon.'” The last remnants of Venetian commerce
were then annihilated. Despairing of all chances of profitable
investment in that expiring maritime commierce, Venetian capital-
ists naturally transferred their capital to the opposite shore of the
Adriatic, where the land-trade of Trieste promised to double its
activity at that very epoch. Thus Venice itself nursed the greatness
of Trieste—a fate common to all maritime despots. Thus Holland
laid the foundation of the greatness of England; thus England
built up the power of the United States.

Once incorporated with the Austrian Empire, Trieste com-
manded a natural position very different from what had ever been
occupied by Venice. Trieste formed the natural outlet of the vast
and inexhaustible dominions lying at its back, while Venice never
had been anything but an isolated, outlying port of the Adriatic,
usurping the carrying-trade of the world, and resting that
usurpation on the barbarism of a world unconscious of its
resources. The prosperity of Trieste, therefore, has no limits but
the development of the productive forces and means of communi-
cation of the enormous complex of countries now under Austrian
rule. Another advantage of Trieste is its contiguity with the
eastern shore of the Adriatic, furnishing at once the basis of a
coast trade almost unknown to the Venetians, and the nursery of
that hardy race of seamen whom Venice never succeeded in fully
turning to account. As the decline of Venice kept pace with the
rise of the Ottoman power, so the opportunities of Trieste grow
with the ascendancy of Austria over Turkey. Even in its best times,
the trade of Venice was stunted by a division of Eastern commerce
altogether dependent on political causes. On the one hand, there
was the Danubian road of trade, hardly ever connected with
Venetian shipping; on the other hand, while Venice, under the
protection of the Catholic kings, monopolized the commerce of
Morea, Cyprus, Egypt, Asia Minor, etc., the Genoese, under the
protection of the Greek Emperors, almost monopolized the trade
of Constantinople and the Black Sea. Trieste for the first time has
united these two great channels of the Levant tegether with the
Danubian trade. At the end of the fifteenth century Venice found
itself, so to say, geographically displaced. The privileges of its
neighborhood to Constantinople and Alexandria, then the centers of
Asiatic trade, were forfeited by the circumnavigation of the Cape of
Good Hope, transferring the center of that trade first to Lisbon, then
to Holland, and afterward to England. The privilege lost to Venice is
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likely to be recovered in our own times by Trieste, by the cutting of
the Isthmus of Suez Canal. The Trieste Chamber of Commerce has
not only associated itself with the French Company for the Suez
Canal, but also sent agents to explore the Red Sea and coasts of the
Indian Ocean, in furtherance of the commercial operations
contemplated in those parts. The Isthmus once cut, Trieste will
necessarily supply all Eastern Europe with Indian goods; it will be as
near to the Tropic of Cancer as it is to Gibraltar, and a navigation of
5,600 miles will bring its ships to the Sunda Straits. Having thus
placed the outlines and prospects of Trieste commerce, we will now
add a tabular statement of the commercial movement of that port
during the period of the last ten years:.

Years. Ships. Tunnage. Years. Ships. Tunnage.
1846 16,782 985,514 1851 24,101 1,408,802
1847 ... ... 17,321 1,007,330 ‘1852 ... ... 27,931 1,556,652
1848 ... ... 17,812 926,815 1853 .... ...29,317 1,675,886
1849... ... 20,553 1,269,258 1854 .... ... 26,556 1,730,910
1850 21,124 1,323,796 1855 21,081 1,489,197

On comparing the average of the first three years of this period
with the average of the last three years (973,220 against 1,631,664),
the increaseawithin so short a space is found to be in the proportion
of 68 to 100. Marseilles is far from exhibiting the same rapidity of
progress. The basis of the prosperity of Trieste, besides, is all the
more solid, as it is owing to the increased intercourse both with
purely Austrian and foreign ports. The national trade, for instance,
from 1846 to 1848 amounted to 416,709 tuns average per annum;
from 1853 to 1855 it had increased to 854,753 tuns average per year,
or more than double. During the years 1850 and 1855, inclusive, the
Austrian tunnage entered in and out at Trieste was 6,206,316;
foreign, 2,981,928 tuns. The trade with Greece, Egypt, the Levant
and Black Sea, had risen from 257,741 tuns to 496,394 tuns average
per year during the same period.

With all this the actual commerce and navigation of Trieste are still
far from having attained that point where traffic becomes a matter of
regular routine, and the mechanical effect of fully developed
resources. Let one only cast a glance at the economical situation of
the Austrian States, the imperfect development of internal
communications, at the great part of their populations still clad in
sheep-skins, and strangers to all civilized wants. In the same measure .
in which Austria shall put its communications on a level say only with
the German States, the commerce of Trieste will make rapid and
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powerful strides into the heart of the Empire. The completion of the
railway from Trieste to Vienna, with a branch from Cilly to Pesth,
will create a revolution in Austrian commerce from which no one will
derive greater advantages than Trieste. This railway is sure to begin
with a traffic greater than that of Marseilles, but the dimensions it
may attain one can only realize by bearing in mind that the countries
whose only outlet is the Adriatic possess a population of 30,966,000
inhabitants, equal to that of France in 1821, and that the port of
Trieste will drain a territory of 60,398,000 hectares, i.e. by seven
millions of hectares larger than France. Trieste, therefore, is
destined to become, in its immediate future, what Marseilles,
Bordeaux, Nantes and Havre united are to France.

Written in late November 1856 Reproduced from the newspaper

First published in the New-York Daily
Tribune, No. 4906, January 9, 1857
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THE MARITIME COMMERCE OF AUSTRIA

(Second article)

In a former article® we traced the natural circumstances which
have brought about the resurrection of Adriatic commerce at
Trieste. The development of that commerce is, in a great measure,
due to the efforts of the Austrian Lloyd—a Company founded by
Englishmen, but, since 1836, in the hands of Triestine capitalists.
At first, the Lloyd had only one steamer running once a week
between Trieste and Venice. This communication soon became a
daily one. By and by the steamers of the Lloyd. engrossed the
commerce of Rovigno, Fiume, Pirano, Zara and Ragusa, on the
Istrian and Dalmatian coast. The Romagna was the next to be
enveloped in this intercourse; then came Albania, Epirus and
Greece. The steamers had not left the Adriatic, before the
Archipelago, Salonica, Smyrna, Beyrout, Ptolemais and Alexandria
already solicited admission into the network projected by the
Lloyd. Lastly, its vessels penetrated into the Black Sea, taking
possession, under the very eyes of Turkey and Russia, of the lines
connecting Constantinople with Sinope, Trebizond, Varna, Ibraila
and Galatz. Thus a company, organized for the mere coast service
of Austria in the Adriatic, gradually pushes out into the
Mediterranean, and having made sure of the Black Sea, appears to
wait only for the cutting of the Isthmus of Suez to push on into
the Red Sea and the Indian Ocean.

The capital of the Lloyd Company, originally fixed at 1,000,000
florins, has been increased by successive emissions of new shares,
and by loans, to 13,000,000 florins. Its movement and operations

2 See this volume, pp. 139-43.— Ed.
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since the year 1836 are set forth in the last report of the Directors
as follows:

1886-7. 1858-4.
Capital ....cocovveeviiiiiiiiiiirir 1,000,000 fI. 8,000,000 fl.
Number of steamers 7 47
Horse-power 630 7,990
Tunnage 1,944 23,665
Value of ships....... . . . 798,824 fl. 8,010,000 fl.
Number of trips ......cccoovvveiniiiiniicninen 87 1,465
Miles traversed .........cccooevueeneeriiivireneerenennns 43,652 776,415
PasSENgeTs ....c.ovveriennereniiniienenie e 7,967 331,688
Bullion .....ccoveveiieieenenneiniieeennrennnneeennnenenns 3,934,269 fl. 59,523,125 fl.
Letters and dispatches ...............ccccceeeneen. 35,205 748,930
Parcels ..... 5,752 565,508

Total expenses 232,267 fl. 3,611,156 fl.

In a period of seventeen years the Com-
pany had a total of expenses (including

dividends) of ........ reeerecsneeseeesaeraeanansnrieresersannnenenses 25,147,403 fl.
And a total of receipts of . reeeeeeere e 26,032,452 fl.
Hence there is a reserve of ......c.coceeevveeecnnenns 885,049 fl.

The Lloyd, being itself a commercial enterprise of great
importance, as may be judged from the above table, has rendered
immense service to the growth of industry and commerce
wherever its ships have penetrated. It is calculated that, on valuing
the Austrian quintal at 300 fl, and each passenger’s parcels at
10 fl., the Lloyd has transported between 1836 and 1853:

In merchandise .........cccooeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieccicce e, 1,255,219,200 florins
In baggage ....ccooovrmemeiiic 84,847,930 florins
In coins and bullion ........ccccccooiiiiiiieiicciireeeeens 461,113,767 florins

TOtAl et 1,801,180,897 florins

“It is certain,” says a French author, “that the modest but sustained action of this
company of merchants on the affairs of the Levant has been for years, to say the least,
quite as efficient, and much more honorable than that of Austrian diplomacy.”

The revival of commerce and the development of steam
navigation in the Adriatic cannot fail to call into life, in a more or
less remote future, an Adriatic navy, extinct since the downfall of
Venice. Napoleon, with his peculiar turn of mind,. thought to
create this navy without waiting for the reestablishment of
maritime commerce—an experiment he made simultaneously at
Antwerp and at Venice. Having succeeded in raising armies
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without a people to back them, he did not doubt his power to
organize navies without a marine to rely upon. But apart from the
inherent impossibilities of such a scheme, Napoleon stumbled on
difficulties of a local character altogether unforeseen. Having
dispatched his ablest engineers to Venice, completed the fortifica-
tions of that city, repaired the floating matériel, restored the
ancient activity of the ship-building yards, it was all at once
discovered that the technical progress in maritime war and
navigation had struck (with the same impotence the harbor of
Venice to which the new roads of commerce had condemned its
commerce and shipping. It was ascertained that, however excellent
for the accommodation of the ancient galleys, the harbor of
Venice lacked the depth required for modern ships of the line,
and that even frigates were unable to enter the port without
disembarking- their guns, save with a concurrence of southern
winds and spring tides. Now, for modern naval ports, it is a vital
condition that they admit ships to enter at all times, and that they
be deep and capacious enough to harbor a whole fleet, both for
attack and defense. Bonaparte found, too, that he had committed
anether mistake. By the treaties of Campo Formio and Lune-
ville,/”” he had cut off Venice from the eastern shores of the
Adriatic, and thus deprived it of the crews for manning its fleets.
From the mouth of the Isonzo down to Ravenna, he searched in
vain for a maritime population, the gondoliers of Venice and the
fishermen of the Lagunes (a timid and scanty race) being wholly
unable to supply any valuable maritime force. Napoleon saw now,
what the Venetians had discovered already in the tenth century,
that the rule of the Adriatic can belong only to the possessor of its
eastern shores. He perteived that his treaties of Campo Formio
and Luneville were enormous mistakes—surrendering to Austria
the maritime populations of the Adriatic, and reserving for
himself the name of an obsolete harbor (magni nominis umbram?).
To make good his earlier blunders, he appropriated Istria and
Dalmatia by the subsequent treaties of Presburg and Vienna,'’®
Strabo long ago observed® that while the Adriatic coast of Italy
is totally deficient in creeks and harbors, the Illyrian coast on the
opposite side abounds in excellent ports; and, during the civil wars
of Rome,'” we see Pompey easily forming large fleets on the
coasts of Epirus and Illyria, while Caesar, on the Italian shores,
was able only after unexampled efforts to collect small force of

2 “There stands the shadow of glorious name” (Lucan, Pharsalia, 1, 135).— Ed.
b Strabonis rerum geographicarum libri 17, Libr. 7, cap. 5.—Ed.
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boats for the conveyance of his troops in divisions. With its deep
incisions, with the wild rocks of its islands, with the sandbanks
strewed about everywhere, and with its admirable harbors of
refuge, the coast of Istria and Dalmatia is a first-rate nursery of
good seamen—sailors with vigorous limbs and intrepid hearts,
seasoned in the storms which almost daily agitate the Adriatic. The
bora,® which is the great disturber of that sea, always arises without
the least warning; it attacks seamen with all the violence of a
tornado, and permits none but the hardiest to keep the deck.
Sometimes it rages for weeks together, and the domain of its
greatest fury is comprised exactly within the mouths of Cattaro
and the south point of Istria. The Dalmatian, however, accus-
tomed to brave it from childhood, hardens under its breath, and
despises the vulgar gales of other seas. Thus, air, land and sea
combine to breed the robust and sober mariner of this coast. '

Sismondi has remarked that silk-manufacture is as natural to the
peasant of Lombardy as the spinning of silk is to the silk-worm.
Thus, to take to the sea is as natural to the Dalmatian as it is to
the sea-fowl. Piracy is as much the theme of their popular songs as
robbery by land is the theme of the old Teutonic poetry. The
Dalmatian still cherishes the memory of the wild exploits of the
Uskoks, who for a century and a half kept in check the regular
forces of Venice and Turkey,'” and whose career was not stopped
before the treaty concluded between Turkey and Austria in 1617,
till which time the Uskoks had enjoyed the convenient protection
of the Emperor. The history of the Uskoks has no parallel except
in the history of the Cossacks of the Dnieper'”—the one being
exiles from Turkey and the other from Poland; the one carrying
terror over the Adriatic, the other over the Black Sea; the former
being at first secretly supported and then extinguished by Austria,
and the latter by Russia. The Dalmatian sailors in the Mediterra-
nean squadron of Admiral Emeriau were the admiration of
Napoleon. There can be no doubt, then, that the eastern shores of
the Adriatic possess all the materials for manning a first-rate navy.
The only thing they want is discipline. By a census taken in 1813,
Napoleon ascertained the existence of 43,500 sailors on this coast.

At Trieste....ccoeeeeeeaeeennnnn. 12,000 At Spalato ...l 5,000
At Fiume .......cccooeeennnnne © 6,000 At Ragusa ......cccoeiiennes 8,500
At Zara ...occeeiininnnn. 9,500 At Cattaro ......c.cceeeeeeenens 2,500

TOLAL .ottt ettt er e e s st ee e st aa e s aanes 43,500

Their number must now be at least 55,000.

a Strong north-easterly wind.— Ed.
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Having found the crews, Napoleon looked out for the harbors
of an Adriatic navy. The Illyrian provinces were acquired
definitely by the treaty of Vienna in 1809,'® but they had been
occupied by French troops since the battle of Austerlitz,' and
Napoleon improved the opportunity of a state of war to prepare
the great works intended to be executed during peace. In 1806
M. Beautemps-Beaupré, assisted by several engineers and hydro-
graphers of the French Navy, was sent to survey the coasts of Istria
and Dalmatia, with a view of discovering the most suitable focus
for the naval foundation contemplated in the Adriatic. The whole
coast was explored, and the attention of the engineers finally stuck
to the harbor of Pola, situated at the southern extremity of the
Istrian Peninsula. The Venetians, unwilling to fix the seat of their
naval power anywhere but at Venice itself, had not only neglected
Pola, but had anxiously propagated the opinion that Pola was
inaccessible to ships of war on account of a pretended bar.
However, M. Beaupré ascertained that no such bar existed, and
that Pola answered all the conditions of a modern naval port. At
different times it had been the seat of the naval forces of the
Adriatic. It was the center of the naval operations of the Romans
during their Illyrian and Pannonian expeditions, and it became a
permanent naval station under the Roman Empire. At different
times it has been in the occupation of the Genoese, the Venetians,
and lastly of the Uskoks. Deep and capacious in every part, the
harbor of Pola is defended in front by islands, and in the rear by
rocks which command the position. Its only disadvantage is the
unhealthiness and the fevers which, as M. Beautemps-Beaupré
affirms,® will yield to a system of drainage that has hitherto not
been applied.

The Austrians have been very slow in familiarizing themselves
with the notion of becoming a naval power. Up to a very recent
period their naval administration was, in their own eyes, merely a
branch of their land service. A colonel in the army had the rank
of a naval captain; a lieutenant-colonel, that of a captain of a
frigate; a major, that of a captain of a corvette;. and the
equivalence in the rank list seemed to guarantee to the Austrians
an equivalence in the services. To make a midshipman, they
considered to have hit on the best expedient by making him
previously a cornet of hussars. The recruits of the navy were
levied in the same manner as the recruits for the army—with the

a2 C. F. Beautemps-Beaupré, Rapports sur les rades, ports et mouillages de la cote
orientale du golfe de Venise, visités en 1806, 1808 et 1809, par ordre de U'empereur.— Ed.
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only difference that the provinces of Istria and Dalmatia were
allotted exclusively to the sea service. The time of service was
equal, viz: Eight years, either by land or sea.

The separation of the two services, like all modern progress in
Austria, is the result of the revolution of 1848. In spite of the
Napoleonian precedent, Venice had remained up to 1848 the only
arsenal of Austria. The defects of the Venetian harbor had failed
to strike the Austrians, because they had, in fact, no modern navy
at all. Their naval force consisted of but 6 frigates, 5 corvettes, 7
brigs, 6 sloops, 16 steamers, and 36 armed boats—in all 850 guns.
By way of punishing the Italian revolution, the Austrians
transferred from Venice to Trieste the naval school, the observat-
‘ory, the hydrographic office, the floating matériel and the artillery
park. The building-yards and the stores remained behind; and
thus, by a bureaucratic vengeance, the naval service was cut in two.
Instead of Venice being punished, both branches were deprived of
their efficiency. Slowly the Austrian Government discovered that,
however excellent Trieste might be for a commercial harbor, it
was unfit for a naval station. At last they had to fall back on the
lesson Napoleon had set up in the Adriatic, and to make Pola the
center of their naval administration. Quite in keeping with
Austrian usage, the first few years after this removal of their
Admiralty to Pola have been employed in building barracks
instead of ship-yards. The system of defense reposes on the
establishment of a cross-fire from the islands at the entrance of
the harbor, with a chain of Maximilian towers® to prevent ships
from throwing bombs into the harbor. Beside its strategical
advantages, Pola answers the indispensable condition of a good
port, viz: of being able to provision a good fleet. Istria has oaks
equal to Naples; Carniola, Carinthia and Styria are inexhaustible
in pines, which already form the staple tunnage of Trieste
exportation; Styria is rich in iron; the hemp of Ancona has no
more commodious outlet than Pola; coal is hitherto received from
England, but the Dalmatian works at Sebenico begin to yield a
better quality; and when the Trieste-Vienna Railway opens, the
best quality may be had from Semmering. All Istrian produce,
being grown on a chalky soil, endures long voyages. Oil is
abundant, Hungarian grain at hand, and pork in immense
quantities to be had from the Danubian valley. That pork goes
now to Galatz and Hamburg, but the railway will bring it to
Trieste and Pola.

a Named after Maximilian Este.— Ed.
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To all these excellent bases for the revival of the naval power in
the Adriatic, there is only one drawback— Austria itself. If, with its
present organization and under its present Government, Austria
were able to found a commercial and naval power in the Adriatic,
it would upset all the traditions of history, which has ever coupled
maritime greatness with Freedom. On the other hand, it would
upset Austria to upset tradition.

Written in late November 1856 Reproduced from the newspaper

First published in the New-York Daily
Tribune, No. 5082, August 4, 1857
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THE RIGHT DIVINE OF THE HOHENZOLLERNS 182

At the present moment there is only one great question afloat in
Europe—the Neuchatel question.'® This, at least, is the tenet of
the Prussian newspapers. The principality of Neuchatel, it is true,
together with the county of Valengin, may be mathematically
circumscribed by the somewhat diminutive figure of fourteen
square miles.? But then, say the royalist philosophers’of Berhn, it
is not quantity but quality, that generally invests things with
grandeur or pettiness, and stamps them as sublime or ridiculous.
To them the Neuchatel question is the eternal question between
revolution and right divine, an antagonism as little affected by
geographical dimensions as the law of gravitation by the difference
between the sun and a tennis-ball.

Let us try to get at an understanding of what the Hohenzollern
dynasty call their divine right. In the case now before us, they
appeal to a protocol dated London, May 24th, 1852, by which the
plenipotentiaries of France, Great Britain and Russia,

“recognised the rights which belong to the King of Prussia over the principality
of Neuchatel and the county of Valengin, according to the tenor of articles
twenty-three and seventy-five of the treaty of Vienna, and which have coexisted
from 1815 to 1848 with those which article seventy-three of the same treaty
conferred on Switzerland.”? '

By this “diplomatic intervention” the right divine of the King of
Prussia over Neuchatel is only acknowledged as far as established
by the treaty of Vienna. The treaty of Vienna, in its turn, refers us

" In the New-York Daily Tribune “seventeen miles square”.— Ed.
b “Protocole de Londres, du 24 mai 1852”.— Ed.
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to a title which Prussia acquired in the year 1707. Now how did
the case stand in 1707?

The principality of Neuchatel and the county of Valengin,
appertaining in mediaeval times to the kingdom of Burgundy,
became, after the defeat of Charles le Téméraire,” an ally of the
Swiss Confederation,'® and such it remained under the immediate
protection of Berne, during all the subsequent displacements of its
feudal “suzerains,” till the treaty of Vienna transformed the ally
into a member of the Swiss Confederation. The suzerainty over
Neuchatel was first transferred to the house of Chilons-Orange —
next, by the intervention of Switzerland, to the house of
Longueville, and finally, after the extinction of the magnates of
that house, to the sister of the prince,b the dowager Duchess of
Nemours. When the latter acceded to these dominions, Willi-
am IIL, King of England and Duke of Nassau-Orange, issued a
protest and made over his claims on Neuchatel and Valengin to his
cousin Frederick 1. of Prussia, a settlement which, however,
produced no effect whatever durirg the lifetime of William III. On
the death of Mary, Duchess of Nemours, Frederick I. stepped
forward with his pretensions, but fourteen other candidates
appearing in the field, he wisely abandoned the decision over the
rival claims to the supreme judgement of the States of Neuchatel and
Valengin, having made sure before of their sentence by bribing the
judges. By dint of bribery, then, the King of Prussia became Prince
of Neuchatel and Count of Valengin. As such he was unmade by the
French revolution, remade by the treaty of Vienna, and unmade
again by the revolution of 1848. Against the revolutionary right of
the people he appeals to the right divine of the Hohenzollerns, which
would seem to resolve itself into the divine right of bribery.c

Littleness is a characteristic feature of all feudal conflicts. Yet
there is a large line of distinction to be drawn. The numberless
small fights, intrigues, treasons, by which the Kings of France
succeeded in supplanting their feudal vassals, are sure to remain a
favourite subject with the historian, because they trace the origin
of a great nation. On the other hand, the story how a vassal
contrived to carve out the German Empire, a more or less
extensive slice of sovereignty for his private use, is a theme
altogether barren and dull, unless enlivened by a concurrence of

2 In the NYDT “Charles the Bold”.— Ed.

b Charles Longueville; in the NYDT “sister of the last prince”.— Ed.

¢ In the NYDT “in the last analysis to lose itself in the divine right of
bribery”.— Ed.
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extraordinary circumstances, such as distinguish the history of
Austria. There we observe one and the same prince as the elective
head of an empire and as the hereditary vassal of a province of
that empire; conspiring in the interest of his province against the
empire; proving successful in that conspiracy, because his en-
croachments on the south appear to revive the traditionary
conflicts between the German empire and Italy, and his encroach-
ments on the east to continue the deadly struggle between the
German and Sclavonic races, and the resistance of Christian
Europe against the Mahometan Orient; lastly, exalting, by artful
family connections,* his domestic power to such a pitch that at one
moment it threatened not only to absorb the empire while
shedding a factitious lustre upon it, but to bury the world in the
tomb of a universal monarchy. Than such colossal outlines,
nothing can be stranger to the annals of the margravate of
Brandenburg. Where the history of its rival reads like a diabolical
epic, it only reads like an immoral family tale. There exists a
striking difference, even where one expects to find likeness, if not
identity of interest. The two Marches of Brandenburg and of
Austria,” both derived their original importance from forming
advanced posts for the defence as well as the attack of Germany
against the neighbouring Sclavonian race. But even from this
point of view the history of Brandenburg lacks colour, life, and
dramatic movement, lost as it is in petty strifes with obscure
Sclavonic tribes scattered over a relatively small tract of land
between the Elbe and the Oder, none of which tribes ever ripened
into anything like an historical existence. No Sclavonic tribe of
historical mark was ever conquered or Germanised by the
margravate of Brandenburg, nor did it even succeed to stretch out
its arms to the bordering Wendish sea.© Pomerania, coveted by the
margraves of Brandenburg since the 12th century, was not
entirely incorporated with the kingdom of Prussia in the year
1815 '*5; and when the Brandenburg electors began to appropriate
it piecemeal, it had long ago ceased to be a Sclavonic state. The
transformation of the southern and south-eastern shores of the
Baltic, partly by the commercial enterprise of German burghers,
partly by the sword of the German knights, belongs to the history
of Germany and Poland, not to that of Brandenburg, which only
came to gather the harvest it had not sown.

a In the NYDT “exalting by dint of artful family combinations”.— Ed.
b Previously called Ostmark.— Ed.
¢ Slavonic name of the Baltic Sea.— Ed.
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Without much risk one may go so far as to say that of the
innumerable readers who have contrived to get some clue to the
classical names of Achilles, Cicero, Nestor, and Hector, there exists
only a very indifferent per centage who ever suspected the sandy
soil of Brandenburg of not only producing potatoes and sheep at
our own time, but of having once® exuberated in no less than four
electors, going respectively under the names of Albrecht Achilles,
Johann Cicero, Joachim I. Nestor, and Joachim II. Hector. The
same golden mediocrity that favoured the slow growth of the
electorate of Brandenburg into what is by courtesy called an
European power, has screened” its home-spun history from too
indiscreet an intimacy with the public eye. Relying on this fact
Prussian statesmen and writers have exerted themselves to the
utmost to impregnate the world with the notion that Prussia is the
military monarchy par excellence, whence it might be induced that
the right divine of the Hohenzollerns must mean the right of the
sword—the right of conquest. Nothing could be more off the
mark. It may be affirmed, on the contrary, that, properly
speaking, of all the provinces the Hohenzollerns now possess, they
have conquered only one—Silesia, a fact, so unique in the annals
of their house that it earned for Frederick II. the title of the
Unique. Now, the Prussian monarchy stretches over 5,062
geographical square miles,® of which the province of Brandenburg,
even in its present extent, does not occupy more than 730, and
Silesia no more than 741. How, then, did they get at Prussia with
1,178, at Posen with 536, at Pomerania with 567, at Saxony with
460, at Westphalia with 366, and at Rhenish Prussia with 479
square miles? By the divine right of bribery, open purchase, petty
larceny, legacy-hunting, and treacherous partition treaties.

In the beginning of the fifteenth century the margravate of
Brandenburg belonged to the house of Luxemburg, whose chief,
Sigismund, simultaneously swayed the Imperial sceptre of Ger-
many. Being very short of cash, and hard pressed by his creditors,
he found a facile and accommodating friend in Frederick,
burgrave of Nurnberg, a prince tracing his origin to the house of
Hohenzollern. In 1411, Frederick was installed as General
Administrator of Brandenburg, made over to him as a sort of
mortgage for the divers sums of money he had advanced to the

2 In the NYDT “some centuries ago”.— Ed.

b In the NYDT “has safely screened”.— Ed.

¢ Geographical mile—a German unit of distance equal to 7.42 km~The New-York
Daily Tribune uses data in statute miles.— Ed.
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Emperor. Like a prudent money-lender who finds himself once
put in preliminary possession of the premises of a spendthrift,
Frederick continued to involve Sigismund in fresh debts by new
advances, till 1415, when the debtor and creditor accounts were
settled by the investiture of Frederick with the hereditary
electorate of Brandenburg. To leave no doubt as to the nature of
this act, it was encumbered with two clauses, the one reserving to
the house of Luxemburg the right of redeeming the electorate on
payment of 400,000 gold florins, and the éther binding Frederick
and his heirs to give on every new election for the empire their
vote to the house of Luxemburg—the former clause stamping the
contract as a barter, and the latter as a bribery. To become full
proprietor of the electorate, there remained for the grasping
friend of Sigismund but one further operation, the dropping of
the redemption clause. Accordingly, he watched the opportune
moment when Sigismund, at the council of Constance,"® had
again got at loggerheads with the costs of Imperial representa-
tion?; and hurrying from the March to the confines of Switzer-
land, he emptied his purse, and the fatal clause was struck off.
Such were the ways and means of the right divine on which the
still reigning dynasty of Hohenzollern founds its possession of the
electorate of Brandenburg. Such was the origin of the Prussian
monarchy.

Frederick’s next successor,” a very weak man, called the “Iron,”
because of his fancy for always appearing in public in an iron
harness, bought for 100,000 gold florins the New March from the
order of the Teutonic knights,'® as his father had bought the Old
March and his dignity from the Emperor. Thence the method of
buying encumbered parcels of sovereignty grew into as settled a
thing with the Hohenzollern electors as intervention had once
been with the Roman senate. Leaving alone the tedious details of
this sordid traffic, we pass on to the times of the Reformation.

It must not be imagined that because the Reformation turned
out to be the main prop of the Hohenzollern dynasty, the
Hohenzollern dynasty proved themselves the main prop of the
Reformation. Quite the reverse. The founder of that dynasty,
Frederick I., inaugurated his reign by leading the armies of
Sigismund against the Hussites,'®® who thrashed him soundly for
his pains. Joachim I. Nestor, 1499-1535, treated the Reformation
as though it were a Taborite."”® He persecuted it to his death.

2 In the NYDT “was again out of money”.— Ed.
b Frederick 11.— Ed.
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Joachim II. Hector, although a convert to Lutheranism, refused to
draw the sword in defence of the new faith, at the very moment
when it appeared to succumb under the overwhelming forces of
Charles-Quint. Not only declining to share in the armed resistance
of the Schmalkalden Bund,'" he tendered his secret support to
the Emperor. On the part of the Hohenzollerns, the German
Reformation then met with open hostility at its rise, at the time of
its earlier struggles with a false neutrality, and during its terrible
concluding scene of the thirty years’ war'®' with fainthearted
vacillation, cowardly inaction, and base faithlessness. It is known
that the elector, George Wilhelm, tried to bar the passage of the
liberating armies of Gustavus Adolphus, who was forced to drive
him by kicks and blows into the Protestant camp, from which he
afterwards attempted to skulk out by concluding a separate peace
with Austria.'”® But if the Hohenzollerns were not the knights,
they certainly were the cashiers of the German Reformation. Their
reluctance to fight in its cause was equalled only by their eagerness
to plunder in its name. Reformation, with them, was but the
religious title for secularisation, so that the best part of their
acquisitions during the 16th and 17th centuries, may be traced to
one large source—church robbery—a rather queer way this for
the divine right to manifest itself in.

Three events stand foremost in the history of the formation of
the Hohenzollern monarchy—the acquisition of the Brandenburg
electorate, the adjunction to the electorate of the duchy of Prussia,
and lastly the elevation of the duchy into a kingdom. We have
seen how the electorate was acquired. The duchy of Prussia was
got by three steps. First: secularisation; next,marriage transactions
of rather an equivocal character—the elector Joachim Frederick
espousing the younger,* and his son, Johann Sigismund, the elder
daughter® of the mad and sonless Duke Albrecht of Prussia—and,
lastly: by bribing with the right hand the Court of the Polish
King,© and with the left hand the Diet of the Polish Republic. So
complicated were these bribery transactions as to extend over a
whole series of years.'"” A similar method was adopted for the
transformation of the duchy of Prussia into a kingdom. To get the
royal title, the elector, Frederick III., afterwards King Fred-
erick 1., wanted the consent of the German Emperor. To get this
consent, against which the Catholic conscience of the Emperor

a2 Eleonore.— Ed.
b Anne,— Ed.
¢ Sigismund.— Ed.
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revolted, he bribed the Jesuit Wolf, the confessor of Leopold I.,
and threw into the bargain 30,000 Brandenburghers, to be
slaughtered in the Austro-Spanish succession-war.'® The Hohen-
zollern elector returned to the Old German Institution of
life-money, only that the ancient Germans paid with cattle and .
that he paid with men. Such was the foundation of the-
Hohenzollern royalty, by the grace of God.

With-their improving fortunes, since the commencement of the
eighteenth century, the ‘Hohenzollerns improved their method of
aggrandisement by adding to bribery and barter partition treaties
with Russia against states which they had not felled, but surprised
when fallen. Thus we find them concurring with Peter the Great
in the partition of the Swedish possessions, with Catherine II. in
the partition of Poland, and with Alexander I. in the partition of
Germany.'®

Those, then, who object to the Prussian claims on Neuchatel
that the Hohenzollerns got it by bribery, commit a woeful mistake
in forgetting that it was by bribery that they acquired Branden-
burg, that they acquired Prussia, that they acquired the royal
dignity. There can exist no doubt they possess Neuchatel by the
same right divine as their other states, and they cannot resign the
one without exposing the others.

Written on about December 2, 1856 Reproduced from The People’s

P
First published in The People’s Paper, aper

No. 241, December 13, 1856,signed K. M.,
and also in the New-York Daily Tribune,
No. 4906, January 9, 1857, unsigned
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Karl Marx

[THE ANGLO-CHINESE CONFLICT]

The mails of the America which reached us yesterday morning
bring a variety of documents concerning the British quarrel with
the Chinese authorities at Canton, and the warlike operations of
Admiral Seymour." The result which a careful study of the
official correspondence between the British and Chinese au-
thorities at Hong-Kong and Canton must, we think, produce upon
every impartial mind, is that the Britsh are in the wrong in the
whole proceeding. The alleged cause of the quarrel, as stated by
the latter, is that instead of appealing to the British Consul, certain
Chinese officers had violently removed some Chinese criminals
from a lorcha® lying in Canton river, and hauled down the British
flag which was flying from its mast. But, as says The London Times,

“there are, indeed, matters in dispute such as whether the lorcha was carrying
British colors, and whether the Consul was entirely justified in the steps that he
took.” b

The doubt thus admitted is confirmed when we remember that
the provision of the treaty,”'”” which the Consul insists should be
applied to this lorcha, relates to British ships alone; while the
lorcha, as it abundantly appears, was not in any just sense British.
But in order that our readers may have the whole case before
them, we proceed to give what is important in the official
correspondence. First, we have a communication dated Oct. 21,

a Coastal sailer.— Ed.

b The Times, No. 22567, January 2, 1857, leadmg article.— Ed. :

¢ Traité supplémentaire entre S. M. la reine du Royaume-Uni de la Grande-Bretagne et
d’Irlande et Uempereur de Chine, signé a Houmon-Schai, le 8 octobre 1843.— Ed.
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from Mr. Parkes, the British Consul at Canton, to Governor-
General Yeh, as follows:

“On the morning of the 8th inst. the British lorcha Arrow, when lying among
the shipping anchored before the city, was boarded, without any previous reference
being made to the British Consul, by a large force of Chinese officers and soldiers
in uniform, who, in the face of the remonstrance of the master, an Englishman,
seized, bound and carried away twelve Chinese out of her crew of fourteen, and
hauled down her colors. I reported all the particulars of this public insult to the
British flag, and grave violation of the ninth article of the Supplementary Treaty,
to your Excellency the same day, and appealed to you to afford satisfaction for the
insult, and cause the provision of the treaty to be in this case faithfully observed.
But your Excellency, with a strange disregard both to justice and treaty
engagement, has offered no reparation or apology for the injury, and, by retaining
the men you have seized in your custody, signify your approval of this violation of
the treaty, and leave her Majesty’s Government without assurance that a similar
event shall not again occur.”?

It seems that the Chinese on board the lorcha were seized by the
Chinese officers, because the latter had been informed that some
of the crew had participated in a piracy committed against a
Chinese merchantman. The British Consul accuses the Chinese
Governor-General of seizing the crew, of hauling down the British
flag, of declining to offer any apology, and of retaining the men
seized in his custody. The Chinese Governor, in a letter addressed
to Admiral Seymour, affirms that, having ascertained that nine of
the captives were innocent, he directed, on Oct. 10, an officer to
put them on board of their vessel again, but that Consul Parkes
refused to receive them. As to the lorcha itself, he states that when
the Chinese on board were seized, she was supposed to be a
Chinese vessel, and rightly so, because she was built by a Chinese,
and belonged to a Chinese, who had fraudulently obtained
possession of a British ensign, by entering his vessel on the
colonial British register—a method, it seems, habitual with
Chinese smugglers. As to the question of the insult to the flag, the
Governor remarks:

“It has been the invariable rule with lorchas of your Excellency’s nation, to haul
down the flag when they drop anchor, and to hoist it again when they get under
way. When the lorcha was boarded, in order that the prisoners might be seized, it
has been satisfactorily proved that no flag was flying. How then could a flag have
been hauled down? Yet Consul Parkes, in one dispatch after another, pretends that
satisfaction is required for the insult offered to the flag.”®

a H. Parkes’ letter to Yeh, Governor-General of the two Kwang Provinces,
October 21, 1856, The Times, No. 22571, January 7, 1857.— Ed.

b Here and below see Yeh’s letter to the Naval Commander-in-Chief
M. Seymour, October 31, 1856, The Times, No. 22567, January 2, 1857.— Ed.
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From these premises the Chinese Governor concludes that no
breach of any treaty has been committed. On Oct. 12, neverthe-
less, the British Plenipotentiary * demanded not only the surrender
of the whole of the arrested crew, but also an apology. The
Governor thus replies:

“Early in the morning of Oct. 22, I wrote to Consul Parkes, and at the same
time forwarded to him twelve men, namely, Leong Mingtai and Leong Kee-foo,
convicted on the inquiry I had instituted, and the witness, Woo Ayu, together with
nine previously tendered. But Consul Parkes would neither receive the twelve
prisoners nor my letter.”

Parkes might, therefore, have now got back the whole of his
twelve men, together with what was most probably an apology,
contained in a letter which he did not open. In the evening of the
same day, Governor Yeh again made inquiry why the prisoners
tendered by him were not received, and why he received no
answer to his letter. No notice was taken of this step, but on the
24th fire was opened on the forts, and several of them were taken;
and it was not until Nov. 1 that Admiral Seymour explained the
apparently incomprehensible conduct of Consul Parkes in a
message to the Governor. The men, he says, has been restored to
the Consul, but “not publicly restored to their vessel, nor had the
required apology been made for the violation of the Consular
jurisdiction.”® To this quibble, then, of not restoring in state a set
of men numbering three convicted criminals, the whole case is
reduced. To this the Governor of Canton answers, first, that the
twelve men had been actually handed over to the Consul, and that
there had not been “any refusal to return them to their vessel.”
What was still the matter with this British Consul, the Chinese
Governor only learned after the city had been bombarded for six
days. As to an apology, Governor Yeh insists that none could be
given, as no fault had been committed. We quote his words:

“No foreign flag was seen by my executive at the time of the capture, and as, in
addition to this, it was ascertained on examination of the prisoners by the officer
deputed to conduct it, that the lorcha was in no respect a foreign vessel, I maintain
that there was no mistake committed.” ¢

2 John Bowring.— Ed.
b M. Seymour’s letter to Yeh, November 2, 1856, The Times, No. 22567, .
January 2, 1857.— Ed.
¢ Yeh’s letter to M. Seymour, November 3, 1856, The Times, No. 22571, -
January 7, 1857.— Ed.
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Indeed, the force of this Chinaman’s dialectics disposes so
effectually of the whole question-—and there is no other apparent
case—that Admiral Seymour at last has no resource left him but a
declaration like the following:

“I must positively decline any further argument on the merits of the case of the
lorcha Arrow. I am perfectly satisfied of the facts as represented to your Excellency
by Mr. Consul Parkes.”?

But after having taken the forts, breached the walls of the city,
and bombarded Canton for six days, the Admiral suddenly
discovers quite a new object for his measures, as we find him
writing to the Chinese Governor on Oct. 30:

“It is now for your Excellency, by immediate consultation with me, to terminate
a condition of things of which the present evil is not slight, but which, if not
amended, can scarcely fail to be productive of the most serious calamities.”?

The Chinese Governor answers, that according to the Conven-
ticn of 1849,'"* he had no right to ask for such a consultation. He
further says:

“In reference to the admission into the city, I must observe that, in April, 1849,
his Excellency the Plenipotentiary Bonham issued a public notice at the factories
here, to the effect that he thereby prohibited foreigners from entering the city.
The notice was inserted in the newspapers of the time, and will, I presume, have
been read by your Excellency. Add to this that the exclusion of foreigners from the
city is by the unanimous vote of the whole population of Kwang-Tung. It may be
supposed how little to their liking has been this storming of the forts and this
destruction of their dwellings; and, apprehensive as I am of the evil that may hence
befall the officials and citizens of you<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>