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Preface

Volume 13 of the Collected Works of Marx and Engels contains
articles written by them in the period from February 13, 1854 to
February 6, 1855. For the most part these articles were published in
the New-York Daily Tribune, to which Marx and Engels had begun to
contribute in August 1851. Many were also reprinted in the
newspaper’s special issues, the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribuneand the
New-York Weekly Tribune; some of them also appeared in the Chartist
People’s Paper. In January 1855 Marx began to publish his articles in
the democratic German newspaper, the Neue Oder-Zeitung, using as a
rule.-material intended for the New-York Daily Tribune. Marx’s and
Engels’ newspaper articles in this period deal with a broad range of
contemporary socio-economic and political problems, as well as with
questions of the bourgeois-democratic and working-class movement,
and are an important part of their literary legacy.

Marx’s and Engels’ journalism is an outstanding phenomenon.
Their articles written more than a century ago about specific
events and in a language not their own, have not lost their
importance and interest for later generations. Their analysis of
contemporary events showed up their causes and inner connec-
tions, explained their sometimes apparently fortuitous succession,
and made clear their meaning in terms of contemporary history.
Marx and Engels were not content with only superficial current
information. Their articles reflect the results of many years of
study in economics, politics, history, military science, and lan-
guage. When circumstances compelled them to turn to subjects
with which they did not consider themselves fully conversant, they
would undertake special researches. Thus, in 1854, in connection
with the beginning of the fourth bourgeois revolution in Spain,
Marx embarked upon a study of the country’s language and
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history, in particular, of the three revolutions which had taken
place there earlier. His surviving five notebooks with excerpts on
the Spanish history bear eloquent witness to the depth and
thoroughness of these studies. A great deal of literature on the
history of the Slavs, Greeks and other peoples inhabiting the
Balkan Peninsula, the history of Turkey and its social structure,
the Orthodox Church and other problems was studied by Marx
and Engels in 1854 in connection with the events in the Balkans.

At the same time Marx and Engels were not merely academic
commentators. They wrote on the basis of very close contacts with
their contemporaries, with influential political and public figures,
and particularly with the proletarian and democratic émigrés of
various nationalities in London. Marx’s visits to sessions of the
British Parliament and Engels’ daily contact with Manchester
business circles provide cases in point.

In 1854, their journalism was for Marx and Engels practically
the only way to disseminate among the democratically-inclined
reading public in general, and the workers in particular, the
results of their own studies in various spheres of history, political
economy and military science.

All that took place in the international arena or in the domestic
life of this or that country was evaluated by Marx and Engels
from the point of view of their steady aim to establish and equip a
revolutionary working-class party; and the experience and knowl-
edge accumulated by them in this connection has enriched the
treasury of working-class revolutionary theory. The contents of the
present volume illustrate most clearly Marx’s and Engels’ ability
unfailingly to represent the interests of the proletariat in the
process of the not yet completed bourgeois-democratic transforma-
tions in Europe, as well as the separation, which had just begun,
of the working-class movement from the general democratic
movement. In their articles strictly scientific analysis is accom-
panied by invective against the representatives of the ruling
classes: the cupldlty and mediocrity of the ruling circles, their
hypocrisy, sanctimoniousness and corruption are exposed with
mordant wit and sarcasm.

The central political event in Europe in 1854 was the military
conflict between Russia and Turkey, which broke out in 1853 and
in 1854 developed into a war of Britain, France and Turkey
against Russia—the Crimean War. Marx and Engels devote the
utmost attention to the history of this conflict, the analysis of its
causes, and the policies of the individual states. They approach
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the analysis of the foreign policy of the European powers in the
period of the Crimean War, the diplomatic negotiations in Vienna,
and the actual course of the military operations, from the
viewpoint of the revolutionary proletariat. In examining the events
taking place, they always bear in mind the prospects for the
development of the working-class movement in Europe and the
future of the national liberation and unification movements.

Proceeding from concrete historical conditions, Marx and Engels
saw in Tsarism the bulwark of feudal absolutist reaction in
Europe. They regarded Tsarism’s collapse and the consequent
removal of its reactionary influence on Europe as an essential
precondition for the victory of a proletarian revolution in Britain
and France and for a democratic settlement of the fundamental
questions of the historical development of Germany, Italy, Poland,
Hungary and other European countries——questions which re-
mained unsolved during the revolution of 1848-49.

At the same time Marx and Engels saw clearly that, in spite of
their political and military rivalry, Tsarist Russia and oligarchical
Britain and Bonapartist France, who were fighting against it, as
well as the “neutral” reactionary regimes of Austria and Prussia,
in fact held the same counter-revolutionary position.

The aim of the Western powers was the removal of Russia as a
rival in the struggle for supremacy in the Near East, the
consolidation of their own influence in the Balkans and the Black
Sea area, the weakening, but by no means the collapse, of the
military power of Tsarist Russia, and the pursual, under the
pretext of defending Turkey, of a policy aimed at strengthening
its colonial dependence on the Western powers. “A feeling of
doubt, mistrust and hostility against their western allies is gaining
possession of the Turks,” Marx writes in April 1854. “They begin
to look on France and England as more dangerous enemies than
the Czar himself...” (p. 160).

Marx and Engels paid special attention to exposing the foreign
policy of the British ruling classes and their parties, the Whigs and
the Tories. In articles dealing with debates in the British
Parliament in connection with the publication of documents
relating to the pre-history of the Eastern conflict—‘“The Docu-
ments on the Partition of Turkey”, “The Secret Diplomatic
Correspondence” and several others, Marx exposed the “infamy”
(p- 466) of British diplomacy, which was allegedly striving to keep
intact the Ottoman Empire and the “balance of power ... in
Europe”, but was in fact defending its own mercenary interests in
the Eastern question. Marx shows that if the partition of Turkey
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had not, in the last analysis, contained the spectre of revolution,
“Her Majesty’s Government would be as ready to swallow the
Grand Turk [i.e., the Sultan] as his Cossack Majesty [i.e., Nicholas
117 (p. 97). Throughout the article runs the idea that the allies were
conducting a “mock”, “sham” war. Both sides, write Marx and
Engels in the article “That Bore of a War”, “are ruled more by
diplomatical than strategical motives” (p. 336).

Considerable space in this volume is devoted to the domestic
and foreign policy of Bonapartist France. Marx and Engels
believed that the ruling clique in this country had acted as one of
the main instigators of the Crimean War and that it regarded
foreign policy adventurism and wars of aggrandisement as a
means of strengthening the shaky Bonapartist regime.
“Bonaparte,” writes Marx in February 1854, “is of course in good
earnest in embarking in the war. He has no alternative left but
revolution at home or war abroad” (p. 33). The representatives of
the Bonapartist clique were, moreover, using the war as a means
of helping themselves from public funds, as an excuse, to quote
Marx, “to remove the last weak barriers yet standing between
themselves and the national treasury” (p. 52).

In a number of articles Marx and Engels engage in a polemic
(directly and indirectly) with the bourgeois and petty-bourgeois
émigrés, individual representatives of whom regarded the war
against Russia as “a war between liberty and despotism” (p. 228).
The fundamental difference between this point of view and the
position of Marx and Engels was that the latter advanced the
battle-cry of a revolutionary war against Tsarism. Marx’s and
Engels’ tactical position during the Crimean War was essentially
a continuation of their tactics in 1848-49 when, in the columns of
the Neue Rheinische Zeitung, they had called for a revolutionary
war against Tsarism. As Lenin pointed out (Collected Works, Vol.
21, p- 300), these tactics were dictated by the historical conditions
of the whole period 1789-1871, when the task of finally destroying
absolutism and feudalism came to the fore.

In outlining the tactics of the proletariat at the time of the
Crimean War, Marx and Engels proceeded from the fact that if
the war against Tsarism were to assume a European character, it
could produce a new revolutionary upsurge in the countries of
Europe and lead to the collapse of the anti-popular, despotic
regimes in these countries and to the liberation of the oppressed
nationalities in Europe; in these conditions the war which had
broken out would turn into a revolutionary war of the peoples
against Tsarism. This war could hasten the maturing of a



Preface XVII

revolutionary situation in Russia itself and bring closer a revolu-
tion aimed against autocracy and serfdom.

Marx’s and Engels’ belief in the possibility of a new revolu-
tionary upsurge during the Crimean War was based on their
conclusion from the experience of the revolution of 1848-49 that a
new revolutionary upsurge was possible only after a new economic
crisis. In 1853-54 signs of crisis began to be observed in the
economy of the European countries. At this time Marx engaged in
a thorough study of the problem in question, compiled the large
conspectus ‘“Money, Credit, Crises” (extant in one of the notebooks
of excerpts), which he later used for his Grundrisse der Kritik der
Politischen Okonomie. He also studied and drew conclusions from
information on the state of industry and trade published by the
journal The Economist. In the articles “British Finances”, “The Crisis
in Trade and Industry”, “The Commercial Crisis in Britain” and
certain others, Marx writes about the first symptoms of the
approaching economic crisis: a certain degree of overproduction,
general stagnation in trade and industry, suspension of payments,
bankruptcies, etc. Marx not only records these symptoms, but also
notes a number of most important factors. He pays special attention
to these phenomena in the economy of Britain where the capitalist
mode of production was most highly developed. The crisis in the
economy of Britain, which still continued to hold its monopolist
position in the world market, was of decisive importance for social
and economic development throughout the world. Marx examines
these symptoms of crisis as a manifestation of the general laws
inherent in the capitalist mode of production with its antagonistic
contradictions. “The crisis may be traced to the same source—the
fatal working of the English industrial system which leads to
overproduction in Great Britain, and to over-speculation in all other
countries” (p. 588). In the signs of crisis in 1853-54 Marx detected
the approach of the acute economic crisis of 1857.

Marx and Engels believed that the impending economic crisis
and the Crimean War were together creating the conditions for a
new revolutionary upsurge in the European countries, preparing
the downfall of their anti-popular despotic regimes and the
liberation of the oppressed nationalities of Europe. Marx and
Engels also showed how the future of both the peoples oppressed
by the Austrian Empire, and the Slav and other peoples who
formed part of the Ottoman Empire, was integrally bound up with
the revolutionary-democratic transformations in Europe, and with
a revolutionary war which would lead to the collapse of these
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empires and the formation of independent democratic states in
the Balkans.

Contrary to the opinion of many West-European politicians, in
particular, the English conservative writer and journalist David
Urquhart, who supported the preservation of the reactionary
Turkish state, Marx and Engels regarded the feudal Ottoman
Empire as a great obstacle to historical progress, and supported
the demand for national independence of the Slav and other
peoples under the rule of their Turkish conquerors. In the article
“The Policy of Austria.—The War Debates in the House of
Commons” Marx calls Turkey “that keystone of the antiquated
European system” (p. 324).

Many of the articles in the present volume are devoted to the
description and analysis of the course of the military operations,
the alignment of forces on both sides, the military organisation,
and questions of the art of war.

In the military articles published in the New-York Tribune,
usually in the form of leaders, Engels analyses the strength and
organisation of the armies of Russia, Austria, Britain, France and
Turkey, and gives a description of their men and officers. He
concludes that the allied armies are commanded by “strategical
mediocrities and routine generals” (p. 513). In the articles “The
Present Condition of the English Army—Tactics, Uniform,
Commissariat, &c.”, “The Formation of a Special Ministry of War
in Britain.—The War on the Danube.—The Economic Situation”,
“Reorganisation of the British War Administration.—The Au-
strian  Summons.—Britain’s  Economic  Situation.—St.  Ar-
naud”, “British Disaster in the Crimea”, and a number of others,
Marx and Engels criticise the organisation of Britain’s war
department, and the Coalition Government’s conduct of the war.

Engels drew attention to the gross incompetence of the British
and French Army and Navy Commands. Their confusion in
orders issued, and preservation of an antiquated system of Army
and Navy organisation, together with routine and perfunctory
training of the lower ranks, led to needless casualties, epidemics
and hunger for the ranks, and great loss of life in Gallipoli, Varna
and the Crimea. These shortcomings, he writes, “are still
aggravated by the oligarchic character of the English Administra-
tion, which entrusts the most important offices to men, who,
although their parliamentary support may be needed by the set of
place-hunters just in power, are altogether destitute even of
elementary professional knowledge and fitness” (pp. 212-13).

In the articles “The Siege of Silistria”, “That Bore of a War”,
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“The Battle of the Alma”, “The Battle of Inkerman”, “The
Crimean Campaign”, and many others, Engels—while praising
the heroism of the Russian soldiers—points to the backwardness
of the art of war in the Russia of landowners and serfs, the
mediocrity of a considerable section of the officers, and the
‘“parade-drill” of the lower ranks in the Tsarist army.

The military operations in the Danube region and in the Crimea
gave Engels the opportunity not only to analyse them from the
point of view of the art of war, the comparative merits of the
armies and their leaders, but also to develop a number of
important questions of military theory, strategy and tactics. Engels’
erudition as a military theoretician enabled him, in spite of the
extreme scarcity of information and contrary to generally accepted
judgments and forecasts, to give a correct assessment of individual
episodes in the war and to make a number of assumptions which
were later in all respects confirmed. Engels refuted the communi-
ques that boasted of a “formidable” victory over the Russians in
the Danube theatre (see “News from the European Contest”) or of
the capture of Sevastopol by the allies in September 1854 (“The
News from the Crimea”, “The Sevastopol Hoax”, “The Sevastopol
Hoax.—General News’ ) At the very beginning of the war Engels
demonstrated the impossibility of Russian troops marching on
Constantinople, and explained the landing of Russian troops in
the Dobrudja as a strategical manoeuvre aimed at reducing the
front line. As early as October 1854 he correctly judged the
importance for the outcome of the whole campaign of the battle
of Sevastopol, which would remain “unparalleled in military
history” (p. 509).

Engels revealed the inner laws of the war, éstablished the
dependence of a country’s military potential on the extent of its
industrial development and the deployment of its economic
resources, and showed how the actual conduct of war and the
tactical manoeuvrability of the troops corresponds to the level of
development of. the country’s socio-economic and political struc-
ture. Thus these articles written by Engels in 1854 constitute an
important stage in the development of Marxist military thought.
The analysis of military operations was later generalised by him in
a number of articles for the New American Cyclopaedia (see this
edition, Vol. 18).

The exposure of the foreign policy of the British oligarchy was
combined in the writings of Marx and Engels with a revelation of
the anti-popular nature of the bourgeois-aristocratic system in
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Britain. Marx draws attention to the disparity in Britain between
the political system and economic and social development, which
was brought out particularly clearly by the Crimean War. In the
articles “On the Ministerial Crisis”, “Fall of the Aberdeen
Ministry”, “The Defeated Government” Marx speaks of the crisis
of the traditional two-party system, and the breaking down of the
old aristocratic parties of the Whigs and Tories which was in
process. “The old parliamentary parties that had been entrusted
with a monopoly of government now exist merely in the form of
coteries,” Marx writes in the article “The Parties and Cliques”
(p. 643), and their internal contradictions are no longer of a party
nature, but are “only due to personal whims and vanities” (p. 638).

Many articles (“Debates in Parliament”, “The War Debate in
Parliament”, “The War.—Debate in Parliament”, and others) deal
with the proceedings of the British Parliament, the analysis of
debates on the causes, outbreak and course of the Crimean War,
the activity of the war departments, the state of the army, the
Budget, and various draft reforms, etc. In this concrete material
is revealed the class essence of British parliamentarianism, the
limited nature of British bourgeois democracy, the hypocrisy and
pretence of the representatives of the main political groupings,
their opposition to any reforms which might affect the interests of
the ruling oligarchy (for example, electoral reform), and the
cumbersome and routine nature of parliamentary procedure itself.
“Then why remains Parliament?” Marx asks in the article “The
Treaty Between Austria and Prussia.—Parliamentary Debates of
May 297, “Old Cobbett has revealed the secret. As a safety-valve
for the effervescing passions of the country” (p. 219).

The criticism by Marx and Engels of the position of the
bourgeois Free Traders and their ideologists Bright and Cobden is
of fundamental importance. These representatives of the so-called
Manchester school, which expressed the interests of the British
industrial bourgeoisie, opposed the war with Russia, arguing that
the two states had interests in common. As in his earlier works,
Marx exposes the hypocrisy of these bourgeois ideologists,
stressing that behind their feigned love of peace lay the conviction
that Britain was capable of establishing its monopoly on the world
market without military expenditure. Their “philanthropy”, says
Marx, disappears as soon as it is a question of the working class; in
that case the self-same Free Traders support the uncontrolled
exploitation of the workers, opposing the restriction of the
working day and the protection of female and child labour by law
(p- 576). The latter is one of Marx’s first demands for labour
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legislation. He engages in an open polemic with Cobden and
Bright also on the question of crises, refuting the assertion of the
Free Traders that the repeal of the Corn Laws and Free Trade
are a panacea against €conomic crises.

Marx continues to denounce the eviction of tenants from land
belonging to big landowners in Scotland and Ireland. “The
process still continues,” he writes, “and with a vigor quite worthy
of that virtuous, refined, religious, philanthropic aristocracy of this
model country” (p. 197).

As ever, the position of the working class and its struggle with
capital remained at the centre of the attention of Marx and
Engels. For a number of reasons Marx was able in 1854 to study
the position of the working class and observe the working-class
movement mainly in Britain, which is why he writes primarily
about the British proletariat in his articles of this period.

He speaks of its lack of political rights, its difficult economic
position and its resort to strike action (‘“Debates in Parliament”,
“British Finances.—The Troubles at Preston” and others). He
carefully traces the processes taking place in the working-class
movement following structural changes in the capitalist economy
and new developments in the socio-economic life of Europe and
America, and studies the special features of the growth and spread
of the working-class movement itself.

Marx notes with satisfaction the signs of political activity in the
British working class, which were particularly significant with the
decline of the Chartist movement after 1848. This is why he paid
special attention to the opening of the Labour Parliament in
Manchester, which was convoked on the initiative of the Chartists
led by Ernest Jones with the aim of creating a broad working-class
organisation, a ‘“Mass Movement”, to unite trade unionists and
unorganjsed workers. Marx and Engels, who had been closely
connected with the Chartists for many years and had greatly
assisted Ernest Jones in the fifties in his struggle to revive
Chartism on a new, socialist basis, welcomed the creation of this
organisation. Marx was invited to take part in the Labour
Parliament as an honorary delegate. In connection "with its
convocation he wrote two articles and one address (“Opening of
the Labour Parliament—English War Budget”, “The Labour
Parliament”, “Letter to the Labour Parliament”). In them he
maintains that the Labour Parliament, whatever its outcome,
was an important milestone in the history of the working class
because it was convoked on the initiative of the workers themselves.
Marx points out, however, that the success of the movement
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as a whole depended on whether the British workers could
create “organisation of the labouring classes on a national scale”
(p. 60).

In the article “Evacuation of the Danubian Principalities.— The
Events in Spain.—A New Danish Constitution.—The Chartists”
Marx gives a detailed account of a speech by Ernest Jones at a
workers’ meeting in Bacup (near Rochdale, Lancashire), in which
he touched upon the question of the need for the working class to
gain political power and implement the People’s Charter at the
new stage of the working-class movement. Thus, having defined
the revolutionary tendency in the development of the mass
working-class movement, Marx sees its task as the creation of its
own mass political, genuinely revolutionary party. And although
Marx’s hopes that the convocation of the Labour Parliament would
pave the way for the founding of such a party in Britain were not
justified, because the British workers in fact turned increasingly to
programmes of limited reform and the trade unions grew
increasingly indifferent to politics, his deductions were none the
less of theoretical and practical value for the subsequent develop-
ment of the working-class movement. These deductions, important
not only for British workers but for the workers of other
countries, were later developed in the programme of the First
International.

A number of other articles collected in this volume are devoted
to an analysis of the policies of the French Government. They
reveal the Bonapartist regime as one of adventurism in foreign
policy and demagogy, deception and repression at home. Marx
and Engels show how the processes of corruption and decay,
integral features of the Bonapartist regime, were also affecting its
mainstay—the army. In the article ‘“Reorganisation of the British
War  Administration.—The  Austrian  Summons.— Britain’s
Economic Situation.—St. Arnaud” Marx denounces the moral
degeneration of the French army command, using the example of
War Minister Marshal St. Arnaud who carved out his career in the
Foreign Legion at Algiers, the nucleus of which was formed by
“notorious desperadoes, adventurers of broken fortune, deserters
from all countries, the general offal of the European armies”
(p. 232). Napoleon III himself, intoxicated by the theatrical illusion
of his own greatness, appears before the reader in the articles of
Marx and Engels as the ‘“actual official apery of a great past”
(p- 473), i.e., of Napoleon I.

Marx and Engels relentlessly attacked pro-Bonapartist feeling
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among the bourgeois and petty-bourgeois democrats, both in
emigration and in France itself, individual representatives of
whom (Barbes, Kossuth, and some of the Polish émigrés) were
inclined to believe Napoleon IIT’'s demagogic protestations about
the defence of the freedom and interests of the oppressed
nationalities. In this connection Marx and Engels ridiculed Barbes’
belief in “Decembrist civilization” (p. 491). The chauvinist position
adopted by Barbes during the Crimean War placed him outside the
working-class movement and from then on he “ceased to be one of
the revolutionary chiefs of France” (p. 491). In the article “The
Sevastopel-Hoax.— General News” Marx and Engels contrast Barbes
with Auguste Blanqui whom they consider a true revolutionary.

A number of articles in the present volume are devoted to an
analysis of the domestic and foreign policy of Prussia and Austria.
Marx and Engels associated the participation of these countries in
the Crimean War with the settlement of the problem of the
revolutionary-democratic unification of Germany, with the possible
collapse of the Prussian monarchy and the Austrian Empire, the
formation by the enslaved peoples of independent states, and the
democratic reorganisation of a number of European countries.
They hoped that Prussia’s entry into the war against Tsarist Russia
would serve as a stimulus for a new upsurge of the revolutionary-
democratic movement in which the decisive role would be played
by the working class. From this point of view Marx and Engels
denounce the policy of reactionary Prussian, and also Austrian
ruling circles, for whom the main task was to ensure the
inviolability of counter-revolutionary systems, maintain their rule
in the captured territories, and enjoy “undisturbed possession of
Posen, of Galicia, of Hungary, and of Italy” (p. 216).

Marx and Engels devoted considerable attention to Austria, for
in the diplomatic intrigues around the conflict between Russia and
Turkey it played the role of armed mediator and held “the post of
honor and of advantage” (p. 255). Marx makes a detailed examina-
tion of Austria’s position, the state of its finances, and its milita-
ry potential. He shows the internal instability of the Habsburg
Empire. An analysis of the Austrian monarchy’s budget and the
state of its finances in the article “Austrian Bankruptcy” leads
Marx to the conclusion that “on the possession of Hungary and
Lombardy depends not only the political but the economical
existence of the Austrian Empire, and that with their loss the
long-delayed bankruptcy of that state becomes inevitable” (p. 49).
Marx and Engels believed that Austria was, on the one hand,
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interested in preventing the spread of the influence of Tsarist
Russia in the Balkan Peninsula, but, on the other, thought it
impossible to permit any serious weakening of Tsarism ‘“because
in that case the Hapsburgs would be left without a friend to help
them out of the next revolutionary slough” (p. 255). This also
determined Austria’s policy of being “treacherous to either of the
belligerents or to both” for the sake of its own interests, the
interests of the Habsburg dynasty (p. 256), while outwardly acting
as a mediator (the Vienna conferences, the occupation of the
Danubian Principalities by Austrian troops, etc.).

Marx and Engels assumed that the drawing of Austria into the
war would mean the transfer of military operations to Europe,
which would produce an upsurge in the national liberation
movement of the oppressed peoples. ‘“The populations most
immediately interested in the issue of the eastern complications
are, besides the Germans, the Hungarians and Italians” (p. 156),
writes Marx in the article “Reshid Pasha’s Note.—An Italian
Newspaper on the Eastern Question”.

Denunciation of the anti-democratic policies of the ruling classes
in the European states is accompanied in Marx’s and Engels’
articles by sharp criticism of the government and bourgeois press
which acted as the apologist and bearer of these policies. They
castigate the press for its sensationalism, its incorrect and
sometimes deliberately falsified information, its professional in-
competence, and its “mean servility” (p. 308) to the powers-that-be.

Considerable space in the present volume is taken up by articles
on Spain. A section of them is devoted to the events of the
revolution of 1854. In addition, a series of articles printed in the
New-York Daily Tribune in the form of leaders from September to
December 1854 is published under the general heading “Re-
volutionary Spain”. This work, which deals with the history of the
three preceding Spanish revolutions of the nineteenth century
(1808-14, 1820-23, 1834-43), was published by the newspaper in
part only; the last three articles in the series have not been
discovered, but one can get an idea of their contents from the
draft contained in the present volume (pp. 654-59). Marx’s articles
on Spain, in particular, his work *“Revolutionary Spain”, not only
provide a key to the explanation of the essential features of the
country’s history, but are also important for an understanding of the
general problems of bourgeois revolutions.

On the basis of his study of the most important events in Spain’s
earlier political and civic history: the period of the Reconquest,
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the creation of the united Spanish kingdom, the establishment of
absolutism, the relations of the monarchy with the townspeople,
the nobility and the Church, Marx reveals the causes, character
and specific features of the Spanish bourgeois revolutions of the
nineteenth century.

Marx came to the conclusion that modern Spanish hlstory
deserved a very different appreciation from what it had hitherto
received (p. 286). He emphasises that in Spain absolutism did not
play the role of a centralised state as it did in other large-scale
European absolutist regimes. “The absolute monarchy in Spain,”
he writes, “bearing but a superficial resemblance to the absolute
monarchies of Europe in general, is rather to be ranged in a class
with Asiatic forms of government. Spain, like Turkey, remained
an agglomeration of mismanaged republics with a nominal
sovereign at their head” (p. 396). Marx maintains that already in
the reign of Charles V Spain “exhibited all those symptoms of
inglorious and protracted putrefaction” (p. 395). Describing the
pernicious influence of Spanish absolutist rule on the country’s
history, he remarks that as a consequence of this in Spain “the
aristocracy sunk into degradation without losing their worst
privilege, the towns lost their medieval power without gaining
modern importance” (p. 396).

However, the national liberation struggle of the Spanish people
against Napoleon I showed that if the Spanish state was moribund,
the popular masses, on the contrary, were possessed of revolution-
ary energy, a sense of national dignity and the ability to resist.
Marx emphasises that the resistance to the Napoleonic invasion in
1808 “originated with the people, while the ‘better’ classes had
quietly submitted to the foreign yoke” (p. 399). He devotes
considerable space to the heroic guerrilla struggle of the Spamsh
people against the Napoleonic invasion and describes the various
stages of this national liberation movement.

Marx reveals the inner contradictions of this Spanish national
liberation movement; the combination of the spirit of political and
social regeneration with the spirit of reaction, a feature of all the
wars against Napoleonic France, was particularly characteristic of
Spain (p. 403). National in character, the first bourgeois revolution
in this country was aimed not only against the foreign yoke, but
also against the putrescent regime of the Spanish Bourbons. In
this respect its aim was achieved on a national scale. At the same
time the national liberation struggle took on superstitious and
fanatical forms and was exploited by reactionary ruling circles in
order to return Ferdinand VII to the throne and restore the



XXVI Preface

Inquisition. Marx notes the same phenomenon in the third
revolution and the Carlist War, when the struggle between
capitalism, which was establishing itself, and feudalism, which had
become obsolete—the struggle of two social systems—assumed the
form of a struggle of opposing dynastic interests.

Marx sees the root of this contradictory phenomenon in the
backwardness of the popular masses, above all the peasantry, and
in the weakness of the national bourgeoisie, the interests of which,
due to lack of development in industry and the home market and
to agricultural backwardness and decline, were linked with the
interests of the ruling circles, the bureaucracy, and the preserva-
tion of the colonial empire. Marx describes the limitations and
weakness of the Spanish bourgeoisie most vividly in his analysis of
the Constitution of 1812, in which radical demands were
combined with sombre vestiges of the age of clerical domination.
He draws attention to the fact that “it was almost the chief
principle of that Constitution not to abandon any of the colonies
belonging to Spain” (p. 369).

Marx’s study of the Spanish revolutions enabled him to reveal a
number of features characteristic of bourgeois revolutions, particu-
larly in countries with poorly developed capitalism and a large
number of feudal vestiges. He showed the role of the popular
masses as the driving force of these revolutions, but at the same
time wrote also of their prejudices and ignorance, their political
limitations, their belief in “a sudden disappearance of their social
sufferings from mere change of Government” (p. 437).

Marx emphasised that in a country with a low level of
socio-economic development, the political immaturity of the
masses and the weakness of the national bourgeoisie can lead to a
situation in which the army becomes the spokesman of national
interests and the instrument of insurrection. However, this
exceptional position of the army, in cases when it is divorced from
the popular masses, contains the danger of its becoming a
Pretorian Guard—an instrument in the hands of ambitious
generals. Marx’s analysis of all four Spanish revolutions bears out
this truth.

The events of 1854 in Spain enabled Marx to conclude that
pressure must be exerted on the military by the revolutionary
masses to make them adhere to a more radical programme. He
writes: “It is a fact, then, that the military insurrection has
obtained the support of a popular insurrection only by submitting
to the conditions of the latter” (p. 310).

In the fighting at the barricades in 1854 in Madrid and other
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Spanish towns Marx and Engels recognised a revival of this form
of struggle against government troops, which had seemed to have
lost its importance after the defeats of 1848. “That prejudice has
fallen,” we read in the article “That Bore of a War”. “We have again
seen victorious, unassailable barricades” (p. 338).

Marx repeatedly returns to the idea of the objective prere-
quisites for a bourgeois-democratic revolution and the impossibili-
ty of importing it. At the basis of a bourgeois-democratic
revolution lie deep-seated social, economic and political causes, the
struggle between the obsolete feudal system and elements of
emergent and growing capitalism. A state of “revolutionary crises”
(p- 369) has to develop for the success of a revolution in any given
country. Marx illustrates this tenet with the example of the second
revolution in Spain. It began with an armed uprising by Rafael
Riego’s detachment of 1,500 men in January 1820. In March
Riego was forced to disband the remnants of the detachment, but
by then the movement had already enveloped the whole country,
and on March 9 Ferdinand VII was compelled to swear in the
Constitution. “Notwithstanding its [the military insurrection’s]
failure,” writes Marx, ‘“the revolution proved victorious” (p. 444).

For a revolution to be successful the most decisive action is
required from its leaders. “At the outset,” writes Marx of the
events of 1808, “the Spanish revolution failed by its endeavor to
remain legitimate and respectable” (p. 409). Marx stresses the
importance of a strong central revolutionary authority, capable of
carrying out profound social and political transformations at
home, abolishing existing feudal institutions, and renouncing all
the debts and financial obligations of the former government. In
the surviving preliminary draft from the series of articles
“Revolutionary Spain”, Marx writes that the alliance of the
peasantry with the urban revolutionary masses is of paramount
importance (pp. 657, 658). Speaking of the causes of the defeat of
the second revolution, Marx emphasises that, by failing to link the
interests of the peasantry with the interests of the urban
population, the revolutionary party alienated the peasant masses
from the revolution, thereby narrowing the social basis of the
movement.

Marx demonstrates the negative role of the liberal leaders of the
revolution, their limitations, their close link with the ruling circles,
their fear of a radical solution of cardinal problems. As can be
seen from Marx’s letter of October 10, 1854 to Engels, the
description which Marx gave of such Spanish leaders as Espartero
and O’Donnell was used by him in his broad generalisations, and
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criticism not only of the Spanish liberals, but also of the leaders
in the War of Independence of the North American colonies
and the French Revolution at the end of the eighteenth century
(Washington, Lafayette, and others) (present edition, Vol. 39).

In his articles on the fourth bourgeois revolution in Spain, the
bulk of which are published in this volume (the rest, written at a
later date, are in Volume 15 of the present edition), Marx notes
the characteristic features of this revolution which distinguish it
sharply from the preceding ones. They stem from the develop-
ment of modern industry in Spain, the formation of a working
class, and the greater activity of the peasant masses. Marx notes
the participation of the Spanish proletariat in the revolutionary
fighting of 1854-56. Although in this revolution the working class
did not advance its own social and political programme and was
close to the radical wing of the bourgeoisie, its appearance in the
political arena had a considerable influence on the revolution,
depriving it, unlike preceding ones, of a dynastic and military
character. The first three revolutions gave Marx grounds for
maintaining that “the social question in the modern sense of the
word has no foundation in...Spain” (p.376). After the experience
of the events of 1854-56 he came to the conclusion that “the next
European revolution will find Spain matured for co-operation with
it” (present edition, Vol. 15). This forecast of Marx’s was proved
correct by the events of the fifth bourgeois revolution in Spain of
1868-74. The events of 1854-56 were also one of the first signs of
the instability of the reaction which had reigned on the European
continent since the defeat of the revolution of 1848-49, and
heralded new revolutionary upheavals.

* kX

The present volume contains 94 works in all, of which about 40
have not been reproduced in English after their initial publication
in the New-York Tribune; 16 articles are published in English for
the first time (14 articles from the Neue Oder-Zeitung and two
articles by Engels “The Fortress of Kronstadt” and “The Russian
Army”, which were not published during his lifetime). The
manuscripts contained in the section “From the Preparatory
Materials” are published in full in English for the first time.

In the course of work on the present volume the authorship of
the articles “The European War”, “The Turkish War” and “News
from the European Contest” was established for the first time.

Throughout, authorship and dating of the articles have been
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carefully checked on the basis of Marx’s Notebook in which their
despatch to New York was recorded, of Marx’s and Engels’
correspondence with each other and with third persons, of the
sources which they used in writing articles, as well as of other
materials. Any changes are indicated in notes to the respective
works.

In the case of articles which were published both in the
New-York Daily Tribune and The People’s Paper, and in the New-York
Daily Tribune and the Neue Oder-Zeitung all discrepancies of
substance are indicated in footnotes.

As is known from letters of Marx and Engels, the editors of the
New-York Daily Tribune frequently treated the text of their articles
in an arbitrary fashion, particularly those which were printed as
leaders. This applies in particular to Engels’ military reviews. In
the present volume all known cases of editorial interference with
the texts of Marx and Engels are indicated in the notes.

In studying the historical material quoted in Marx’s and Engels’
articles, it must be borne in mind that they made use of
newspaper information which in a number of cases proved to be
inaccurate.

In texts written in English proper names and geographical
names have been reproduced on the basis of the nineteenth-
century reference books; obvious misprints and errors in figures,
dates, etc., discovered in the preparation of the present volume
have been silently corrected.

In cases where an article has no title, the editors have provided
one which is given in square brackets.

The volume was compiled, the text prepared and the preface
and notes written by Valentina Smirnova and edited by Lev
Churbanov (Institute of Marxism-Leninism of the CC CPSU). All
the indexes were prepared by Galina Voitenkova; the index of
periodicals and the glossary of geographical names with the help
of Vasily Kuznetsov and Yuri Vasin respectively (Institute of
Marxism-Leninism of the CC CPSU). The translations were made
by Susanne Flatauer and Barrie Selman and edited by Richard
Abraham and Frida Knight (Lawrence and Wishart) and Salo
Ryazanskaya, Natalia Karmanova and Margarita Lopukhina
(Progress Publishers) and Norire Ter-Akopyan, scientific editor
(USSR Academy of Sciences).

The volume was prepared for the press by the editors Natalia
Karmanova, Margarita Lopukhina, Mzia Pitskhelauri and the
assistant editor Natalia Belskaya (Progress Publishers).
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Karl Marx and Frederick Engels

THE WAR QUESTION IN EUROPE'

Though the arrival of the Nashville puts us in possession of no
decisive news from the seat of war, it puts us in possession of a
fact of great significance in the present state of affairs. This is that
now, at the eleventh hour, when the Russian Embassadors® at
Paris and London have left, when the British and French
Embassadors® at St. Petersburg are recalled, when the naval and
military strength of France and England is being already
concentrated for immediate action—at this very last moment, the
two Western Governments are making fresh proposals to negotiate
by which they concede almost everything that Russia wants. It will
be remembered that the main point claimed by Russia was her
right of settling directly with the Porte, and without the
interference of the other Powers, a quarrel which, it was
pretended, concerned Russia and Turkey only. This point has now
been conceded to Russia. The proposals are contained in the letter
of Napoleon,” which we copy in another place,’ and are to the
effect that Russia shall treat with Turkey direct, while the treaty to
be concluded beiween the two parties shall be guaranteed by the
four Powers. This guarantee is a drawback upon the concession, as
it gives the Western Powers a ready pretext to interfere in any
future quarrel of the kind. But it does not make matters worse for
Russia than they are now, when the Emperor Nicholas must see
that any attempt of his at a dismemberment of Turkey cannot be
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carried out without the risk of a war with. England and France.
And then, the actual gain to Russia will depend upon the nature
of the treaty which is not yet concluded; and Russia, having seen
in how cowardly a manner the Western Powers now shrink from
the necessity of war, will but have to keep her armies concen-
trated, and to continue her system of intimidation in order to gain
every point during the negotiations. Besides, Russian diplomacy
need hardly be afraid of a contest with those egregious Embas-
sadors who manufactured the famous blundering first Vienna
note.’

Whether, however, the Czar will accept this proposal, or trust to
his army, remains to be seen. He cannot afford to go through
such armaments and dislocations of troops over his vast Empire
once in every five years. The preparations have been made on
such a scale that a very great material gain only can repay their
cost. The Russian population are thoroughly roused to warlike
enthusiasm. We have seen a copy of a letter from a Russian
merchant—not one of the many German, English, or French
traders, who have settled in Moscow—but a real old Muscovite, a
genuine son of Sviataia Russ® who holds some goods on
consignment for English account, and had been asked whether in
case of war these goods would run the risk of confiscation. The
old Russ, quite indignant at the imputation thus cast upon his
Government, and perfectly well acquainted with the official
phraseology, according to which Russia is the great champion of
“order, property, family, and religion,” in contrast to the
revolutionary and socialist countries of the West, retorts that

“Here in Russia, God be praised, the distinction between mine and thineis yet in
full force, and your property here is as safe as anywhere. I would even advise you
to send over as much of your property as you can, for it will perhaps be safer here

than where it is now. As to Jour countrymen, you may perhaps have reason to fear, as 1o
your property, not at all.”

In the meantime, the armaments prepared in England and
France are upon a most extensive scale. The French ocean
squadron has been ordered from Brest to Toulon in order to
transport troops to the Levant. Forty or sixty thousand, according
to different statements, are to be sent, a large portion of them to
be drafted from the African army; the expedition will be very
strong in riflemen, and be commanded either by Baraguay
d’Hilliers or by St. Arnaud. The British Government will send
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about 18,000 men (22 regiments of 850 each) and at the date of
our last advices,® a portion of them had already embarked for
Malta, where the general rendezvous is to be. The infantry go in
steamers, and sailing vessels are employed for the conveyance of
cavalry. The Baltic fleet, which is to be concentrated off Sheerness,
in the Thames, by the 6th of March, will consist of fifteen ships of '
the line, eight frigates, and seventeen smaller vessels. It is the
largest fleet the British have got together since the last war; and as
one half of it will consist of paddle or screw steamers, and as the
rating and weight of metal is at present about 50 per cent. higher
than fifty years ago, this Baltic fleet may prove to be the strongest
armament ever turned out by any country. Sir Charles Napier is to
command it; if there is to be war, he is the man to bring his guns
to bear at once upon the decisive point.

On the Danube, the battle of Chetatea® has evidently had the
effect of delaying the Russian attack upon Kalafat. The Russians
have been convinced by that five days’ struggle that it will be no
easy matter to take an intrenched camp which can send out such
sallies. It seems that even the positive command of the Autocrat
himself is not sufficient, after such a foretaste, to drive his troops
to a rash attempt. The presence of Gen. Schilder, Chief of the
Engineers, who was sent from Warsaw on purpose, seems even to
have had a result contrary to the Imperial order, for instead of
hurrying on the attack, an inspection of the fortifications from a
distance was sufficient to convince him that more troops and more
heavy guns were needed than could at once be brought up.
Accordingly the Russians have been concentrating whatever forces
they could around Kalafat, and bringing up their siege guns, of
which, it seems, they brought seventy-two into Wallachia. The
London Times estimates their forces at 65,000 men, which is rather
high, if we consider the strength of the whole Russian army in the
Principalities.© This army now consists of six divisions of infantry,
three divisions of cavalry, and about three hundred field-guns,
besides Cossacks, riflemen, .and other special corps, of a total
nominal strength before the beginning of the war, of 120,000
men. Assuming their losses, by sickness and on the battle-field, to
be 30,000 men, there remain about 90,000 combatants. Of these,
at least 35,000 are required to guard the line of the Danube, to

2 e February 10, 1854, when Marx’s article “Russian Diplomacy.— Blue Book
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garrison the principal towns, and to maintain the communications.
There would remain, then, at the very outside, 55,000 men for an
attack upon Kalafat.

Now look at the respective positions of the two armies. The
Russians neglecting the whole line of the Danube, disregarding the
position of Omer Pasha at Shumla, direct their main body, and
even their heavy artillery, to a point on their extreme right where
they are further from Bucharest, their immediate base of
operations, than the Turks are. Their rear is therefore as much
exposed as it possibly can be. What is worse still is that, in order to
get some slight protection for their rear, they are obliged to divide
their forces, and to appear before Kalafat with a force which by
no means has that evident superiority which, by insuring success,
might justify such a maneuver. They leave from thirty to forty per
cent. of their army scattered behind the main body, and these
troops are certainly not capable of repelling a resolute attack.
Thus, neither is the conquest of Kalafat assured, nor the
communications of the besieging army placed out of the reach of
danger. The blunder is so evident, so colossal, that nothing short
of absolute certainty of the fact can make a military man believe
that it has been committed.

If Omer Pasha, who still has a superior force disposable, passes
the Danube at any point between Rustchuk and Hirsova, with say
seventy thousand men, the Russian army must either be annihi-
lated to the last man or take refuge in Austria. He has had a full
month for concentrating such a mass. Why does he not cross a
river which is now no longer obstructed by floating ice? Why does
he not even retake his téte-de-pont at Oltenitza, in order to be able
to move at any moment? That Omer Pasha is ignorant of the
chances the Russians have given him by their unheard-of blunder
is impossible. He must, it would seem, be tied by diplomatic action.
His inactivity must be intended to form an offset against the naval
promenade of the combined fleets in the Black Sea. The Russian
army must not be annihilated or driven to take refuge in Austria,
because then peace would be endangered by fresh complications.
And in order to suit the intrigues and the sham-action of
diplomatic jobbers, Omer Pasha must allow the Russians to
bombard Kalafat, to place their whole army, all their siege artillery
at his mercy, without his being allowed to profit by the occasion. It
would indeed seem that if the Russian commander® had not had a
material, positive guarantee that his flanks and rear would not be

4 M. D. Gorchakov.—— Ed.
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attacked, he would never have attempted to march upon Kalafat.
Otherwise, in spite of all stringent instructions, he would deserve
to be tried at the drum-head and shot. And unless, by the steamer
now due here, or at furthest within a few days, we hear that Omer
Pasha has crossed the Danube and marched upon Bucharest, it
will be scarcely possible to avoid the conclusion that a formal
agreement of the Western Powers has been made to the effect that
in order to satisfy the military point of honor of Russia, Kalafat is
to be sacrificed without the Turks being allowed to defend it by
the only way it can be effectually defended—by an offensive
movement lower down the Danube.®

Written on February 13-14, 1854 Reproduced from the newspaper

First published in the New-York Daily
Tribune, No. 4019, March 6, 1854 as a
leader
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[DECLARATION OF THE PRUSSIAN CABINET.—
NAPOLEON’S PLANS.—PRUSSIA’S POLICY]®

The following information, which, if true, is of the highest
importance, and a portion only of which has appeared in the
European journals, and that in a partial and disguised form, we
have received from a most trustworthy source’ at London:

I. On the 3d of February the following declaration on the part
of the Prussian Cabinet was dispatched to Paris and London:

“1. The explanations of Count Orloff leaving no doubt whatever as to the
uselessness of any further attempt at mediation with the St. Petersburg Cabinet,
Prussia hereby withdraws her mediation, the opportunity for which can no longer
be said to exist.

“2. Count Orloff’s proposals of a formal and binding treaty of neutrality have
met with an absolute refusal, communicated to him in a note, Prussia being decided
upon observing even without the concurrence of Austria, the most strict neutrality
on her part, which she is determined to enforce by suitable armaments, as soon as
the proper moment shall have arrived.

“3. Whether Prussia shall propose, in common with Austria, a general arming
of the German Confederation,” will depend on the conduct of the maritime powers
toward Germany.”

1I. Louis Napoleon has sent a confidential agent (Mr. Brenier)
to Turin, with the following message for the King of Piedmont?
and Mr. Cavour: At a given time insurrectionary movements are
to break out in Parma, Piacenza, Guastalla, and Modena. Sardinia
must then occupy those countries, from which the now reigning
princes are to be expelled. Napoleon is to guarantee to the King
the incorporation with Sardinia of the three former principalities,
and perhaps of Modena, also, in compensation for which
territories the County of Savoy is to be ceded to France.® This

? Victor Emmanuel I1.— Ed.
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arrangement England may be said to have as good as agreed to,
although reluctantly and with very bad grace. Mr. Brenier then
proceeded further on his tour through Italy till he reached
Naples, where his arrival evoked the “most painful sensation.” His
mission is that of preparing an Italian insurrection, as Napoleon is
seriously convinced that he is the man, not only to set Italy on fire,
but also to draw the exact line which the flame shall be forbidden
to cross. He proposes to concentrate the following armies:

1—100,000 men on the frontier of Savoy.

2— 60,000 men at Metz.

3— 80,000 men at Strassburg.

I11. Prussia does not object to the assembling of a French army
of 100,000 men on the frontier of Savoy, but she considers the
concentration of an army at Metz, and of another at Strassburg, to
be a direct menace against herself. She already fancies Baden,
Hesse, Wiirttemberg, etc., in full insurrection and some 100,000
peasants marching from the south of Germany on her own
frontiers. She has, therefore, protested against these two measures,
and it is this eventuality which is alluded to in section 3 of the
Prussian declaration. At all events, Prussia will put her army on a
war footing by, and perhaps before, the end of March. She intends
calling out a force of 200,000 to 300,000 men, according to
circumstances. But if Napoleon insists on concentrating the two
armies at Metz and Strassburg, the Prussian Government has
already resolved to augment its force to 500,000 men. In the
Berlin Cabinet, where the King,” with the great majority of his
Ministers, had chosen to side with Russia, and Manteuffel alone,
backed by the Prince of Prussia,” carried the declaration of
neutrality (Manteuffel originally proposed a formal alliance with
England), fear and confusion are asserted to reign supreme.
There exists already a formal resolution of the Cabinet (Cabinets-
Beschluss) according to which, under certain circumstances, all the
more notorious democrats of the monarchy, and, above all, of
Rhenish Prussia, are to be arrested on the same night, and to be
transported to the eastern fortresses, in order to prevent them
from favoring the subversive plans of Napoleon, (die Umsturzpline
Napoleon’s!!) or from getting up popular movements generally.
This measure, it is proposed, shall be executed instantly in the
case of Ttalian disorders breaking out, or if Napoleon concentrates

* Frederick William IV.— Ed.
Future King of Prussia, William I.— Ed.
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the two armies at Metz and Strassburg. This resolution, we are
assured, has been taken unanimously, although all the eventualities
are not provided for under which the Cabinet might think fit to
put it into execution.

Written on February 17, 1854 Reproduced from the newspaper

First published in the New-York Daily
Tribune, No. 4022, March 9, 1854 as a
leader
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DEBATES IN PARLIAMENT"

London, Tuesday, Feb. 21, 1854

The military and naval estimates have been laid before
Parliament. In the army, the total number of men asked for the
current year is 112,977, an increase upon last year of 10,694. The
total cost of the land forces for service at home and abroad, for
the year ending on the 31st of March, 1855, exclusively of the
Australian colonies, and of the charge transferred to the East
India Company,” is £3,923,288. The gross total amount is
£4,877,925, which will provide for 5,719 officers, 9,956 non-
commissioned officers, 126,925 rank and file. The naval estimates
for the year ending March 31, 1855, show a total for the effective
service of £5,979,866, an increase upon last year of £1,172,446.
The charge for the conveyance of troops and ordnance stands at
£225,050, an increase of £72,100. The grand total for the year
amounts to £7,487,948. The force will consist of 41,000 seamen,
2,000 boys, 15,500 marines; the total, including 116 men in the
picking service, 58,616.*

Mr. Layard had given notice that he should call attention to the
Eastern question on last Friday evening, and he seized upon the
very moment when the Speaker® was to leave the Chair, in order
that the House might consider the navy estimates.'? Shortly after 4
o'clock all the galleries were overcrowded, and at 5 o’clock the
House was full. Two long hours, to the visible mortification of the
members and the public, were killed with indifferent conversation

# Marx took these figures from the leading articles in The Times, Nos. 21668
and 21669, February 18 and 20, 1854.— Ed.
® Charles Shaw-Lefevre.— Ed.
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on minor topics. So intensely excited was the curiosity of the
honorables themselves that they delayed dinner till 8 o’clock, to
assist at the opening of the great debate®*—a rare occurrence, this,
in the parliamentary life of the Commoners.

Mr. Layard, whose speech was continually interrupted by cheers,
began by stating that the government had placed them in so
extraordinary a position that they were at a loss to know how they
really stood. Before they could vote the demanded advances, it
was the duty of the government to state what thelr intentions were.
But before asking [the] government what they were about to do,
he wished to know what they had already done. He had said last year
that if the government had adopted a tone more worthy of this
country, they would not have been plunged into war; nor, after a
careful perusal of the voluminous Blue Books lately issued,” had
he found cause to change his opinions. Comparing the contents of
various dispatches on various sides, he argued that the Ministry
had overlooked the most obvious facts, had misunderstood the
most unmistakeable tendencies, and trusted to the most evidently
fallacious assurances. Declaring that the tragedy of Sinope®
impeached the honor of England and required ample explanation,
he drew evidence from the published documents to show that the
Admirals of the united fleets might have prevented the catas-
trophe, or that the Turks by themselves [might] have averted it, if
it had not been for the timorous and vacillating instructions sent
out by the British government. He inferred from their recent
language that they would still treat on the basis of the status quo
ante bellum,® which presumed step he condemned. He called upon
the government to do their duty, in the certamty that the people
of England would do theirs.

Sir James Graham, with his notorious effrontery, answered him
that they must either put their confidence in Ministers or turn
them out. But “meanwhile don’t let us potter over Blue Books.”
They had been deceived by Russia, who was an old and faithful

? The debates in the House of Commons on February 17 and 20, 1854 are
reported according to The Times, Nos. 21668 and 21670, February 18 and 21,
1854.— Ed.

> The reference is to Correspondence Respecting the Rights and Privileges of the
Latin and Greek Churches in Turkey, the first issues of which appeared at the beginning
of 1854.—Fd.

¢ This refers to the naval battle of Sinope (Black Sea) on November 30 (18),
1853 between Russian and Turkish squadrons during the Crimean War. The
Turks were defeated.— Ed.

The state before the war.— Ed.
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ally of Great Britain, but “dark, malignant suspicions did not
easily take root in generous mirids.” This old fox, Sir Robert Peel’s
“dirty little boy,” the murderer of the Bandieras,”” was quite
charming with his “generous mind” and his “slowness to suspect.”

Then came Lord Jocelyn and Lord Dudley Stuart, whose
speeches filled the papers the next day, but emptied the House on
this evening. Mr. Roebuck next commenced by defending the
ministers for their conduct in a delicate situation, but ended by
declaring that it was now time for the ministry to declare clearly
what they intended to do. Lord . John Russell, on the plea of
answering this question, rose, gave an apologetic recapitulation of
the history of the late differences, and when he had convinced
himself that this would not do, feigned to be willing to tell them
“what they intended to do;” a thing he himself may not have been
quite sure of. According to his statement they had entered into
some vague sort of alliance with France, not by means of a treaty
concluded, but of notes interchanged. England and France were
now proposing to Turkey also a sort of treaty, by virtue of which
the Porte should not sue for peace without their consent. They
had been cruelly overcome by the incredible perfidy of the Czar.
He (Russell) despaired of peace being preserved. They were likely
to enter on war. He consequently wanted some £3,000,000 more
than last year. Secrecy was the condition of success in war and
therefore he could not tell them just now what they were to do in
that war. As the latter, or theatrical part of his speech was
performed with great force and with much moral indignation at
the Czar “the butcher,” the applause was immense, and the
House, in their enthusiasm, were on the point of voting the
estimates, when Mr. Disraeli interceded and succeeded in adjourn-
ing the discussion to Monday evening.

The debates were resumed yesterday evening® and only
concluded at 2 o’clock, a.m.

First rose Mr. Cobden, promising to confine himself strictly to
the practical question in hand. He took great pains to prove from
the Blue Books, what was denied by nobody, that the French
Government had originated “this melancholy dispute,” by the
mission of Mr. Lavalette respecting the Holy Places and the
concessions it wrung from the Porte.!* The French President, who,
at that time, had some expectation of becoming Emperor, might
have had some wish to make a little political capital by making
these demands upon Turkey on behalf of the Latin Christians.

* February 20, 1854.— Ed.
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The first movement of Russia, therefore, was traceable to the
proceedings of France, in this matter. The non-signature of the
Vienna note had been the fault of the allies, not of the Turkish
government, because, if it had been threatened with the withdraw-
al of the fleet from Besika Bay, the Porte would immediately have
signed it. We were going to war because we insisted upon Turkey
refusing to do that by a note to Russia which we intended to ask
her to do for ourselves, viz: to give us a guarantee for the better
treatment of the Christians. The vast majority of the population in
the Ottoman Empire was looking with eagerness to the success of
that very policy which Russia was now prosecuting (as now
exemplified in Moldo-Wallachia). From the Blue Books themselves
he could show that the evils and oppressions under which that
Christian population lived, could not be tolerated—referring
principally to dispatches of Lord Clarendon, ostensibly written
with the view to make out a case for the Czar. In one of these
dispatches Lord Clarendon writes:

“The Porte must decide between the maintenance of an erroneous religious
principle, and the loss of the sympathy and support of its allies.”?

Mr. Cobden was therefore enabled to ask:

“Whether the House did think it possible that a population like the fanatical
Mussulman population of Turkey would abandon its religion? And without total
abandonment of the law of the Koran, it was absolutely impossible to put the
Christians of Turkey upon an equality with the Turks.”

We may as well ask Mr. Cobden whether with the existing State
Church and laws of England, it is possible to put her working-men
upon equality with the Cobdens and the Brights? Mr. Cobden
proceeded then with a view to show from the letters of Lord
Stratford de Redcliffe and the British Consular agents, that there
reigns a general dissatisfaction through the Christian population in
Turkey threatening to end in a general insurrection. Now, let us
again ask Mr. Cobden whether there does not exist a general
dissatisfaction with their governments and their ruling classes,
among all peoples of Europe, which discontent soon threatens to
terminate with a general revolution? If Germany, Italy, France or
even Great Britain had been invaded, like Turkey, by a foreign
army, hostile to their governments and appealing to their
insurrectionary passions, would any of these countries have as long
remained quiet as the Christian population of Turkey have done?

? The Earl of Clarendon to Stratford de Redcliffe, June 24, 1853, The Times,
No. 21670, February 21, 1854.— Ed.
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In entering upon a war in defense of Turkey, Mr. Cobden
concludes, England would be fighting for the domination of the
Ottoman population of Turkey and against the interest of the
great body of the people of that country. This is merely a religious
question between the Russian army on the one side and the
Turkish on the other. The British interests were all on the side of
Russia. The extent of their trade with Russia was enormous. If the
export trade to Russia amounted to only £2,000,000, this was but
the transitory result from Russia still laboring under the Protec-
tionist delusion. However their imports from Russia amounted to
£13,000,000. With the exception of the United States, there was
no one foreign country with which their trade was so important as
with Russia. If England was going to war, why were they sending
land forces to Turkey, instead of exclusively using their navy? If
the time had come for the contest between Cossackism and
Republicanism, why were Prussia, Austria, the rest of the German
States, Belgium, Holland, Sweden, and Denmark remaining
neutral, while France and England had to fight single-handed? If
this were a question of European importance, was it not to be
supposed that those who were nearest to the danger would be the
first to fight? Mr. Cobden concluded by declaring that “he was
opposed to the war with Russia.” He thought “the best thing was
to fall back upon the Vienna note.”

Lord John Manners considered that the Government were to
blame for their supineness and false security. The communications
originally made by Lord Clarendon to the governments of Russia,
France and Turkey, in which, instead of acting in accordance with
France, Lord Clarendon persisted in refusing so to cooperate, and
made known to the government of Russia that England would not
cooperate with France, had induced the Emperor of Russia to give
Prince Menchikoff the orders which led to the whole catastrophe.?
It was no wonder that when England at last announced her
intention to interfere actually at Constantinople, the government
of France should entertain some doubt as to the sincerity of Her
Majesty’s Government. It was not England that advised the Porte

. to reject Prince Menchikoff’s ultimatum, but, on the contrary, the
Ministers of the-Sultan® acted upon their own responsibility, and
without any hope of the assistance of England. After the
occupation of the Principalities by the Russians, the prolonged

) ? On Menshikov’s mission see Marx’s article “Affairs in Holland.—
Denmark.—Conversion of the British Debt.—India, Turkey and Russia” (present
edition, Vol. 12).— Ed.

® Abdul Mejid.— Ed,
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diplomatic negotiations of the British government had been very
prejudicial to the interests of Turkey, and very serviceable to those
of Russia. Russia had taken possession of the Principalities without
a declaration of war, in order to prevent those treaties which were
her real instruments of oppression toward Turkey from falling to
the ground. Consequently, after Turkey had declared war, it was
not wise to insist upon the renewal of these treaties as a basis of
negotiation. The main question really in hand now was, what were
the objects which the Government contemplated in entering upon
this tremendous struggle? It was generally announced that the
honor and the independence of Turkey were to be maintained;
but it was essential that there should be some understanding of a
far more specific nature as to what was meant by this announce-
ment.

Mr. Horsman endeavored to refute the fallacies propounded by
Mr. Cobden. The real question was not what Turkey is, but what
Russia would become with Turkey absorbed in her dominions—a
question whether the Emperor was to be Emperor also of Turkey?
With Russia there was but one object recognized, the advancement
of the political power by war. Her aim was territorial aggrandize-
ment. From the monstrous mendacity of the first step taken in this
matter by the Russian Autocrat, down to the atrocious massacre of
Sinope, his course had been one of ferocity and fraud, of crimes
that would be conspicuous even in the annals of Russia, a country
whose history was all crime, and which were rendered still more
fearful by that blasphemy which dared to invoke the Christianity
whose laws it so flagrantly violated. On the other hand, the
conduct of the intended victim had been admirable. Mr. Horsman
then took great pains to excuse the oscillating course of the
government by the difficulties which they found their position
surrounded with. Hence their diplomatic hesitation. If all the
Cabinets of Europe, if the most experienced diplomatists had been
engaged in opposition to the Autocrat, it would have been
impossible to place him in a position of greater difficulty and
embarrassment and from which he could not extricate himself
without difficulty and loss, than that in which either by the
blunders of our own Ministers or the adroitness of his own, he was
now placed. Six months ago the Emperor Nicholas was the chief
supporter of the order and legitimacy of Europe; now he stood
forward, unmasked as the greatest revolutionist. Foiled in his
political intrigues, unsuccessful in the war in Asia, and well
thrashed by the Turks on the Danube, the Czar had really shown
an alacrity in sinking which was quite refreshing. It was now the
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duty of the government, if hostilities should commence, to take
care not to secure peace except upon such terms as would involve
ample and certain security against any future repetition of similar
aggression. He trusted that one of the conditions for the
restoration of peace would be that Russia should indemnify
Turkey for the expenses to which she had been put, and that
Turkey should receive, as a material guarantee, the restoration of
territories of which she had been deprived.

Mr. Drummond believed that we are going to engage in a
religious war, and are about to enter into another crusade for the
tomb of Godfrey of Bouillon, which is already so broken that it
cannot be sat upon. It appears that the author of the mischief
from the very beginning has been the Pope.” England had not the
least interest in the Turkish question, and a war between this
country and Russia could not be brought to a successful
termination, because they will fight each other for ever and never
do each other any harm.

“All that you will gain in the present war will be hard knocks.”

Mr. Cobden had some time ago offered to crumple Russia up,
and if he would do so now it would save them a world of trouble.
In fact, the present dispute was, whether the milliners should
come from Paris or from St. Petersburg to dress the idols of the
Holy Sepulchre. They had now found out that Turkey was their
ancient ally, and quite necessary to'the balance of power of
Europe. How in the world did it happen that they never found
that out before they took the whole kingdom of Greece from her,
and before they fought the battle of Navarino,”” which he
remembered Lord St. Helens having described as a capital battle,
only that they knocked down the wrong men. How came they not
to think of this when the Russians passed the Balkans and when
they might have given Turkey effectual aid by their fleet? But
now, after they had reduced the Ottoman Empire to the last stage
of decrepitude, they thought to be able to uphold this tottering
power on the pretense of the balance of power. After some
sarcastic remarks on the sudden enthusiasm for Bonaparte, Mr.
Drummond asked who was to be Minister of War? All of them
had seen enough to show them that there was a feeble hand at the
helm. He did not believe that the character of any general or of
any admiral was safe in the hands of the present Administration.
They were capable of sacrificing either to please any faction in the

? Pius IX.— Ed.
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House. If they were determined to go to war, they must strike
their blow at the heart of Russia, and not go wasting their shots in
the Black Sea. They must begin by proclaiming the reestablish-
ment of the kingdom of Poland. Above all, he wanted to be
informed what the government was about.

“The head of the government,”? said Mr. Drummond, “prides himself on his
powers of concealment, and stated in another place that he should like to see any
one extract information from him which he was not inclined to afford. That
statement reminded him of a story which he heard once in Scotland—a
Highlandman had gone to India, and on his return to England brought home a
parrot as a present to his wife, which talked remarkably well. A neighbor, not
wishing to be outdone, went to Edinburgh and brought his wifer home a large owl.
On its being remarked to him that the owl could never be taught to speak: ‘Very
true,” he replied; ‘but consider the power o’ thocht he has in him.””

Mr. Butt stated that this was the first time since the revolution
that a Ministry had come down to the House and asked for a war
supply without stating distinctly and fully the grounds for such a
proposition. In the legal sense of the word, they were not yet at
war, and the House had a right to know, on voting these supplies,
what was delaying the declaration of war against Russia? In what
an equivocal position was their fleet at the Black Sea put! Admiral.
Dundas had orders to send back Russian vessels to a Russian port,
and if, in the execution of these orders, he destroyed a Russian
ship, while being at peace with Russia, were Ministers prepared to
justify such a state of things? He hoped it would be explained
whether assistance was to be given upon those humiliating
terms—that Turkey was to place herself in the hands df England
and France in making peace with Russia? If that was to be the
policy of England, then Parliament was now called upon to vote an
additional force, not for the independence of Turkey, but for her
subjugation. Mr. Butt betrayed some doubt whether Ministers
were not merely making a parade of those military preparations
for the purpose of arriving at a dishonorable peace.

Mr. S. Herbert, the Minister of War, made the most vulgar and
silly speech that could possibly be expected even from a
Coalition '® Minister at such a momentous crisis. The government
was placed between two fires, and they could not find any means
of ascertaining what opinion the House itself really entertained
upon the question. The honorable gentlemen opposite had the
advantage of coming to facts; they were criticising the past; but
the Government had no facts to deal with—they had only to

? Lord Aberdeen.— Ed.
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speculate as to the future. They were inclined to embark in this
war not so much for the purpose of defending Turkey as of
opposing Russia. This was all the information the House could get
from poor Mr. Herbert, “as to the future.” But no; he told them
something very new.

“Mr. Cobden is,” according to Mr. Herbert, “the representative of the feeling
of the largest class of the people of this country.”

This assertion being denied in all parts of the House, Mr.
Herbert proceeds to state:

“If not the largest class, the honorable member was a representative, at any
rate, of a great portion of the working classes of this country.”

Poor Mr. Herbert. It was quite refreshing to see Mr. Disraeli
rise after him, and thus to have the babbler supplanted by a real
debater.

Mr. Disraeli, alluding to the theatrical declamations with which
Lord John Russell had terminated his speech on Friday evening,
commenced with this statement:

“I have always been of opinion that any nation, and this one in particular,
would be much more prepared and much more willing to bear the burdens which
a state of warfare must induce and occasion, if they really knew for what they were
going to war; than if they should be hurried into a contest by inflammatory appeals
to the passions, and be carried away by an excitement which at the first moment
might be convenient to a Minister, but which in a few months after would be
followed by the inevitable reaction of ignorance, or perhaps ignorance and disaster
combined.”

Thus it had been with the war of 1828-29, when they took part
on the side of Russia and not on that of Turkey. The present
perplexed position and the recent prostrate condition of Turkey,
were entirely to be ascribed to the events of that war, in which
England and France were united against Turkey. At that time
there was not a member of the House who really had any idea
why they went to war, or what was the object they intended to
accomplish, when they leveled a blow at the power of Turkey.
Therefore they must clearly comprehend the cause and the object
of the present war. This knowledge was only to be obtained from
the Blue Books. What had been the origin of the present state of
affairs they must learn from the words written in these very
dispatches lying on the table. The policy there developed was
preparing that future which, according to Ministers, alone was to
absorb their attention. He protested, therefore, against the
doctrine of Sir James Graham. Mr. Herbert had just protested
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against the reading of isolated pages from those dispatches. He
however could not promise to read these Blue Books through to
the House; yet if they admitted the validity of the right honorable
gentleman’s objection, this would seem to be the only course open
to him. It was the received opinion of all that were well acquainted
with the Eastern question, and his own opinion, that Russia had
no intention whatever of forcibly conquering the Ottoman
Empire; but that, by adroit policy and by improved means, she
intended to obtain and to exercise such an influence over the
Christian population of the Turkish Empire, that she would obtain
all that authority which would have been the result of her
possessing, perhaps, the seat of the Sultan’s empire. At the outset
of these negotiations Count Nesselrode himself, in his dispatches
dated January, 1853, and June, 1853, distinctly and explicitly
described the policy of Russia.® Ascendancy to be obtained over
the Turkish Empire by exercising a peculiar influence over
12,000,000, who compose the large majority of the Sultan’s
subjects. By the Russian dispatches addressed to the British
Government, not merely is that policy defined, but the British
Government is no less candidly informed of the mode by which it
is to be accomplished—not by conquest, but by maintaining
treaties that exist, and by extending the spirit of those treaties.
Thus, from the very beginning of this important controversy, the
base of the lelomatic campaign was found in a treaty—the treaty
of Kainardji.'” By that treaty the Christian subjects of the Porte
are placed under the especial protection of the Sultan; and Russia,
in interpreting that treaty, states that the Christian subjects of the
Sultan are placed specially under the protection of the Czar.
Under the same treaty representations may be made by Russia in
favor of her new church—a building in the street called Bey
Oglu—the Russian interpretation of that article of the treaty is,
that Russia has the power of interfering in favor of every church
of the Greek denomination, and, of course, in favor of all the
communities of that faith in the Sultan’s dominions, who happen
to be the large majority of his subjects. This was the avowed
Russian interpretation of the treaty of Kainardji. On the other
hand they might see, from a dispatch of the 8th of January, 1853,

* The reference is to the dispatches of Count Nesselrode to the Russian envoy
in England Baron Brunnow dated January 14 and June 1, 1853; they were
communicated to the British Foreign Secretaries: Russell on January 24, and
Clarendon, his successor, on June 8, 1853. The text of the dispatches was
published in Correspondence..., Part 1, pp. 61-65 and 238-45.— Ed.
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from Sir Hamilton Seymour, that Count Nesselrode informed Sir
Hamilton, who informed Lord Clarendon,

“that it was necessary that the diplomacy of Russia should be supported by a
demonstration of force.”*

According to this same dispatch, Count Nesselrode’s belief that
this question would be brought to a satisfactory conclusion, rested
upon the

“exertions which were to be made by Her Majesty’s Ministers at Paris and
Constantinople.”

Russia, then, at once declared that the demonstration of force
was only a demonstration; but that the object was to be peaceably
attained by the exertions of the English Ministers at Paris and
Constantinople.”

“Now, Sir,” continued Mr. Disraeli, “I want to know, with that object expressed,
with those-means detailed, and with that diplomacy to deal with, how the Ministers
encountered such a combination?”

It was unnecessary to touch on the question of the Holy Places.
That was, in fact, soon settled at Constantinople. Even Count
Nesselrode, at a very early period of these negotiations, expressed
his surprise and satisfaction, and stated his acknowledgment of the
conciliatory spirit of France. But all that time the forces of Russia
were accumulating on the Turkish frontiers, and all that time
Count Nesselrode was telling Lord Clarendon that his Govern-
ment would ask an equivalent for the privileges which the Greek
Church had lost at Jerusalem, but in the settlement of which his
Government had not been disturbed. Even the mission of Prince
Menchikoff was mentioned at that time, as proved by various
dispatches from Sir Hamilton Seymour. Lord John Russell had
told them the other night that the conduct of Count Nesselrode
was fraudulent. On the other hand Lord John Russell confessed
himself that Count Nesselrode kept saying that his Imperial master
would ask an equivalent for the Greek Church; but on the other
he complained that Count Nesselrode never told them what he
wanted.

? Here and below Marx quotes from Sir Hamilton Seymour’s dispatch of
January 8, 1853 according to Disraeli’s speech published in The Times, No. 21670,
February 21, 1854 which greatly differs from the text in Correspondence..., Part I,
p- b7.—Ed.

" Lord Cowley and Stratford de Redcliffe.— Ed.
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“Wicked Count Nesselrode! (Laughter.) Fraudulent duplicity of Russian
statesmen! (Laughter) Why could the noble Lord not find the information he
wanted? Why is Sir Hamilton Seymour at St. Petersburg, if he is not to ask for the
information that is desired?”

If Count Nesselrode never told him what he wanted, it was
because the noble Lord never dared to ask. At this stage of the
proceedings it was the duty of the Ministers to put categorical
questions to the Cabinet of St. Petersburg. If they could not define
what they ‘wanted, then it was time to declare that the friendly
offices of the British Government at Paris and Constantinople
were to cease. When Lord John Russell had relinquished the seals
of office, and was followed by Lord Clarendon, there was a
different character in the diplomatic proceedings—a bias in favor
of Russia. When Lord Clarendon was made Minister of Foreign
Affairs he had to draw up instructions for Lord Stratford de
Redcliffe, the Queen’s Embassador, repairing to the seat of action.
Now what were these instructions? At the moment of her utmost
need and her utmost exigency, Turkey is lectured about internal
reform and commercial reform. It is intimated to her that the
conduct of the Porte must be distinguished by the utmost
moderation and prudence, viz: that it must comply with the
demands of Russia. Meanwhile the government continued not to
demand an explicit explanation of what was meant on the part of
Russia. Prince Menchikoff arrived at Constantinople. After having
received most agitating missives from Col. Rose, and warning
dispatches from Sir Hamilton Seymour, Lord Clarendon in a letter
to Lord Cowley, the British Embassador at Paris, denounced
Colonel Rose’s order in calling up the British fleet, regretted the
order given to the French Admiral® to sail to the Greek waters,
favoring France with contemptuous dogma,

“that a policy of suspicion is neither wise nor safe,”

and declared he placed full reliance on the Emperor of Russia’s
solemn assurances that he would uphold the Turkish Empire.”
Then -Lord Clarendon writes to his Embassador at Constan-
tinople,© that he feels quite sure that the objects of Prince
Menchikoff’s mission,

2 Hamelm — Ed.
® The Earl of Clarendon to Lord Cowley. March 22, 1853.— Ed.
© This is obviously a mistake; the reference is to the letter of Lord Clarendon to
the British Ambassador at St. Petersburg, Sir Hamilton Seymour, dated March 23,
1853.— Ed.
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“whatever they may be, do not expose to danger the authority of the Sultan, or
the integrity of his dominions.”

Aye! Lord Clarendon went out of his way to accuse their solitary
ally in Europe, and stated that their only grounds for now
apprehending embarrassment in the East, was the position for
some time occupied by France with respect to the Holy Places.
Accordingly Count Nesselrode complimented Lord Aberdeen
upon the beau réle* (translated in the Blue Book “important role,”)"
that he had played, by having left France “isolée.” On the 1st of
April, Colonel Rose informed this country of the ‘secret convention
which Russia demanded from Turkey.”® Only ten days after Lord
Stratford arrived at Constantinople and confirmed everything that
Colonel Rose had stated. After all this, on the 16th of May, Lord
Clarendon writes to Sir H. Seymour,

“that the explanations offered by the Emperor of Russia,” explanations hot
contained in the Blue Books, “had enabled them to disregard, instead of sharing,
in the apprehensions which the proceedings of Prince Menchikoff, coupled with
the military preparations in the south of Russia, had not unnaturally produced
throughout Europe.”

After this Count Nesselrode felt free to announce to Lord
Clarendon, on the 20th of June, that they had occupied the
Principalities. In that document Count Nesselrode states

“that the Emperor will occupy the Provinces as a deposit until satisfaction; that
in acting as he has done, he has remained faithful to his declarations to the English
Government; that in communicating with the Cabinet of London as to the military
preparations coincident with the opening of negotiations, he did not conceal from
it that the time might yet come when he should be obliged to have recourse to
them, complimenting the English Government on the friendly intentions it had
shown; contrasting its conduct with that of France, and laying all the blame of
Prince Menchikoff’s subsequent failures on Lord Stratford.”

After all this, on the 4th of July, Lord Clarendon writes a
circular, in which he still hopes in the justice and moderation "of
~the Emperor, referring to the Emperor’s repeated declaration that
he would respect the integrity of the Turkish Empire. On the 18th
of July he writes to Lord Stratford, that

“France and England, if they set to work in earnest, might certainly cripple
Russia, but Turkey meanwhile’ might be irretrievably ruined, and peaceful
negotiations are the only course to pursue.”

? Honourable role.— Ed.
Count Nesselrode’s dispatch to Brunnow dated April 7, 1853; its content was
communicated to Lord Clarendon on April 15, 1853.— Ed.
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Why? If that was a good argument then, it is a good argument
now. Either the Government were influenced by a degree of
confidence which assumed a morbid character of credulity, or they
were influenced by connivance. The cause of the war had been the
conduct of the negotiations during the last seven months upon the
part of her Majesty’s Government. If they had been influenced by
credulity, Russia, by her perfidious conduct, may have precipitated
a struggle which, perhaps, will be inevitable, and a struggle which
might secure the independence of Europe, the safety of England,
and the safety of civilization. If their conduct had been suggested
by connivance, a timorous war, a vacillating war, a war with no
results, or rather with the exact results which were originally
intended. On the 25th of April Lord Clarendon had made the
false statement in the House of Lords that the Menchikoff mission
was to arrange disputes with respect to the Holy Places, although
he knew the contrary to be true. Mr. Disraeli next briefly traced
the history of the Vienna note to show the utter imbecility of the
Ministry or their connivance with the Court of St. Petersburg. He
came then to the third period, the period of the interval that took
place between the failure of the Vienna note and the battle of
Sinope. At that time Mr. Gladstone, the Chancellor of the
Exchequer, spoke in a public assembly in the most depreciating
tone with respect to Turkey. And so did the semi-official papers.
What changed the aspect and fortunes of Turkey, and gave a new
tone to the Cabinet, was the energies of the Turks themselves. But
no sooner was the battle of Oltenitza? fought than the policy of
credulity, or the policy of connivance, was at its dirty work again.
However, the slaughter of Sinope operated again in the favor of
the Turks. The fleets were ordered to enter the Black Sea. But
what did they do? Return to the Bosphorus! As to the future,
Lord John Russell had been very vague in the description of the
conditions of their alliance with France. Mr. Disraeli disclaimed
confounding the maintenance of the balance of power with the
maintenance of the present territorial distribution of Europe. The
future of Italy mainly depended upon the appreciation of that
truth.

After Mr. Disraeli’s splendid speech, of which I have, of course,
only given the outlines, Lord Palmerston rose and made a
complete failure. He repeated part of the speech he had made at
the close of the last session,® defended in a very inconclusive

? Lord Palmerston’s speech in the House of Commons on August 20, 1853. The
Times, No. 21513, August 22, 1853.— Ed.
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manner the ministerial policy, and was anxiously cautious not to
drop one word of new information.

On the motion of Sir J.Graham certain votes for the Navy
estimates were then agreed to without discussion.

After all, the most curious feature of these agitated debates is,
that the House completely failed in wresting from the Ministers
either a formal declaration of war with Russia, or a description of
the objects for which they are to plunge into war. The House and
the public know no more than they knew already. They have got
no new information at all.

Written on February 21, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York
: . . X Daily Tribune

First published in the New-York Daily

Tribune, No. 4022, March 9; reprinted in

the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune, No.

917, March 10, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx
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[PARLIAMENTARY DEBATES OF FEBRUARY 22.--
POZZO DI BORGO’S DISPATCH.—
THE POLICY OF THE WESTERN POWERS]#

London, Friday, Feb. 24, 1854

A good deal of idle talk about Kossuth’s “warlike preparations”
and probable “movements” has infested the public press. Now I
happen to know from a Polish officer, who is setting out for
Constantinople, and consulted the ex-Governor about the course
he should take, that Kossuth dissuaded him from leaving London,
and expressed himself by no means favorable to the participation
of Hungarian and Polish officers in the present Turkish war,
because they must either enlist themselves under the banner of
Czartoryski or abjure their Christian faith, the one step bemg
contradictory to his policy and the other to his principles.?

So deep was the impression produced by Mr. Disraeli’s masterly
exposure of the Ministerial policy® that the Cabinet of all the
talents* thought fit to make a posthumous attempt to burke him
in a little comedy arranged between themselves and Mr. Hume,
and performed in Wednesday morning’s sitting of the Commons."
Lord Palmerston had concluded his lame reply to Mr. Disraeli’s
epigrammatic alternative of a morbid “credulity” or a treacherous
“connivance” by appealing from faction to the impartial judgment
of the country, and Mr. Hume was the man chosen to answer in the
name of the country, just as Snug, the joiner, was chosen to play the
lion’s part in ‘“the most cruel death of Pyramus and Thisbe.”¢
Mr. Hume’s whole Parliamentary life has been spent in making
opposition pleasant, moving amendments, in order to withdraw

2 Sec this volume, pp. 19-25.— Ed.
February 22, 1854. Speeches in the House of Commons were reported in The
Times, No. 21672, February 23, 1854.— Ed.
© Shakespeare, A Midsummer Night’s Dream, Act I, Scene 2.— Ed.
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them afterward—constituting, in fact, the so-called independent
opposition, the rear-guard of every Whig Ministry, sure of coming
forward to rescue it from danger whenever its own registered
partisans may show any signs of vacillation. He is the great
Parliamentary “extinguisher” par excellence. He is not only the
oldest member of Parliament, but an independent member; and not
only an independent, but a radical; and not only a radical, but the
pedantic and notorious Cerberus of the public purse, with the
mission of making pounds slip unnoticed by while picking quarrels
about the fractional part of a farthing.

For the first time in his Parliamentary life, as he himself
emphatically stated, Mr. Hume rose not to condemn, but to
express his approval of the “Estimates.” This extraordinary event,
as he did not fail to remark himself, was the most incontestable
proof that the Ministry had not in vain appealed to the sound
judgment of the country from the unmerited slanders of faction,
but had received a solemn acquittal from the charge of credulity
and connivance. His arguments were characteristic. In order to
rescue the Ministers from the alternative of credulity or conni-
vance, he proved the credulity of the Ministers in their transac-
tions with Russia. He had, then, understood the true sense of
Lord Palmerston’s appeal. All the Ministry asked for was the
discharge from intentional treason. As to credulity, had not that
excellent Sir James Graham already declared that “a generous
mind is slow.to suspect”’?® Because the impending war was
brought about by the Ministry’s own diplomatic mismanagement,
certainly it was a war of their own, and they, therefore, were, of
all men, as Mr. Hume thought, the very men to carry it cunningly.
The relative littleness of the proposed war estimates was, in Mr.
Hume’s opinion the most convincing proof of the greatness of the
war intended. Lord Palmerston, of course, thanked Mr. Hume for
the sentence Mr. Hume had pronounced in the name of the
country, and, in compensation, favored his audience with his own
doctrine of state papers, which papers, according to him, must
never be laid before the House and the country, until matters are
sufficiently embroiled to deprive their publication of any use
whatever. Such was all the after-wit the coalition had to dispose
of after due deliberation. Lord Palmerston, their manager, had
not only to weaken the impression of their antagonist’s speech, but
to annihilate also his own theatrical appeal from the House to the
country.

? See this volume, pp. 12-13.— Ed.
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On Tuesday night,” Mr. Horsfall, the Member for Liverpool,
asked the question:

“Whether the treaties with foreign nations or the steps which Her Majesty’s
Government were prepared to take in the event of war were such as would

effectually prevent privateers being fitted out in neutral ports to interfere with
British shipping?”

The answer given by Lord Palmerston was:

“That the honorable gentleman and the House must feel that this was a
question to which, in the present state of things, no explanatory answér could be
given.”

In quoting this answer of its master, The Morning Post,
~ Palmerston’s private Moniteur,” remarks:

“The noble Lord could have given no other answer (whatever knowledge the
Government may possess on the subject) without entering upon the discussion of a
most delicate and difficult topic, which may, at the present moment, form the
subject of negotiations, and which, to be brought to a satisfactory issue, should be
left to the spontaneous sense of justice of those powers who have no desire to
revive in this civilized age a system of legalized piracy.” €

On the one hand, the Palmerston organ declares the “difficult
topic” to form the subject of pending negotiations, and on the
other, the necessity of leaving it to the “spontaneous sense of
justice” of the interested powers. If the much boasted treaty of
neutrality with Denmark and Sweden?® was not dictated by the St.
Petersburg Cabinet, it must, of course, have forbidden privateers
being fitted out in their ports; but, in fact, the whole question can
only be understood to refer to the United States of America, as
the Baltic is to be occupied by English line-of-battle ships, and
Holland, Belgium, Spain, Portugal, and the Italian ports on the
Mediterranean, are completely in the hands of England and
France. Now, what is the opinion of the St. Petersburg Cabinet as
to the part to be performed by the United States in the case the
Turkish war should lead to a war between England and Russia?
We may answer this question authentically from a dispatch
addressed by Pozzo di Borgo to Count Nesselrode in the autumn
of 1825.%° At that time Russia had resolved upon invading Turkey.
As now she proposed to begin by a pacific occupation of the
Principalities.

2 February 21, 1854. Mr. Horsfall’s question and Lord Palmerston’s reply are
quoted according to The Times, No. 21671, February 22, 1854.— Ed.
b .
Official organ.— Ed.
€ The Morning Post, No. 25016, February 23, 1854, leader.— Ed.
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“In supposing the adoption of this plan,” says Pozzo di Borgo, “it would be
requisite to enter into explanations with the Porte in the most measured terms,
and to assure it that if it did not wish to precipitate itself into a war, the Emperor
was willing to terminate these differences by condiliation.”

After having enumerated all the steps they would be obliged to
take, Pozzo di Borgo continues as follows:

“It would be advisable to communicate all these acts to the United States of America as
an evidence of the regard of the Imperial Cabinet, and of the importance which it attaches to
enlightening its opinion and even obtaining its suffrage.”

In case of England’s siding with Turkey and undertaking a war
with Russia, Pozzo di Borgo remarks that

“in blockading our ports they (England) would exercise their pretended maritime
rights in respect to neutrals. This the United States would not suffer! thence would arise
bitter dissensions and dangerous situations.”

Now, as the Russian historian Karamzin justly remarks that
“nothing changes in our (Russian) external policy”,”” we are
justified in presuming that, at the present moment, and perhaps
as long ago as February, 1853, Russia has “communicated all her
acts to the United States,” and done her best to cajole the
Washington Cabinet into at least a neutral attitude. At the same
time, in the case of a war with England, she bases her hopes upon
eventual quarrels about the ‘“maritime rights of the neutrals”
producing “bitter dissensions and dangerous situations”, and
involving the United States in a more or less avowed alliance with
St. Petersburg.

As I am quoting the most celebrated of Pozzo di Borgo’s
dispatches, I may as well cite the passage respecting Austria, the
contents of which have certainly lost nothing of their actuality by
the events that have passed since 1825, in Galicia, Italy, and

Hungary.

“Our policy,” says Pozzo, “commands that we shall show ourselves to this State
under a terrible aspect, and by our preparations persuade it that, if it makes
movements against us, the fiercest of storms that it has yet to bear, will burst upon its
head.... Either Prince Metternich will declare to the Turks that our entry into the
Principalities is a resolution that they themselves have provoked, or he will throw
himself on other provinces of the Ottoman Empire more to his convenience. In the first
case we will be agreed, in the second we will become so. The only chance that we have
to run is that of an open declaration against us.... If Prince Metternich is wise he
will avoid war; if he is violent, he will be punished. With a ministry placed in a
situation such as his, a cabinet such as ours, will find in events a thousand ways of
terminating differences.”
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Lord John’s stump-oratory, the beating of big drums about
English honor, the show of great moral indignation at Russian
perfidy, the vision of England’s floating batteries defiling along
the walls of Sevastopol and Kronstadt, the tumult of arms and the
ostentatious embarkation of troops, all these dramatic incidents
quite bewilder the public understanding, and raise a mist before
its eyes, which allowed it to see nothing save its own delusions.
Can there exist a greater delusion than believing this Ministry,
after the revelations made by the Blue Books, to have been
all at once transformed not only into a warlike Ministry, but
into a Ministry that could undertake any war against Russia
except a simulated one, or one carried on in the very interest
of the enemy against whom it is ostensibly. directed? Let us
look at the circumstances under which the warlike preparations
are made.

No formal declaration of war is made agamst Russia. The very
object of the war the Ministry is not able to avow. Troops are
embarked without the place of their destination being distinctly
described. The estimates asked for are too small for a great war
and too great for a small one. The coalition, who have grown
notorious for ingenunity displayed in hatching pretexts for not
keeping their most solemn promises and reasons for delaying the
most urgent reforms, all at once feel themselves bound by
overscrupulous adherence to pledges rashly given to complicate
this momentous crisis by surprising the country with a new reform
bill, deemed inopportune by the most ardent reformers, imposed
by no pressure from without, and received on all sides with the
utmost indifference and suspicion. What then can be their plan
but to divert public attention from their external policy by getting
up a subject of overwhelming domestic interest?

Transparent efforts are now made to misguide the public as to
the situation of England in respect to foreign States. No binding
treaty has yet been concluded with France, but a substitute has
been provided by “notes exchanged.” Now, such notes were
exchanged in 1839, with the cabinet of Louis Philippe, by virtue of
which the allied fleets were to enter the Dardanelles, and to arrest
the intervention of Russia in the affairs of the East, either singly
or collectively with other powers, and we all know what came out
of the notes exchanged then—a Holy Alliance against France and
the Treaty of the Dardanelles.” The sincerity and the earnestness
of the Anglo-French alliance may be inferred from a Parliamen-
tary incident in yesterday’s sitting of the Commons. Bonaparte, as
you have seen in the Moniteur, threatens the Greek insurrection-
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ists,> and has sent a similar remonstrance to the Government of
King Otto. Sir J. Walsh having interrogated the Ministry on this
point, Lord John Russell declared that

“he was aware of no understanding between the French and "English
Governments in the matter alluded to, and had not been able to see the Minister of
Foreign Affairs on the subject. His impression was, however, that no such
remonstrance had been sent by the Government of France, and certainly not with
the consent of, or in concert with, the Government of this country."b

If the British Government intend a real war with Russia why do
they anxiously eschew the international forms of declaring war? If
they intend a real alliance with France, why do they studiously
shun the legalized forms of international alliances? As to the
German powers, Sir James Graham declares that they have
entered an alliance with England, and Lord John Russell on the
same evening contradicts him, stating that the relations with those
powers are in fact the same as at the beginning of the Eastern
complication.” According to the very statement of the ministers,
they are just now about coming to terms with Turkey and
proposing a treaty with her. They are embarking troops, with a
view to occupying Constantinople, without having beforehand
concluded a treaty with Turkey. We are, then, not to be surprised
at learning from a Constantinople letter that a secret agent of the
Porte has been sent from Vienna to St. Petersburg to propose to
the Czar a private settlement.

“It would be rational,” says the correspondent, “that the Turks, after
discovering the treachery and folly of their pretended friends, should seek to
avenge themselves by contracting an alliance with a wise enemy. The terms of
settlement, the former are endeavorinﬁ to settle on Turkey, are ten times more
ruinous than the Menchikoff claims.”

The prospect of what the embarked troops are intended to do,
at least in the opinion of the English Ministry, may be justly
inferred from what the united squadrons have done and are doing
at the present moment. Twenty days after having entered the
Black Sea they return to the Bosphorus. A few days previous, we
are informed,

“the Ministers of the Porte, out of deference for the remonstrances of the

British Embassador, had to put in prison the editor of the Greek journal, The
Telégraph of the Bosphorus, for having said in his paper that both the English and

# Review of Current Events. February 21. Le Moniteur universel, No. 53, February
22, 1854.— Ed.

> Lord John Russell’s speech in the House of Commons of February 23, 1854.
The Times, No. 21673, February 24, 1854.— Ed.

¢ Télégraphe du Bosphore.—Ed.
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French fleets would shortly return from the Euxine to the Bosphorus. The Editor
of the Journal de Constantinople was authorized to declare that both fleets were to
continue their stay in the Euxine.”

In order to show his deference for the intimation received from
the British and French Admirals,® the Russian Admiral on the
19th ult. sent out two steamers to bombard the Turks at Shefketil,
and Russian steamers cruise in sight of Trebizond, while no vessels
belonging to the united squadrons are in the Black Sea, except an
English and a French steamer, off Sevastopol; Sinope, then, and
the bombardment of Shefketil by Russian steamers, are the only
feats the united squadrons have to boast of. The quarrel between
the Embassadors and the Admirals all relations between whom
have come to a dead stand—Lord Stratford de Redcliffe refusing
to receive Admiral Dundas and Baraguay d’Hilliers excluding
from a state ball the French Admiral and his officers—this quarrel
is of minor importance, as the diplomatic triflers being comprom-
ised by the publication of their dispatches at London and Paris,
may strive to rescue, at any risk of ships and crews, their lost
reputation.

But the serious side of the question is, that the public
instructions given to the Embassadors were countermanded by a
set of secret instructions forwarded to the Admirals, and that the
latter are really incapable of executing instructions which are
self-contradictory—and how could they be otherwise, no declara-
tion of war having preceded them? On the one hand they are
ordered to attack Russian ships in order to enforce their
withdrawal from the Euxine to Sevastopol, and on the other, not
to swerve from the mere defensive. Lastly, if a serious war be
intended, how could the British Embassador at Constantinople
have regarded it as an important triumph to have got the leader
of the war party in the Turkish ministry—Mehemet Ali Pasha—
turned out of his office as war Minister, having him replaced by
the peace-mongering Riza Pasha, while he intrusted Mehemet
Pasha, a creature of Reshid Pasha, with the office of Grand
Admiral?

Now look at another most important point. The embarkation of
the British and French troops is only proceeded with after the
news of a Greek insurrection having broken out in Albania, and
being spread over Thessaly and Macedonia,’ has reached London
and Paris. This insurrection was from the first anxiously waited
for on the part of the English Cabinet, as is proved by the

? Dundas and Hamelin.— Ed.
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dispatches of Russell, Clarendon and Lord Stratford de Red-
cliffe.® It gives them the best occasion to interfere between the Sul-
tan and his own Christian subjects on the plea of interfering be-
tween the Russians and the Turks. From the moment that the
Latins interfere with the Greeks (I use this word here only in the
religious sense) you may be sure of a concert becoming established
between 11,000,000 inhabitants of European Turkey and the Czar,
who will then really appear as their religious protector. There
exists no polemical schism between thc Mussulmans and their
Greek subjects, but the religious animosity against the Latins may
be said to form the only common bond between the different
races inhabiting Turkey and professing the Greek creed. In this
respect things have not changed since the period when Moham-
med II laid siege to Constantinople, when the Greek Admiral
Lucas Notaras, the most influential man in the Byzantine Empire,
publicly declared that he would prefer seeing the Turkish turban
triumphant in the capital rather than the Latin hat, while on the
other hand there was a Hungarian prophecy afloat that the
Christians would never be fortunate till the damned heretical
Greeks should be extirpated and Constantinople destroyed by the
Turks. Any interference, then, on the part of the Western powers,
between the Sultan and his Greek subjects, must favor the plans of
the Czar. A similar result will be brought about should Austria, as
she did in 1791,®® undertake to occupy Servia on the pretext of
thwarting the treasonable designs of the Russian party in that
Principality. Let me add that it is rumored at London that the
insurged Epirates were supported and joined by Greeks from the
Ionian Islands, who had not been checked by the English
authorities, and that the news of the Greek insurrection was -
announced by The Times, the coalition organ, in Saturday’s
number, as a most opportune event.’

I, for my part, have no doubt at all that treachery lurks behind
the clamorous war preparations of the coalition. Bonaparte is of
course in good earnest in embarking in the war. He has no
alternative left but revolution at home or war abroad. He cannot
any longer continue, as he does, to couple the cruel despotism of
Napoleon I with the corrupt peace policy of Louis Philippe. He
must stop sending new batches of prisoners to Cayenne, if he
dare not simultaneously send French armies beyond the frontiers.
But the conflict between the avowed intentions of Bonaparte and
the secret plans of the coalition can only contribute to further

? The Times, No. 21668, February 18, 1854, leader.— Ed.
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embroil matters. What I conclude from all this is, not that there
will be no war, but, on the contrary, that it will assume such
terrible and revolutionary dimensions as are not even suspected by
the little men of the coalition. Their very perfidy is the means of
transforming a local conflict into a European conflagration.

Even if the British Ministry were as sincere as they are false,
their intervention could not but accelerate the downfall of the
Ottoman Empire. They cannot interfere without demanding
pledges for the Christian subjects of the Porte, and these pledges
they cannot wrest from it without dooming it to ruin. Even the
Constantinople correspondent I quoted before, and who is an
avowed Turkophile, cannot but own that

“the proposal of the Western Powers to put all the subjects of the Porte on a

perfect footing of civil and religious equality, will lead at once to anarchy, intestine
warfare, and a final and speedy overthrow of the empire.”

Written on February 24, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

: Daily Trib
First published in the New-York Daily ary fmbune

Tribune, No. 4025, March 13; reprinted
in the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune,
No. 918, March 14 and the New-York
Weekly Tribune, No. 653, March 18, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx



35

Karl Marx

[ENGLISH AND FRENCH WAR PLANS.—
GREEK INSURRECTION.—SPAIN.—CHINAJ*

London, Friday, March 3, 1854

In my last letter I mentioned that Sir Charles Napier owed his
appointment as Commander-in-Chief of the Baltic fleet to his
public expression of mistrust in the French alliance; to his
accusing France of having betrayed England in 1840, while in fact
the English Government at that time conspired with Nicholas
against Louis Philippe.” I ought to have added that the second
Admiral in the Black Sea, Sir Edmund Lyons, during his stay in
Greece as English Minister, showed himself the avowed enemy of
France, and was removed from that office on the representations
of Lord Stratford de Redcliffe. Thus in the ministerial appoint-
ments the greatest possible care is taken to insure a crop of
misintelligence, not only between the French and English com-
manders, but also between the Admirals and the English
Embassador at Constantinople.

These facts are not denied and certainly not refuted by Bona-
parte’s congratulating himself, in the opening speech he ad-
dressed to his own representatives, upon his close alliance with
England. The entente cordiale is certainly somewhat older than the
restoration of the Imperial etiquette® The most remarkable
passage in Bonaparte’s speech is neither this reminiscence from
Louis Philippe’s harangues, nor his denunciation of the Czar’s
ambitious plans, but rather his proclaiming himself the protector
of Germany, and especially of Austria, against the foe from
without and the enemy from within.?*

? The reference is to the restoration of the Empire in France on December 2,
1852.— Ed. :
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The ratifications of the treaty entered into by the Porte with
the Western Powers, containing the clause that it was not to
conclude peace with Russia without their concurrence,” had
hardly been exchanged at Constantinople on the 5th inst., when
negotiations relative to the future position of the Christians in
Turkey were also opened between the representatives of the four
Powers .and the Porte. The real end aimed at in these negotiations
is betrayed in the following passage from Wednesday’s Times:

“The condition of several parts of the Turkish Empire which have already
obtained by firmans and treaties. the complete internal administration of their
affairs; while they continue to recognize the sovereignty of the Porte, is a precedent
which may be extended without prejudice to either side, and which would perhaps
afford the best means of providing for the Provinces in their present state.”?

In other words the Coalition Cabinet intends securing the
integrity of the Turkish Empire in Europe by the transformation
of Bosnia, Croatia, Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Albania, Rumelia and
Thessaly into so many Danubian Principalities. The acceptance on
the part of the Porte of these conditions must infallibly lead, if the
Turkish armies prove victorious, to a civil war among the Turks
themselves. ‘

It is now ascertained that the discovery of the conspiracy at
Vidin* only hastened the Greek explosion, which at Bucharest
was considered as an accomplished fact before it had broken out.
The Pasha of Scutari is concentrating all his troops with a view to
prevent the Montenegrins from joining the insurgent Greeks.

The Anglo-French expedition may be set down, as far as the
present intentions of the British Government go, as another piece
of humbug. The landing places are fixed for the French at
Rodosto, for the British at Enos. This latter town lies on a small
peninsula at the entrance of a marshy bay, at the rear of which the
extensive marshes of the valley of the Maritza, will no doubt
greatly contribute to the salubrity of the camp. It lies outside not
only of the Bosphorus, but of the Dardanelles also, and the troops,
in order to get to the Black Sea, would have either to reembark
and enjoy 250 miles round-about sail against the currents of the
Straits, or to march through a roadless country for the distance of
160 miles, a march which no doubt could be completed in a
fortnight. The French are at Rodosto, at least on the sea of
Marmora, and only a week’s march from Constantinople.

But what are the troops to do in this inexplicable position?
Why, they are either to march upon Adrianople, there to cover

* The Times, No. 21677, March 1, 1854, leader.— Ed.
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the capital, or in the worst case, to unite at the neck of the
Thracian Chersonesus, to defend the Dardanelles. So says The
Times, “by authority,” and even quotes Marshal Marmont’s
strategic observations in support of the wisdom of the plan.”

One hundred thousand French and English troops to defend
a capital which is not menaced, which cannot possibly be menaced
for the next twelvemonth! Why, they might as well have stopped
at home.

This plan, if it is to be carried out, is decidedly the worst that
can be devised. It is based upon the very worst sort of defensive
warfare, viz: that which seeks strength in absolute inactivity.
Supposing the expedition was to be of a mainly defensive
character, it is evident that this object would be best obtained by
enabling the Turks, based upon such a reserve, to pass into the
offensive, or else, by taking up a position in which a casual and
partial offensive, where opportunities offer, could be taken. But at
Enos and Rodosto the French and British troops are entirely
useless.

The worst of it is, that an army of 100,000 men, with plenty
of steam transports, and supported by a fleet of twenty sail of the
line, is in itself a force competent to take the most decided
offensive action in-any part of the Black Sea. Such a force must
either take the Crimea and Sevastopol, Odessa and Kherson, close
the Sea of Azov, destroy the Russian forts on the Caucasian coasts,
and brmg the Russian fleet safe into the Bosphorus or it has no
idea of its strength and its duty as an active army. It'is affirmed
on the part of the Ministerial partisans that, when the 100,000
men are once concentrated in Turkey, such operations may be
undertaken, and that the landing of the first divisions at Enos and
Rodosto is merely contrived to deceive the enemy. But even in this
case it is an unnecessary loss of time and expense not to land the
troops at once on some point on the Black Sea. The enemy cannot
be misled. As soon as the Emperor Nicholas hears of this
pompously announced expedition of 100,000 men, he is bound to
send every soldier he can spare to Sevastopol, Kaffa, Perekop and
Yenicale. You cannot first frighten your enemy by enormous
armaments, and then try to make him believe that they are not
intended to do any harm. The trick would be too shallow; and if it
is expected to mislead the Russians by such paltry pretexts, British
diplomacy has made another egregious blunder.

% The Times, No. 21673, February 24, 1854, leader.— Ed.
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I, therefore, believe that those who have planned the
expedition intend betraying the Sultan® directly, and, on the plea
of frightening Russia as much as possible, will take good care to
do her by all means the least possible harm.

England and France occupying Constantinople and part of
Rumelia; Austria occupying Servia, and perhaps Bosnia and
Montenegro, and Russia being allowed to reenforce herself in
Moldo-Wallachia,—this looks like an eventual partition of Turkey
in Europe rather than anything else. Turkey is placed in worse
circumstances than in 1772, when the King of Prussia,® in order to
induce the Empress Catherine to retire from the Danubian
Principalities, the occupation of which threatened to lead to a
European conflict, proposed the first partition of Poland, which
was to defray the expenses of the Russo-Turkish war. Be it
remembered that, at that time, the Porte originally rushed into the
war with Catherine with the view of defending Poland from
Prussian aggression, and that, at the end, Poland was sacrificed at
the shrine of the “independence and integrity” of the Ottoman
Empire.

The treacherous policy of procrastination pursued by the
Coalition Cabinet has given the Muscovite emissaries the oppor-
tunity for planning and maturing the Greek insurrection, so
anxiously expected by Lord Clarendon. The insurrection had
commenced on the 28th January and according to the last
dispatches from Vienna assumed more threatening dimensions on
the 13th inst. The districts of Acarnania and Aetolia, and circles
of Ilussa and Delonia are said to be in a state of revolt. An
insurrection is stated to have broken out at Egrippo, the capital of
Eubda, equal in gravity to that in Albania. The fact of the towns of
Arta and Yannina being quitted by the Turks and occupied by the
Greeks is of smaller importance, as the domineering citadels
remain in the hand of Ottoman troops and as we know, from the
numerous wars carried on between the Christians and the Turks
in Albania, the final possession of these towns depended always on
the possession of the citadels. The Gulfs of Contessa and Salonica
and the coasts of Albania will be declared in a state of siege. I
stated in my last letter® that one of the results of the Greek
insurrection the most to be apprehended on the part of the Porte,

? Abdul Mejid.— Ed.
® Frederick 1L.— Ed.
¢ See this volume, p. 33.— Ed.
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would be the opportunity it afforded the Western Powers for
interfering between the Sultan and his subjects, instead of fighting
the Russians, and thus driving the Greek Christians into alliance
with the Czar. How eager these Powers are to grasp at this
opportunity may be inferred from the fact of the same post
bringing the news of the Porte having accepted the convention
proposed by England and France, and of the French and English
Embassadors having sent two steamers to the assistance of the
Turks, while the British minister at Athens® had informed the
Cabinet of King Otto that England would interfere in the insurged
districts. The immediate result of the insurrection, from a military
point of view, is clearly described by the Vienna correspondent® of
to-day’s Times, as follows:

“During the last few days a certain discouragement has been observable in
headquarters at Vidin, the reenforcements which had been announced having
received counter-orders, and being on their way to the south-western districts of
Turkey. The news of the insurrection of the Christians in Epirus had produced an
alarming effect on the Arnauts and Albanians on the Danube, who loudly
demanded permission to return home. The Generals of Brigade, Hussein Bey and
Soliman Pasha, had lost all their influence over their wild troops, and it was feared
that if an attempt was made to detain them by force there would be an open
mutiny; while if they were permitted to return, they would ravage the Christian
districts on their way home. If the hostile movement of the Christian population in
the West should assume more formidable dimensions, the west wing of the Turkish
army would be obliged to make a retrograde movement, which would more than
counterbalance the check which the Russians had received by the entry of the allied
fleets into the Black Sea.”*

These are some of the first results of that policy of procrastina-
tion so rhetorically praised by Graham, Russell, Clarendon and
Palmerston in vindication of the ministerial management of
Eastern affairs. As they were informed, late on last Friday night,*
that the Czar, without having waited for the recall of Sir Hamilton
Seymour, from England, had ordered him off, in the most abrupt
and unceremonious manner, they held two Cabinet Councils, one
on Saturday and the other on Sunday afternoon—the result of
their consultations being to allow the Czar once more a delay of
three or four weeks, which delay is to be granted under the form
of a summons,

Thomas Wyse.— Ed.

® T. O'M. Bird.— Ed.

¢ Report from the Vienna correspondent of February 22. The Times
No.d21676, February 28, 1854.— Ed.
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“calling upon the Czar to give within six days from the receipt of that
communication a solemn pledge and engagement that he will cause his troops to
evacuate the Principalities of the Danube on or before the 30th of April.”

But mark that this summons is not followed with the menace of
a declaration of war in case of a refusal on the part of the Czar. It
may be-said, and it is said, by The Times, that, notwithstanding this
new delay granted, war preparations are actively pursued; but you
will observe that on the one hand all decisive action of the Porte
on the Danube is prevented by the prospect held out of the
Western Powers being resolved upon directly participating in the
war—and every day of delay in that quarter puts the Turks in a
worse position, as it allows the Russians to reenforce themselves in
the front, and the Greek rebels to grow more dangerous in the
rear of the Danubian army; while, on the other hand, the
embarkation of troops for Enos and Rodosto may embarrass the
Sultan but will certainly not stop the Russians.

It has been settled that the British expeditionary force shall
consist of about 30,000 and the French of about 80,000 men.
Should it happen to appear, in the course of events, that Austria,
while apparently joining the Western Powers, only proposed to
mask her understanding with Russia, Bonaparte would have much
to regret this most injudicious dispersion of his troops.

There is another insurrection which may be considered as a
diversion made in favor of Russia—the insurrection in Spain. Any
movement in Spain is sure to produce dissension between France
and England. In 1823, the French intervention in Spain was, as we
know from Chateaubriand’s Congress of Verona® instigated by
Russia. That the Anglo-French intervention in 1834, which
finally broke up the entente cordiale between the two states,
proceeded from the same source, we may infer from Palmerston
having been its author. The “Spanish marriages”*® prepared the
way for the downfall of the Orleans dynasty. At the present
moment, a dethronement of the “innocent” Isabella would allow a
son of Louis Philippe, the Duke of Montpensier, to bring forward
his claims on the throne of Spain; while, on the other hand,
Bonaparte would be reminded of one of his uncles® having once
resided at Madrid. The Orleans would be supported by the
Coburgs, and resisted by the Bonapartes. A Spanish insurrection,

* The Times, No. 21676, February 28, 1854, leader.— Ed.
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then, which is far from meaning a popular revolution, must prove
a most powerful agency in dissolving so superficial a combination
as what is termed the Anglo-French alliance.

A treaty of alliance is said to have been concluded between
Russia, Khiva, Bokhara and Cabul.?

As to Dost Mohammed, the Ameer of Cabul, it would be quite
natural that after having proposed in 1838 to England to place
forever a feud of blood between himself and Russia, if the English
Government required it, by causing the agent dispatched to him
by the Czar to be killed, and being renewed in 1839 on the part of
England by the Afghan expedition, by his expulsion from the
throne and by the most cruel and unscrupulous devastation of his
country *' —that Dost Mohammed should now endeavor to avenge
himself upon his faithless ally. However, as the population of
Khiva, Bokhara and Cabul, belong to the orthodox Mussulman
faith of the Sunni, while the Persians adhere to the schismatic
tenets of the Schii, it is not to be supposed that they will ally
themselves with Russia, being the ally of the Persians, whom they
detest and hate, against England, the ostensible ally of the
Padishah®, whom they regard as the supreme commander of the
faithful.

There is some probability of Russia having an ally in Thibet
and the Tartar® Emperor of China,® if the latter be forced to
retire into Manchuria and to resign the sceptre of China proper.
The Chinese rebels, as you know, have undertaken a regular
crusade against Buddhism, destroying its temples and slaying its
Banzes.*? But the religion of the Tartars is Buddhism and Thibet,
the seat of the great Lama, and recognizing the suzeraineté of
China, is the sanctuary of the Buddhist faith. Tae-ping-wang,® if
he succeed in driving the Mandshu dynasty out of China, will,
therefore, have to enter a religious war with the Buddhist powers
of Tartary. Now, as on both sides of the Himalayas Buddhism is
confessed and as England cannot but support the new Chinese
dynasty, the Czar is sure to side with the Tartar tribes, put them
in motion against England and awake religious revolts in Nepal
itself. By the last Oriental mails we are informed that

? “India and China”, The Times, No. 21676, February 28, 1854.— Ed.
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“the Emperor of China, in anticipation of the loss of Pekin, had directed the
governors of the various provinces to send the Imperial revenue to Getol, their old

family seat and present summer residence in Manchuria, about 80 miles north-east
of the Great Wall.”?

The great religious war between the Chinese and the Tartars,
which will spread over the Indian frontiers, may consequently be
regarded as near at hand.

Written on February 28 and Reproduced from the New-York
March 3, 1854 Daily Tribune

First published in the New-York Daily
Tribune, No. 4030, March 18; reprinted
in the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune,
No. 920, March 21, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx

*“India and China”, The Times, No. 21676, February 28, 1854.— Ed.
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AUSTRIAN BANKRUPTCY*

Notwithstanding the imminence of war and their pressing
needs, the French and the Austrian Governments have not yet
succeeded in strengthening the mervus belli® namely, the money-
power. Notwithstanding the Lucullian magnificence displayed in
the dinners given by the French Minister of Finance® to the
Receivers-General, the Crédit Mobilier,** and the principal bankers
of Paris, those capitalists prove stubborn and cling to that discreet
sort of patriotism, which, by exacting the greatest possible interest
from the state, is wont to indemnify its private interests with the
public ones. Thus the terms of the proposed French loan of two
hundred million francs remain still unsettled.

As to Austria there can exist no doubt that one of principal
motives which induce her to profess friendly feelings toward the
Western Powers is the hope of thus reviving the confidence of
moneyed men and getting out of her financial difficulties. Indeed,
the official gazette at Vienna® had hardly uttered a few words
about Austrian neutrality and good understanding with France,
when it surprised the public with the announcement of an
intended sale of a considerable portion of the six million acres of
crown lands, and with a financial rescript, dated Feb, 23, 1854, to
the effect that the whole of the State paper-money, 150,000,000
florins, now in circulation, and of compulsory currency, was to be
transferred to the National Bank, and successively converted into

% Nervus belli—the nerve of the war.— Ed.
® Bineau.— Ed.
¢ Wiener Zeitung— Ed.
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bank-notes,* at the expiration of which change all the paper issued
by the treasury will be withdrawn from circulation, and no more
State paper-money of a forced currency be issued. In making this
change the Imperial Government is guarantee to the Bank for the
paper-money transferred to it, and pledges itself to indemnify it
for the expenses connected with that conversion; to pay, in
extinction of the debt thus created, a yearly installment of at least
10,000,000 florins; to mortgage the customs’ revenue as security
for the regular payment of these installments, and to pay the Bank
in specie in proportion as those duties are received. At the same
time the Government is bound to do its best to enable the Bank to
fulfill its obligations and resume specie payments. Meanwhile, in
order to give the holders of bank-notes the means of changing
their notes at pleasure into a debt bearing interest, payable in
specie, the Bank undertakes to issue bonds bearing interest, to be
in all respects on the same footing as State bonds or obligations.
The Government will also call in what are known as Redemption
notes and Anticipatioi notes, and put them entirely out of
circulation.

The conversion of State paper of a forced course into
inconvertible bank-notes will not reduce the amount nor amelior-
ate the quality, but only simplify the denominations of the
paper-money issued. As the State is in the possession of the same
means which it grants the Bank for the redemption of the
paper-money, it would itself have made use of them if not fully
aware that the want of confidence in itself was such as not to allow
credit to be restored save by the help of a bank, which is not the
property of the State. Thus the dependence of the Emperor® on
the Jews of the Vienna Bank grows at the same pace as the
military character of his Government. In January 1852, he
mortgaged to them the salt-works of Gmiinden, Aussee and
Stallein. In February 1854, they obtain a lien on the customs’
revenue of the whole monarchy. Step by step the Bank becomes
the real and the Government merely the nominal owner of the
Empire. The more Austria has resisted the demands of participa-
tion in political power on the part of the middle classes, the more
she is forced to undergo the unmitigated despotism of one
fraction of those classes—the money lenders.

The decree, of which we have above given the substance,
disguises an attempt at a new loan under the form of aid tendered

a Report from Vienna. L’Indépendance belge, No. 60, March 1, 1854.— Ed.
b A £
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to the holders of bank-notes, in changing them into a debt bearing
interest; the latter to be paid in specie. In 1852 the Government
also pledged itself to meet in specie various minor payments and
obligations, but as it received the taxes only in State paper-money
or in bank-notes the Administration was forced to contract a loan
of thirty-five million florins at London and Frankfort. The new
loans, of course, augment the old deficits and the augmented
deficits lead to new issues of paper-money, the superabundance
and consequent depreciation of which they were intended to
prevent. The broad distinction drawn on the part of the
Government between payments in specie and payments in
bank-notes is as good a means of rescuing the notes from their
discredit as the augmentation of the circulating medium of the
Bank by 150 millions is a means of enabling it to fulfill its
engagements and resume cash payments. The Government will
pay the Bank in specie in proportion as the customs duties are
paid in the same, but it is well known that not only the Austrian
peasants but even the citizens in the larger towns are as fond of
hoarding as the Chinese and the Indians; that in 1850 sums were
hoarded even in copper, and that in 1854 they are paying all taxes
in paper, although it is only accepted with a discount of full
seventeen per cent.

Those conversant with the past history of the Austrian
Exchequer will fail in discovering any novelty either in respect to
the promises held out in the new decree, or the financial devices
resorted to. The first issue of Austrian paper-money took place
under the Empress Maria Theresa, toward the end of the Seven
Years’ War. It consisted originally of Bank bills exchangeable by
the State authorities for silver. In 1797, in consequence of the
pecuniary difficulties of the Government in the wars against
France, the convertibility into silver was abolished. The first issue
under the Empress Maria Theresa having amounted to twelve
million florins, the total sum of Bank bills issued in 1809
amounted to 1,060,793,653 florins, their reduction in value having
at the same time reached its maximum. On the 20th of February,
1811, the Government published a patent* by which the Bank
bills were altogether withdrawn from circulation and redeemed
(hence the name Redemption notes) at the rate of 20 for 100 for a
new paper called Wiener Wéihrung® The Government declared this
to be the real money of the country, and promised that this new
paper should never be increased beyond the amount necessary for

? Vienna currency.— Ed.
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exchanging the Bank bills. In May 1811 the Wiener Wahrung was
already at a discount of 8 per cent., and Anticipation notes were
issued, so called because the proceeds of a part of the taxes for
twelve years were anticipated by them. The first issue of
Anticipation notes really amounted to only forty-five million
florins, and for their redemption within twelve years an annual
sum of 3,750,000 florins was destined to be taken from the land
taxes.

But in consequence of the war, new issues of Anticipation notes
quietly followed each other, each new issue being attended by a
reduction of their value. In 1815 the premium for silver reached
the hight of 400 per cent. against the Wiener Wihrung. On the
first of June, 1816, an imperial patent appeared declaring that the
State would in future never again have recourse to an inconverti-
ble paper currency; that the paper-money in circulation should be
gradually withdrawn and specie be restored as the standard
medium of circulation. In order to fulfill these promises, the
privileged National Bank was constituted definitively, January
18th, 1818, the State having made an arrangement with the Bank
by which it pledged itself to redeem the inconvertible paper-
money. As late as June, 1852, however, we find again the Finance
Minister* announcing in the official gazette that, in future,
compulsory loans, extraordinary taxation, depreciation of the
value of money, would be absolutely excluded; if not exactly at
present, yet in future, Austrian paper would be converted into
coin without loss, and that the loan now contemplated would be
applied to withdraw the State paper-money and for the payment
of the State debts to the Bank. There can be no better proof of
the hollowness of such promises than their periodical occurrence.

At the time of Maria Theresa the Austrian Government was
powerful enough to issue its own Bank bills, exchangeable for
specie, and even at a premium over silver. In 1818 the State, in
order to redeem its paper-money, was obliged to recur to the
establishment of a privileged bank, the property of private
capitalists, who received advantages very burdensome to the State,
but who were pledged to the issue of convertible notes. In 1854
the Government appeals to the help of a bank, whose own paper
has become as depreciated and inconvertible as that of the State
itself.

Although from 1815 to 1846 Austria enjoyed a period of almost
uninterrupted peace and internal tranquility, the first shock after

* Baumgartner.— Ed.
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that long period found her altogether unprepared. The insurrec-
tion at Cracow, and the disturbances in Galicia, at the end of
February, 1846, augmented the public expenditures by more
than 10,000,000 compared with 1845. The army expenses were
the principal cause of this increased outlay. They amounted to
50,624,120 florins, in 1845, but in 1846 rose 7,000,000 more,
while the administrative expenses of the provinces rose 2,000,000.
In 1847 the commercial crisis and the bad harvest produced a
great diminution in the excise revenue, while the army [budget]
rose to 64,000,000, chiefly in consequence of troubles in Italy. The
deficit of that year was 7,000,000. In 1848-9 the revenue of whole
provinces was lost, besides the war expenses in Italy and Hungary.
In 1848 the deficit was 45,000,000 florins, and in 1849,
121,000,000. State paper of compulsory currency, to the sum of
76,000,000, Three-per-Cents, was issued in 1849. Long before
this, the Bank had stopped specie payments, and its issues were
declared by the Government to be inconvertible. In 1850 there
was a deficit of 54,000,000, and the chances of a war with Prussia
brought down the paper-money to a -discount of 60 per cent. The
total amount of State paper-money issued in the years 1849, 50
and ’51 was 219,000,000. In 1852 the deficit was 8,000,000 more
than in 49, and 46,000,000 more than in 47. In 1851 the war
budget was 126,000,000, fully double what it was in ’47. In ’52 the
police expenses were 9,000,000, fourfold greater than those of *48.
Both police and war expenses also increased in 1853.

The real question, however, is not how Austria got into her
financial cul-de-sac, but how, when thus immersed in bank paper
and debt, she has avoided open bankruptcy. In 1850 her revenue .
amounted to one hundred and ninety-six millions more than in
1848; and to forty-two millions more than in 1849. In 1851 the
receipts were two hundred and nineteen millions over those of
1850. In 1852 they reached two hundred and twenty-six millions,
an increase of six millions over those of 1851. Thus there has been
a continual increase of revenue although not in the same
proportion in 1852 as in 1851, and in 1851 not in the same
proportion as in 1850.

Whence this increase of revenue? Putting aside the extraordi-
nary receipts from the Sardinian war indemnity and the Lombar-
do-Venetian confiscations, the transformation of the Austrian
peasant into a landholder *’ has of course increased the tax-paying
power of the country and the revenue derived from the land tax.
At the same time the abolition of the patrimonial courts brought
the income, which the aristocracy had formerly enjoyed from their
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private administration of justice, into the coffers of the State, and
this branch of revenue has been constantly increasing since 1849,
Then a considerable increase arose from the income-tax, intro-
duced by the patent of October 29, 1849. This tax has proved
particularly productive in the Italian provinces of Austria. In
1852, for instance, the increase of the income-tax in the German
and Slavonic provinces together amounted to six hundred and one
million florins, while in the Italian provinces alone it was six
hundred and thirty-nine. The principal cause, however, which has
saved the Austrian Empire from a formal bankruptcy, is the
subjugation of Hungary and her assimilation with the other
provinces in respect to taxation.

The basis of the whole Austrian system of taxation may be said
to be the land-tax. On the 23d Dec. 1817, appeared an imperial
patent, in which the Emperor Francis announced his resolution to
establish uniformity in the land-tax system all over his German,
Slavonic and Italian provinces. In one paragraph of this patent it
is ordered that no exemptions from the land-tax should in future
“be made according to the personal quality of the possessors of
estates or houses”, and as a whole this view was acted upon. In the
Archduchy of Austria, the new survey was introduced in 1834,
and this was the first hereditary domain in which the new system
was brought into operation. Austrian-Lombardy possessed an
excellent survey from the time of Charles VI, the Censimento
Milanese. Hungary and Transylvania, however, by no means
contributed to the land-tax and other taxes, in the same degree
with the other provinces of the Empire. According to the
Hungarian Constitution, the Hungarian possessors of by far the
greatest part of all the land were subject to no kind of direct tax,
and even several of the indirect taxes imposed upon the other
provinces pressed neither upon Hungary nor upon Transylvania.
The pos)ulation of Hungary, Transylvania and the Military
Frontier *® together amounted, in 1846, to 14,549,958; those of the
other provinces of the Monarchy, to 24,901,675, so that the
former should have contributed seven-eighteenths of the’ whole
revenue. But Hungary and Transylvania in 1846 only contributed
twenty-three millions, which, as the whole revenue in that year
amounted to one hundred and sixty-four millions was only
somewhat less than one-seventh of the revenue. The Hungarian
provinces occupy 5,855 of the 12,123 German square miles, which
form the area of the Austrian Monarchy; consequently one-half of
its superficial extent.

The Emperor Joseph II, whose great aim was the centralization
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and complete Germanization of the Austrian Monarchy, had
arbitrarily introduced innovations in Hungary intended to place
her on the same footing with the other provinces. But this
produced such an effect on the public mind in that country that
Joseph II, at the close of his life, feared that the Hungarians
would rebel as the Netherlands had done.* The Emperors
Leopold II, Francis I, and Ferdinand I did not dare to repeat the
hazardous experiment. This cause—the impediments to an
equalization of taxes existing in the Hungarian Constitution—
ceased to work after the Hungarian revolution was quelled by
Russian assistance. The Emperor Francis Joseph having never
sworn to the Hungarian Constitution, and being made Emperor
in the place of Ferdinand because he had never sworn to it, at once
introduced the land-tax on the same footing with the other crown
lands. Besides, by the abolition of the frontier of Hungary on the
Ist of October, 1850, the Austrian Monarchy came to form one
single territory with respect to customs as well as taxes. The Excise
and the tobacco monopoly were also introduced there on March 1,
1851. The increase of the direct taxes alone in the Hungarian
provinces amounted to 11,500,000 florins in 1851, and to about
8,000,000 florins in 1852.

We arrive then at the irrefragable conclusion that on the
possession of Hungary and Lombardy depends not only the
political but the economical existence of the Austrian Empire, and
that with their loss the long-delayed bankruptcy of that State
becomes inevitable.

Written on March 3, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

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

Tribune, No. 4033, March 22; reprinted
in the New-York Weekly Tribune, No. 655,
April 1, 1854 as a leader
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Karl Marx

[OPENING OF THE LABOUR PARLIAMENT —
ENGLISH WAR BUDGET]*

London, Tuesday, March 7, 1854

The delegates to the Labor Parliament® met yesterday at the
People’s Institution, Manchester, at 10 o’clock in the forenoon.
The first sitting was, of course, applied to preliminary business. It
was moved by James Williams of Stockport, seconded by James
Bligh of London, and supported by Ernest Jones, that Dr. Marx
be invited to sit as honorary delegate at the Labor Parliament,
which motion was carried unanimously. Similar resolutions were
passed with respect to Messrs. Blanc and Nadaud. Whatever may
be its immediate results, the mere assembling of such a Parliament
marks a new epoch in the history of labor. The meeting at the
Palais du Luxembourg at Paris, after the revolution of February,”
might perhaps be considered a precedent in a similar direction,
but at first sight there appears this great difference, that the
Luxembourg was initiated by the Government, while the Labor
Parliament is initiated by the people themselves; that the
Luxembourg was invented with a view to removing the Socialist
members of the Provisional Government from the center of action
and any serious participation in the real business of the country;
and lastly, that the delegates to the Luxembourg only consisted of
members of the various so-called corps d’¢tats, corporations more or
less corresponding to the medieval guilds and the present
trades-unions, while the Labor Parliament is a true representation
of all branches and divisions of labor on a national scale. The
success of the Labor Parliament will principally, if not exclusively,
depend on its acting upon the principle that it is not the so-called
organization of labor,” but the organization of the laboring classes
they have at present to deal with.
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The privileges of the now governing classes, and the slavery of
the working classes, are equally based on the existing organization
of labor, which, of course, will be defended and maintained on the
part of the former by all means in their hands, one of these means
being the present State machinery. To alter, then, the existing
organization of labor, and to supplant it by a new one, you want
power—social and political power—power not only of resisting,
but also of attacking; and to acquire that power you want to
organize yourselves as an army possessed of that moral and
physical strength which will enable it to meet the fiendly hosts. If
the Labor Parliament allows its time to be absorbed by mere
theoretical propositions, instead of preparing the way for the
actual formation of a national party, it will prove a failure as the
Luxembourg did.

A new election of the Chartist Executive having taken place,
according to the statutes of the National Charter Association,”
Ernest Jones, James Finlen (London), and John Shaw (Leeds),
were declared duly elected to serve on the Executive of the N.C.A.
for the next six months.

As Bonaparte’s intention of contracting a loan at the Bourse was
frustrated by  the passive resistance of the Paris capitalists, his
Minister of Finance® has presented to the Senate a Budget
containing the following article:

“The Minister of Finance is authorized to create, for the service of the Treasu-
ry and the negotiations with the Bank of France, Treasury bonds, bearing interest
and payable at fixed periods. The Treasury bonds circulation shall not exceed
250,000,000 francs (£10,000,000); but the bonds delivered to the sinking fund are
not included within this limit, by virtue of the law of June 10, 1833, nor are the
bonds deposited as a guarantee at the Bank of France and the discount
establishments.” >

In an additional clause it is provided that

“the Emperor reserves to himself the right of issuing supplementary emissions
by virtue of mere decrees,”

to be registered afterward by the Senate. I am informed by a
Paris letter that this proposal has struck with horror the whole of
the middle classes, as on the one hand the Treasury bonds shall
not exceed the sum of 250,000,000 and on the other exceed that
identical sum by whatever amount the Emperor may think fit to
decree, the bonds thus issued being not even to be deposed as a
guarantee at the Bank of France and the other discount

? Bineau.— Ed.
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establishments. You know that on the like amount taken from the
Caisse des Dépots et Consignations® 60,000,000 have been already
advanced by the bank on Treasury bonds. The mere appearance
of war is eagerly grasped at by the Decembrists®® to remove the
last weak barriers yet standing between themselves and the
national treasury. While this prospect of an imminent disorganiza-
tion of the public credit, already much shaken, perplexes the
middle classes, the bulk of the people will be exasperated at the
proposed increase of the salt tax and similar most unpopular
imposts. Thus, this war which is sure to gain for Bonaparte a sort
of popularity in foreign countries, may, nevertheless, accelerate his
downfall in France.

That 1 was right in presuming the present Spanish troubles as
likely to afford the occasion for serious misunderstandings
between France and England,” one may infer from the following
intelligence of a London paper:

“The French Emperor has made inquiries of Lord Clarendon, through Mr.
Walewski, whether the British Government would be disposed to aid him in placing
the Carlist Pretender to the Crown of Spain® upon the throne, in the event of
Queen Isabella being dethroned. Lord Clarendon is said to have declared that,
happily, Queen Isabella was firmly seated on her throne, and that a revolution was
but a remote contingency in a country so devoted to monarchical institutions; but
that even if a revolution should break out in Spain and the Queen be dethroned,
the British Cabinet must decline to enter into any engagements.

“The Emperor’s proposal to place the Comte de Montemolin upon the throne is
inspired by his very natural desire to prevent the Duchess of Montpensier® from

inheriting her sister’s diadem; for he thinks it would be inconvenient that he should
have for a neighbor a son of Louis Philippe as husband of the Queen of Spain.”

In Friday’s sitting of the Commons Lord John Russell stated®
that he was forced to withdraw his Reform bill for the moment,
which, however, would be proceeded with on the 27th of April if,
in the meantime, in consequence of the new proposal made to the
Emperor of Russia' being accepted, the Eastern question was
settled. It is true that after the publication of the Czar’s manifesto
to his subjects and his letter addressed to Bonaparte,”” such a
settlement has become more improbable than ever before, but,
nevertheless, the ministerial declaration proves the Reform bill to

? Deposit Bank.— Ed.
® See this volume, p. 40— Ed.
¢ Montemolin.— Ed.
Maria Luisa Fernanda.— Ed.
. © Lord John Russell’s speech in the House of Comntons on March 3. The Times,
No.f 21680, March 4, 1854.— Ed.
See this volume, pp. 39-40.— Fd.
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have been brought forward only with a view to absorb and
appease public opinion in case the coalition diplomacy should
succeed in reestablishing the Russian status quo ante bellum.* The
eminent part taken by Lord Palmerston in his ministerial intrigue
is thus described by The Morning Advertiser, one of his most ardent
partisans:

“Lord Aberdeen is the nominal, but not the real Prime Minister. Lord
Palmerston is practically the first Minister of the Crown. He is the master spirit of
the Cabinet. Ever since his return to office, his colleagues have been in constant
fear of his again flying off from them at a tangent, and are consequently afraid to
thwart any of those views to which he is known to attach importance. He has
consequently everything his own way. A striking instance of his Lordship’s
ascendency in her Majesty’s Councils was afforded last week. The new Reform bill
was then brought formally under the consideration of the Cabinet, and the
question came to be whether it should be proceeded with this session or
abandoned. Lord Aberdeen, Lord John Russell, Sir James Graham, and Sir William
Molesworth, were for proceeding with the measure. Lord Palmerston proposed
that it should be abandoned, and intimated, in plain terms—as we stated some
days ago, that he would vote for its abandonment in the House should he be
defeated in the Cabinet. The result of the discussion or conversation, which took
place, was, that Lord Palmerston carried his point. Those opposed to him—among
whom were the ministerial leader in the Lords and the ministerial leader in the
Commons'—eventually succumbed. Another triumph of Lord Palmerston, within
the last eight days, has been the appointment of Sir Charles Napier to the
command of the Baltic fleet. It is no secret that both Lord John Russell and Sir
James Graham were opposed to that appointment; but Lord Palmerston was for it
and therefore it took place. Nothing, therefore, could be more appropriate than
that the noble Lord should this evening occupy the chair at the banquet to be given
in the Reform Club to the gallant Admiral.”

Mr. Gladstone presented last night to the House a novelty
unknown to the present generation—a war budget. It was evident
from his speech® that the reason why the Government took this
early opportunity of submitting his financial measures to the
House was that of giving a preliminary record of the most
disagreeable effects produced by war on private purses, thus to
cool down the warlike energies of the country. Another main
feature of his speech was his only asking for the sum which would
be required to bring back the 25,000 men about to leave the British
shores, should the war now be brought to a close.

He commenced by explaining the actual state of the income and
expenditure of the last financial year. This not having yet closed,
he observed that one month of the amount of the revenue could

? The situation previous to the war.— Ed.

® Lord John Russell and Sir James Graham.— Ed.

€ Mr. Gladstone’s speech in the House of Commons on March 6, 1854. The Times,
No. 21682, March 7, 1854.— Ed.
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be only an estimate. The total estimate of the income of the year
on the 18th of April last had been £52,990,000, while the actual
receipts of the year. had reached to no less a sum than
£54,025,000; thus showing an increase in the actual income over
the presumed expenditure of £1,035,000. On the other hand
there had been a saving in the expenditure beyond the estimate of
£1,012,000. He therefore calculated, that but for the peculiar
circumstances in which the country was at present placed, there
would this year be a surplus over the expenditure amounting to
£2,854,000.

Mr. Gladstone then adverted to the results of the reductions of
duty introduced by him. The receipts of the Custom duties,
notwithstanding these reductions, had been £20,600,000 in
1853-54, while in 1852-53 they had only realized £20,396,000,
showing an increase in the Custom duties of £204,000. The
reduction made in the duty upon tea had produced a loss of only
£375,000. The reduction of the Stamp duties from threepence up
to ten shillings to one uniform duty of onepence had increased
their income, instead of the anticipated loss taking place, to the
amount of £36,000.

Mr. Gladstone proceeded, then showing the result of the
measures of last Session for the augmentation of the taxes. The
collection of the Income tax in Ireland had been delayed by
various circumstances, but it would yield £20,000 more than
calculated upon. The extension of the tax upon incomes, from
£150 to £100, in Great Britain would produce £100,000 beyond
this estimate, viz., £250,000. The revenue from the additional
duty of one shilling a gallon on spirits in Scotland had produced
an increase of only £209,000, he having estimated it at £278,000.

On the other hand, the Spirit duty in Ireland had realized an
increase of £213,000, while he had calculated upon an increase of
£198,000 only. The operation of the Succession duty on the
financial year would produce only half a million. So far the
statement of Mr. Gladstone on the finances of Great Britain
during the last twelve months, expiring on the 5th April

The probable estimate of the revenue for the year 1854-55
will be: :

Customs .........ooovvveennn. £20,175,000 POSt-tax .oveeeeeeeeiiiriiiiinnns 1,200,000
EXCiS€ .cooveevvririeeirieennn 14,595,000 Crown lands ....ccoccvvvennnnes 259,000
Stamps ..ooeeeeieeeniiee. 7,090,000 Old stores......ooeviieiiinieannnns 420,000
Taxes ..ccccvvvrrrneeeeneiann. 3,015,000 Miscellaneous ................... 320,000

Income-tax ................ 6,275,000 Totalincome ..................... £53,349,000
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The probable estimate of expenditure on the other hand is
given as

Funded debt ......cccccevrnennene. £27,000,000 Commissariat .................. 645,000

Unfunded debt .................. 546,000  Miscellaneous estim’s ..... 4,775,000

Consolidated fund ............. 2,460,000  Militia......cccoovrrrrrerrennnnee.. 530,000

. 6,857,000  Picket service .. 792,000

NaVY e 7,488,000  Eastern service 1,250,000
Ordnance ..........ooevvevvevvennenn. 3,846,000

Total expenditure ..........cccocvivuiniiiiiiiniiinie e £56,189,000

Causing a deficit of ........cocooviiviiiiiiine 2,840,000

Before adverting to the means by which this deficiency was to be
made up, Mr. Gladstone enumerated the measures which Govern-
ment would not recommend the House to adopt. He should not
return to the reimposition of any of those reductions of duties he
had proposed last year, which had already acquired the force of
law. He would not assent to the reimposition of these taxes
unnecessarily which former Governments had released. If, how-
ever, the struggle they were now entering upon should be
prolonged for a year, it would hardly be in their power to
maintain a permanent continuance of those reductions. In general,
he would -not propose any addition to indirect taxation. He should
not resort to state-loans, there being no country whose means were
already so heavily mortgaged as those of England. At length, after
all these preambles, Mr. Gladstone came to the announcement
what the Government intended to propose. This was to double the
Income tax for six months, and to abolish altogether the existing
distinction between home-drawn and foreign-drawn bills. The
average rate of duty on present bills of exchange, although
unequally distributed, was 1/6 per cent.; he proposed to equalize it
to 1/ per cent. This change, he calculated, would produce an
increase of revenue of £60,000. With regard to the Income tax,
the increase would be from /7 to /10'/, in the pound on incomes of
£150 and upward, and from /5 to /7'/2 on incomes between £100
and £150. Simultaneously he proposed that the House should
make a proposition to enable him, before the tax was levied, to
issue £1,750,000 Exchequer bills to be paid out of the accruing
produce of the Income tax. In conclusion, Mr. Gladstone
endeavored, not very successfully, to vindicate his late measures
for the reduction of the public debt, measures which resulted, as
you know, in a lamentable failure.

In the discussion following upon this statement several members
partook, but the only speech worth mentioning was that of Mr.
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Disraeli.* He declared that he should 'make no opposition to any
vote which Government, on their own responsibility, thought
necessary to submit to the House for the purpose of conducting
the impending war with vigor, and he hoped with success. But he
protested, in case of the war being prolonged, against direct
taxation being exclusively had recourse to for carrying on the war.
As to the second part of Mr. Gladstone’s statement, that which
related to the actual state of the finances of the country, and as to
the money in hand, it seemed to him involved in an obscurity
which did not become a financial statement, and certainly not one
delivered under such circumstances as the present one. The
present state of the balance in the Exchequer was not sufficient or
satisfactory. When the present Government took office, there had
been, on the 3d January, 1853, balances in the Exchequer
amounting to £9,000,000, but a year after, in January, 1854, they
were reduced by one-half. He estimated that the balances in the
Exchequer on April 5th next would be £3,000,000, while the
expenditure, consisting of the dividends for the payment of the
public creditors and the execution of his conversion scheme would
altogether require from £9,000,000 to £10,000,000. The right
honorable gentlemen said there was no use of meeting this with
balances in the Exchequer, but that he would make up the sum
wanted by deficiency bills. He maintained that it was of great
importance they should have had at this moment an ample
balance but instead of its being a question whether they were to
have a balance, or an excess of balances, it was now a question
whether they were to have a balance at all, or a large deficiency,
and in fact, instead of having any balance, they had an enormous
deficiency, which had beeun caused in two ways by the Chancellor
of the Exchequer. First, by having reduced the interest on
Exchequer bills to 1'/, per cent. when the value of money was
rising, and secondly by his ill-devised conversion of the South Sea
stocks,”® a measure which had not only eaten up his balances but
left him in a present deficiency of £2,000,000.

Some further remarks of an indifferent character having been
made by other members, the Report on Supply was brought up
and the resolution agreed to.

Written on March 7, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

First published in the New-York Daily Daily Tribune
Tribune, No. 4035, March 24; reprinted in

the  New-York  Semi-Weekly  Tribune,

No. 921, March 24 and the New-York

Weekly Tribune, No. 655, April 1, 1854

2 Mr. Disraeli’s speech in the House of Commons on March 6, 1854. The Times,
No. 21682, March 7, 1854.— Ed.
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Karl Marx

[LETTER TO THE LABOUR PARLIAMENT]?*

28, Dean Street, Soho, London
9th March, 1854

I regret deeply to be unable, for the moment at least, to leave
London, and thus to be prevented from expressing verbally my
feelings of pride and gratitude on receiving the invitation to sit as
Honorary Delegate at the Labour Parliament.* The mere assem-
bling of such a Parliament marks a new epoch in the history of
the world. The news of this great fact will arouse the hopes of
the working classes throughout Europe and America.

Great Britain, of all other countries, has seen developed on the
greatest scale the despotism of Capital and the slavery of Labour.
In no other country have the intermediate stations between the
millionaire commanding whole industrial armies and the wages-
slave living only from hand to mouth so gradually been swept
away from the soil. There exist here no longer, as in continental
countries, large classes of peasants and artisans almost equally
dependent on their own property and their own labour. A
complete divorce of property from labour has been effected in
Great Britain. In no other country, therefore, the war between the
two classes that constitute modern society has assumed so colossal
dimensions and features so distinct and palpable.

But it is precisely from these facts that the working classes of
Great Britain, before all others, are competent and called for to
act as leaders in the great movement that must finally result in the
absolute emancipation of Labour. Such they are from the
conscious clearness of their position, the vast superiority of their
numbers, the disastrous struggles of their past, and the moral
strength of their present.
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It is the working millions of Great Britain who first have laid
down the real basis of a hew society—modern industry, which
transformed the destructive agencies of nature into the productive
power of man. The English working classes, with invincible
energies, by the sweat of their brows and brains, have called to life
the material means of ennobling labour itself, and of multiplying
its fruits to such a degree as to make general abundance possible.

By creating the inexhaustible productive powers of modern
industry they have fulfilled the first condition of the emancipation
of Labour. They have now to realise its other condition. They
have to free those wealth-producing powers from the infamous
shackles of monopoly, and subject them to the joint control of the
producers, who, till now, allowed the very products of their hands
to turn against them and be transformed into as many instruments
of their own subjugation.

The labouring classes have conquered nature; they have now to
conquer man. To succeed in this attempt they do not want
strength, but the organisation of their common strength, organisa-
tion of the labouring classes on a national scale—such, I suppose,
is the great and glorious end aimed at by the Labour Parliament.

If the Labour Parliament proves true to the idea that called it to
life, some future historian will have to record that there existed in
the year 1854 two Parliaments in England, a Parliament at
London, and a Parliament at Manchester—a Parliament of the
rich, and a Parliament of the poor—but that men sat only in the
Parliament of the men and not in the Parliament of the masters.

Yours truly,
Karl Marx

Written on March 9, 1854 . Reproduced from the newspaper

First published in The People’s Paper,
No. 98, March 18, 1854



FRIDAY'S SITTING.

The honse re-assembled at nine o’clock.

Mr. Clark Cropper in the chair.

The minu‘es having been read and confrmed, 1t was
ordered that instead of 300 copies, 1,500 copies of the
balanee sheet should be printed.

Mr. E. Jones then rcad the following Yetter from Dr.
Marx, of London :—

428, Dean Strect, Soho, London.
“ 9th March, 1854,

‘1 regret deeply to be unable, for.the moment at
least, to leave London, and thus to be prevented gfrom
expressing verbally my feelings of pride and gratitude on
receiving the invitation to sit as Hono:ary Delcgate Jat
the Labour Parliament. The mere assembling of such
a Parliament marks a new epoch in 3he history of the
world. The news of this great fact will arouse the hopes
of the working classes throughout Europe and America.

* Great Britain, of ali other countries, has scen devo-
loped on the greatest scale, the despétism of Capital and
the slavery of Labour. In no other country have the
intermediate stations between the millionaire commanding
whole industrial armies and the wages-slave living only
from hand to mouth 8o gradually been swept away from
the soil.  There exist here no longer, as in continental
countries, large classes of peasants and artisans almost
cqually dependent on their own property and their own
labour. A complete divorce of p ty from labour has
bcen effected in Great Britain. In no other country,
therefore, the war between the two classes that constitute
modern socicty has assumed so colossal dimensions and
features so distinct and palpable.

But it is precisely from these facts that the working
classes of Great Britain, before all others, are competent
and called for to act as leaders in the great movement
that must finally result in the absolate emancipation of
Labour. Such they are from the copscious clearness of
their position, the vast superiority of their nambers, the
disastrous struggles of their past, and the moral strength
of their present.

It is the working millions of Great Britain ‘who
first have laid dmmtie real basis of a new society—
modern industry, which transformed the destructive
agencies of nature into the productive power of man.
The English working classes, with invincible energies,
by the sweat of their brows and brains, have called into
life the materia! means of ennobling labour itself, and of
multiplying its fruits to such a degree as to make general
abundance possible.

By creating the inexhaunstible ‘Producﬁve powers of
modern industry they have fulSlled the first condition of
the ‘emancipation of labour. ‘rhey have now to realise
its other condition. They have to free those wealth-
producing powers from the infamous skackles of mono-
poly, and subject them to the joint control of the pro-
duccrs, who, till now, allowed the very products of their
hands to turn against them and be transformed into as
many instraments of their own subjugation.

The labouring classes have conquered nature; they
have now to conquer men. To succeed in this attempt
they do not want strength, but the organisation of their
common strength, organisation of the labouring classes
on a national scale—such, 1 suppose, is thc great and
glorious end aimed at by the Labour Parliament.

Ifthe Labour Parliament proves true to the idea that
called it into life, some future historian will have to
record that there existed in the year 1854 two Parlia-
ments in England, a Parliament at London, and a Par-
liament at Manchester—a Parliament of the rich, and a
Patliament of the poor—but that men sat only in the
Parliament of thc men and not in the Parliament of the
mastcrs. Yours truly,

Karr Marx.

Part of the page from The
People’s Paper of March 18,
1854 with Marx’s letter to the
Labour Parliament
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Karl Marx

THE LABOR PARLIAMENT®

London, Friday, March 10, 1854

Of all countries Great Britain has seen developed on the
grandest scale the despotism of capital and the slavery of labor. In
no other country have the intermediate degrees between the
millionaire, commanding whole industrial armies, and the wages-
slave living only from hand to mouth, so radically been swept away
from the soil. There exist no longer, as in continental countries,
large classes of peasants and artizans almost equally dependent on
their own property and their own labor. A complete divorce of
property from labor has been effected in Great Britain. In no
other country, therefore, has the war between the two classes that
constitute modern society assumed so colossal dimensions and
features so distinct and palpable.

But it is precisely from these facts that the working classes of
Britain, before all others, are competent and called upon to act as
leaders in the great movement that must finally result in the
absolute emancipation of labor. Such they are from the conscious
clearness of their position, the vast superiority of their numbers,
the disastrous struggles of their past and the moral strength of
their present.

The London daily papers observe the “policy of abstention”
with respect to the proceedings of the Labor Parliament. They
hope to kill it by a vast “conspiration de silence”’. Having for whole
months fatigued the public with interminable articles on the
probable chances of realization for the scheme of such a
Parliament, now they purposely avoid ever mentioning that it has
actually sprung into life and already begun to work. This wisdom
of the ostrich, that imagines it avoids dangers by feigning not to
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see them, will not do now-a-days. They will be forced to notice the
Labor Parliament, and, notwithstanding their simulated indiffer-
ence, some future historian will record that there existed in the
year 1854 two Parliaments in England, a Parliament in London
and a Parliament in Manchester, a Parliament of the rich and a
Parliament of the poor, but that men sat only in the Parliament of
the men, and not in the Parliament of the masters.

The following is the report of the Committee appointed to draw
up a plan of action for the Labor Parliament®*:

Your Committee believe the duty of this Parliament to be the rendering of the
existing turn outs and lock outs victorious for the operatives, and the adoption of
means whereby both should be prevented for the future; the securing for the
working classes fair treatment during work; the rescuing of women and children
from the factory; the means of education, and the abolition of stoppages and
underhand abatements of wages. Believing further that it is their duty to endeavor
to secure to those who labor a fair participation in the profits of their work; and
above all this, to obtain for them the means of independent self-employment, with
a view to their emancipation from wages-slavery altogether; and, being convinced that
the final step thereto is the obtaining the pecuniary leverage for action,
recommend for your consideration.

1. The organization of a system for the collection of a national revenue for
labor.

2. A plan for the security of the funds thus raised.

3. The application of the same and the securing of the rights of the working
classes.

4. The constitution of the Mass Movement.

1. The Raising of a National Labor Revenue.

a. A weekly levy on the wages, graduated according to the price of labor, as
follows:

Up to 4/ per week ... Uod. Up to 20/ per week ... 2d.
Up to 8/ per week ... %/4d. Up to 30/ per week ... 3d.
Up to 12/ per week ... 1d. Up to 40/ per week ... 4d.

Up to 15/ per week ..1'/od.

b. That the officers of the several bodies of wofking men, who act in
conjunction with the Mass Movement, forward the moneys thus raised to its
directing head.

I1. Security of the Funds.

a. That the local officers forward weekly all moneys they receive on behalf of
the Mass Movement to the directing head of the same as shall be further specified
below. The duly appointed officers for the reception thereof to return receipts
immediately for the moneys thus received.

b. That the directing heads shall invest all moneys they receive on behalf of the
Mass Movement (having powers to retain in hand a sum not exceeding £ 50) in a
bank, in their collective names; no such sum or sums, nor any part of the same, to
be drawn out of the bank except on presentation of the minute-books of the said
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directing body, containing an order for the same to be drawn, signed by such a
majority of the members of that body as shall hereafter be determined.

¢. That the money thus drawn shall be paper money, (unless under £5); that
the numbers of such notes shall be entered in a book, open to inspection and
published in the papers; that the notes thus received shall be cut into parts, and
each part intrusted to a separate member of the directing body; and where large
sums are drawn, that they be held in equal portions by each member.

d. That each member, thus intrusted with a portion of the said money, shall
give a promissory note amounting to his proportionate share of the money drawn,
supposing the same divided into equal parts according to the number of the
directing body; and that, should he refuse to apply for the purposes for which the
money was drawn, such part of note held by him, the document thus held against
him shall at once be put in force, but be cancelled on his paying over said part of
note; that the promissory notes thus given shall be deposited in a chest or safe,
which shall be placed in the custody of an independent and responsible party (not
a member of the directing body), who shall not allow any document to be taken
therefrom except in presence of all the directing body.

e. That the money thus drawn for any payment or purchase be paid by the
directors only in the mutual presence of each member of their body.

11— Application of the Funds.

a. The funds collected shall be applied as follows: To support all towns and
places now on strike, and for liquidating all debts contracted during the late and
present strikes and lockouts. That equal support shall be afforded to towns in
proportion to the number out of employ. That on the same principle as when
provisions run short on board of ship, each receives alike; thus the same relief shall
be given without distinction of high or low paid trader. That, although all existing
strikes and lockouts shall be supported, no future assistance will be given to any
body of men who do not recognize and support the Mass Movement.

b. That the department be opened to regulate the price of labor. That for this
purpose a monthly statement be issued for the price of the raw material employed
in all the trades in connection with the Mass Movement; the price of labor in the
same, and the selling price of the articles produced, and the other working charges.
That on the evidence thus furnished, the directing body shall issue a statement of
the profits of the employer; being open to receive from the latter a statement of
any peculiar and additional charges which the employers may have to meet. That
on the basis thus laid the price of labor shall be regulated, and the tariff of wages
be fixed in accordance with the same. That a similar plan be applied to the
agricultural interests of the country.

¢. That, while workingman has an undoubted right to participate in the profits
of the employer, he has a right higher still—that of employing himself; and that,
for the purpose of the self-employment, as also for the purpose of more effectually
regulating wages, by removing the power of surplus labor from the employer’s
hands, the funds of the Mass Movement be further employed in the purchase of
land. That the estates be purchased in the names of individuals not being members
of the directing body. That the estates be divided into farms, varying in size
according to the nature of the soil and the purposes to which they are to be
applied, viz: whether as individual tenancies or large cooperative undertakings.
That the said lands be retained by and never alienated from the Mass Movement.
That the land be let to tenants on short leases and at a fair and moderate rental.
That the clause be inserted in the lease whereby any tenant making the fault in
payment of rent shull immediately lose his right of tenancy. That a fourth clause be



64 Karl Marx

inserted whereby the tenant binds himself to pay the rental to the parties
appointed by the deed of assignment hereafter named. That the parties in whose
names the estates are bought execute a deed of assignment, whereby the tenant
shall pay the rent, not to them, but to the individuals then being directors of the
Mass Movement. That the directors of the time being shall execute a deed, binding
themselves in a penalty of £ 5,000 each, to two individuals, not being purchasers of
any estate; such penalty to be enforced should they, on leaving office, not execute a
deed of assignment of the said rental to their successors in office; those successors
to be bound in the same way.

d. That independence of self-employment and relief of the labor market from
its surplus be still more secure, your Committee recommend a further application
of the available funds for the establishment of cooperative factories, workshops and
stores, such to be the property of the Mass Movement. Those employed therein to
receive that amount of wages regulated by the tariff for the price of labor
previously named, and one-half of the net profits realized on the articles produced
and sold, the other half of the profits to go to the revenue of the Mass Movement.
That the chief manager of each cooperative undertaking be elected by the
operatives engaged therein, subject to the approbation of the directing body. That
the said manager of each respective undertaking regulate the purchases and sales
connected therewith, and return monthly to the directing body a statement of the
purchases, sales, payments, and loss or profit connected with the same. That, in
case grounds of complaint at difference arise between the operatives and manager,
the operatives shall have the power of dismissing the manager and electing another
by the majority of not less than three-fourths of their number. That one-half of the
net profits of each cooperative undertaking be sent by each respective manager to
the directing body. That the property for cooperation purposes purchased by the
Mass Movement be placed under a system of security similar to that applied to the
landed estates.

After a long discussion, the report of the Committee up to end
of the portion marked “II” was adopted on Wednesday’s sitting of
the Labor Parliament.* The Committee appointed for drawing up
this programme of action for the Mass Movement consisted of
Messrs. Ernest Jones, James Finlen, James Williams, Abraham
Robinson and James Bligh.

Written on March 10, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

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

Tribune, No. 4039, March 29; reprinted
in the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune,
No. 924, April 4, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx

2 March 8, 1854.— Ed.
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Frederick Engels

RETREAT OF THE RUSSIANS FROM KALAFAT®

The Russians have retreated from Kalafat, and have, it is stated,
entirely remodelled their plan of campaign. This is the glorious
end of the efforts and risks of a three months’ campaign, during
which the last resources of Wallachia have been completely
exhausted. This is the fruit of that inconceivable march into Little
Wallachia, which appeared to have been undertaken in utter
contempt of the first rules of strategy. In order to take Kalafat,
that only bridgehead held by the Turks on the left bank of the
Danube, the mass of the army® was concentrated on the extreme
right, in a position where the weakened centre and left appeared
completely abandoned to any attack that the enemy might chance
to undertake, and where an indifference was shown to the lines of
communications and retreat which is without parallel in the history
of warfare. That Omer Pasha has not profited by this blunder is
only to be explained by the interference of our Ambassador at
Constantinople.b How it is that, after all, the Russians have to
retreat disgracefully without having effected their purpose, we
shall have to show presently.

We say they have to retreat disgracefully, because an advance
preceded by blustering, crowned by taking up a merely threaten-
ing position, and ending in a quiet and modest retreat, without
even an attempt at serious fighting—because a move composed of
an uninterrupted series of mistakes and errors, resulting in

? The New-York Daily Tribune has: “the Russian army”.— Ed.

® The New-York Daily Tribune has: “How it happened that Omer Pasha has not
profited by this blunder, we have already had occasion to show.” (See this volume,
pp. 6-7).— Ed.
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nothing but the General’s?® conviction that he has made a complete
fool of himself —is the very height of disgrace.

Now to the state of the case. ‘

The Russians had, by the end of 1853, the following troops in
Wallachia, Moldavia, and Bessarabia: —

1. 4th corps of the army (Dannenberg) three divisions infantry,
one division cavalry, four brigades artillery—total, after deducting
losses, say 45,000 men.

2. Of the 5th corps (Luders) one division infantry, one division
cavalry, two brigades artillery—say 15,000 men.

3. 3rd corps (Osten-Sacken) three divisions infantry, one
division cavalry, four brigades artillery—say 55,000 men.

Total about 115,000 men, besides non-combatants and one
division of Liders’ corps in the neighbourhood of Odessa, which,
being wanted for garrison duty, cannot be taken into account.

The troops under Dannenberg and Liiders were the only ones
that had been in the Principalities up to the beginning of
December. The approach of Osten-Sacken’s corps was to be the
signal for the grand concentration for the attack on Kalafat.® His
place, on the Bug and the Pruth, was to be filled up by the 6th corps
(Cheodayeff), then on the road from Moscow. After the junction
of this latter corps, the Danubian army would have consisted of
about 170,000 men, but might have turned out to be stronger, if
the new levies of recruits from the South Western provinces were
at once directed to the theatre of war.

However, 115,000 to 120,000 men appeared to the Russian
Commander a sufficient force to defend the whole line of the
Danube from Brailow to Nicopolis, and spare a sufficient number
to be concentrated, from the extreme right, for an attack on
Kalafat.

When this movement was commenced, towards the end of
December, Kalafat could hardly harbour more than 10,000 to
12,000 defenders, with 8,000 more at Vidin, whose support
might be considered dubious, as they had to cross an unruly river
in a bad season. The slowness of the Russian movements, however,
the indecision of Prince Gorchakoff, and above all the activity
and boldness of Ismail Pasha, the commander at Kalafat,
permitted the Turks to concentrate some 40,000 men on the
menaced point, and to change Kalafat from a simple bridgehead
stormable by a force double that of its defenders into a

* M.D. Gorchakov.— Ed.
® The New-York Daily Tribune has: “for the grand concentration and the attack
on Kalafat.” — Ed.
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fortification which could shelter at least 30,000 men, and
withstand any but a regular siege attack. It has been justly said
that the highest triumph for the constructor of a field fortification
is the necessity for the enemy to open his trenches against it; if the
Russians did not actually open the trenches, it is merely because,
even with that extreme means, they did see no way of taking Ka-
lafat in the time they might set apart for the operation. Kalafat will
henceforth rank with Frederick II's camp at Bunzelwitz, with the
lines of Torres-Vedras, with the Archduke Charles’ entrenchments
behind Verona, as one of those efforts of field fortification that
are named as classical applications of the art in warlike history.*

Now let us look to the Russian means of attack. That they meant
in good earnest to take Kalafat, is shown by their parks of siege
artillery having been brought forward as far as Crajova. That
Omer Pasha, we may state by the way, allowed these guns to go
and return freely, is one of the many military inconceivabilities of
this war, to be explained merely through diplomatic influences.
The only thing,? then, for the Russians, was a sufficient mass of
troops to drive in the Turks, and to protect the trenches and
batteries, and to storm the breaches as soon as they should have
been opened. Here, again, Ismail Pasha acted like an energetic
and clever commander. His sally towards Chetatea on the 6th of
January—his vigorous attack ending in the defeat of a superior
Russian force, and the continued attacks of a similar nature he
executed, while the Russian concentration was still going on, and,
until he was fairly blockaded on his small Danubian Peninsula by
a superior force—in short, his system of defending himself by
concentrated offensive blows against single points of the Russian
line, and thereby destroying his enemy, as far as he could, in
detail, was exactly what a commander under his circumstances
should have done, and forms a cheering contrast with Omer
Pasha’s passive” defence at Oltenitza, or his lazy passivity, all this
while, on the lower Danube. For the petty attacks carried on by
him here and there, which appear never to have been broken off
at the proper moment, but carried on for days and days on the
same point with blind obstinacy, even when no result could be ex-
pected from them, these petty attacks do not count, when a move-
ment across the Danube with 40,000 to 60,000 men was wanted.

After all, the Russians completed, by the end of January, their
concentration around Kalafat. They were evidently superior in the

a TP; New-York Daily Tribune has: “The only thing necessary, then, for the

Russians...” — Ed.
The New-York Daily Tribune has: “previous”.— Ed.
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open field; they must therefore have had some 30,000 or 40,000
men. Now deduct these from 115,000, deduct then, say 20,000 or
25,000 men?* more for the defence of the line from Brailow to the
sea, and there remained for the whole of Greater Wallachia,
inclusive of garrisons, from 50,000 to 65,000 men—an army far
from sufficient to defend such a long line of attack, and a line of
communication running parallel with the line of attack, at a short
distance behind it. A vigorous attack on any point, even with a
force inferior to the whole of these 65,000 men, could not but
have ended in the utter defeat, in detail, of all these dispersed
Russian troops, and with the capture of all the Russian magazines.
Omer Pasha will have to explain, some time or other, his motives
for neglecting such an opportunity.

With all their efforts, then, the Russians could merely concen-
trate before Kalafat a force barely sufficient to drive in the
outposts, but not to attack the stronghold itself. They took nearly
five weeks to effect even this momentary and illusory success.
General Schilder, of the Engineers, was sent with positive orders
to take Kalafat. He came, he saw, and he resolved to do nothing®
until the arrival of Cheodayeff should allow fresh troops to come
up from the centre and left.

Five weeks the Russians stood in this dangerous position, rear
and flank exposed, as if provoking that attack which they could
not have resisted a moment; and five weeks Omer Pasha stood
menacing their flank and rear, in a position where he could see
their weakness without spectacles or telescopes—and he did
nothing. Verily, this system of modern warfare, under the
patronage of the Allied Courts,® is above comprehension!

All at once the news reaches London—*“The Russians are in full
retreat from Kalafat.” “Oh,” says The Times, “that is the effect of
our allies, the Austrians, having concentrated an army in Transyl-
vania, in the rear of the Russians®; that is the effect of the glorious
Austrian alliance, which is again the effect of our glorious Aber-
deen policy.” Three cheers for Aberdeen! But next day Austrian
authentic manifestoes show that no Austrian alliance exists,” and -
that the Austrians as yet have not said, and do not appear to
know themselves, for what purpose they have sent that army

* The New-York Daily Tribune has: “20,000 or 30,000 men”.— Ed.
An ironical allusion to Julius Caesar’s famous words: “Veni, vidi, vici.”— Ed.
© The New-York Daily Tribune has: “Allied Powers”.— Ed.
9 The Times, No. 21686, March 11, 1854, leader.— Ed.
N Report from the Vienna correspondent of March 8. The Times, No. 21688,
March 14, 1854 —Ed.
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where it is,—and, consequently, great uncertainty reigns as to the
cause of the Russian retreat.

We are now told that the Russians will try to cross the Danube
at the opposite point, between Brailow and Galatz, and thus
proceed on the direct road to Adrianople, as in 1828-29. If there
does not exist a perfect understanding between the Russians on
the one side, and the Anglo-French squadron on the other, this
march is strategically impossible. We have another cause to
account for this retreat. Cheodayeff is said to have been stopped
in this march, in order to form a camp of 30,000 or 40,000 men
above Odessa. If this be true, he cannot relieve any troops on the
Pruth and Sereth, nor reinforce Gorchakoff before Kalafat.
Consequently, Prince Gorchakoff has to retreat in as good order
as he came, and thus would end the grand tragi-comedy of the
Russian march against Kalafat.?

Written on March 13, 1854 Reproduced from The People’s
. . . Paper checked with the New-York
First published in The People’s Paper, Daily Tribune

No. 98, March 18, 1854 and in the
New-York Daily Tribune, No. 4040, March
30; reprinted in the New-York Weekly
Tribune, No. 655, April 1, 1854 as a leader

? The two concluding paragraphs in the New-York Daily Tribune are as follows:
“All at once the news reaches us that the Russians are in full retreat from Kalafat.
The English journals hereupon exclaim that it is the effect of their allies, the
Austrians, having concentrated an army in Transylvania, in the rear of the
Russians! That it is the effect of the glorious Austrian alliance which is again the
effect of the glorious policy of Lord Aberdeen. But presently an authentic Austrian
manifesto shows that no Austrian alliance exists and that the Austrians have not
said and as yet do not appear to know themselves for what purpose they have sent
that army where it is. And consequently our British contemporaries are in great
uncertainty as to the cause of the Russian retreat. But what is the cause of it? Why,
simply this: French and British troops are to go to Constantinople. Nothing more
easy or more plain than to send them thence to Odessa or Bessarabia and cut off
the communications of the Russians.

“However harmless the real intentions of the Coalition may be, pressure from
without may force them to act seriously. Gorchakoff evidently does not trust in
the merely diplomatic mission of the Western armies. If he were quite sure of
England, he could not be so of France. If he were sure of all the Cabinets, he could
not be so of the Generals. He might risk flank marches in the presence of the
Turks, but he supposes the matter must become serious so soon as French and
British troops arrive and threaten to fall on his flanks. Consequently, Cheodayeff is
stopped in his march to form a camp of 30,000 or 40,000 men above Odessa.
Consequently he cannot furnish any troops for the Pruth or Sereth. Consequently
no troops can come to reenforce Gorchakoff before Kalafat. Consequently the
attack upon that place becomes an impossibility: Consequently prince Gorchakoff
has to retreat in as good order as he came. And thus ends the great tragic-comedy
of the Russian march against Kalafat.”— Ed.
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Karl Marx

THE GREEK INSURRECTION ®

The insurrection among the Greek subjects of the Sultan, which
caused such alarm at Paris and London, has now been suppressed,
but its revival is thought not impossible. With regard to this
possibility we are able to say that after a careful investigation of
the documents relating to the whole affair so far, we are
convinced that the insurgents were found exclusively among the
mountaineers inhabiting the southern slope of the Pindus, and
that they met with no sympathy on the part of the other Christian
races of Turkey, save the pious freebooters of Montenegro; and
that the occupants of the plains of Thessaly, who form the only
compact Greek community still living under Turkish supremacy,
are more afraid of their compatriots than of the Turks themselves.
It is not to be forgotten that this spiritless and cowardly body of
population did not dare to rise even at the time of the Greek war
of independence.® As to the remainder of the Greek race,
numbering perhaps 300,000 souls, distributed throughout the
cities of the Empire, they are so thoroughly detested by the other
Christian tribes that, whenever a popular movement has been
successful, as in Servia and Wallachia, it has resulted in driving
away all the priests of Greek origin, arid in supplying their places
by native pastors.

But although the present Greek insurrection, considered with
reference to its own merits, is altogether insignificant, it still
derives importance from the occasion it affords to the western
Powers for interfering between the Porte and the great majority of
its subjects in Europe, among whom the Greeks count only one
million against ten millions of the other races professing the Greek
religion. The Greek inhabitants of the so-called kingdom as well as
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those living in the Ionian Isles under British rule consider it, of
course, to be their national mission to expel the Turks from
wherever the Greek language is spoken, and to annex Thessaly
and Epirus to a State of their own. They may even dream of a
Byzantine restoration, although, on the whole, they are too astute
a people to believe in such a fancy. But these plans of national
aggrandizement and independence on the part of the Greeks,
proclaimed at this moment in consequence of Russian intrigues, as
is proved by the lately detected conspiracy of the priest
Athanasius,”” and proclaimed too by the robbers of the mountains
without being reechoed by the agricultural population of the
plain—all have nothing to do with the religious rights of the
subjects of Turkey with which an attempt is made to mix them up.

As we learn from the English journals and from notice given in
the House of Lords by Lord Shaftesbury, and in the Commons by
Mr. Monckton Milnes,®> the British Government is to be called
upon in connection, partly at least, with these Greek movements to
take measures to meliorate the condition of the Christian subjects
of the Porte. Indeed, we are told explicitly that the great end
aimed at by the western Powers is to put the Christian religion on
a footing of equal rights with the Mahometan in Turkey. Now,
either this means nothing at all, or it means the granting political
and civil rights, both to Mussulmans and Christians, without any
reference to either religion, and without considering religion at all.
In other words, it means the complete separation of State and
Church, of Religion and Politics. But the Turkish State, like all
Oriental States, is founded upon the most intimate connection, we
might almost say, the identity of State and Church, of Politics and
Religion. The Koran is the double source of faith and law, for that
Empire and its rulers. But how is it possible to equalize the
faithful and the Giaour, the Mussulman and the Rajah before the
Koran? To do that it is necessary, in fact, to supplant the Koran
by a new civil code, in other words to break down the framework
of Turkish society and create a new order of things out of its
ruins.

On the other hand, the main feature that distinguishes the
Greek confession from all other branches of the Christian faith, is
the same identification of State and Church, of civil and
ecclesiastical life. So intimately interwoven were State and Church

* The Earl of Shaftesbury’s speech in the House of Lords on March 10, 1854.
The Times, No. 21686, March 11, 1854: M.Milnes’ speech in the House of
Commons on March 13, 1854. The Times, No. 21688, March 14, 1854.— Ed.
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in the Byzantine Empire, that it is impossible to write the history of
the one without writing the history of the other. In Russia the same
identity prevails, although there, in contradistinction to the
Byzantine Empire, the Church has been transformed into the
mere tool of the State, the instrument of subjugation at home and
of aggression abroad. In the Ottoman Empire in conformity with
the Oriental notions of the Turks, the Byzantine theocracy has
been allowed to develop itself to such a degree, that the parson of
a parish is at the same time the judge, the mayor, the teacher, the
executor of testaments, the assessor of taxes, the ubiquitous
factotum of civil life, not the servant, but the master of all work.
The main reproach to be cast upon the Turks in this regard is not
that they have crippled the privileges of the Christian priesthood,
but, on the contrary, that under their rule this all-embracing
oppressive tutelage, control, and interference of the Church has
been permitted to absorb the whole sphere of social existence. Mr.
Fallmerayer very amusingly tells us, in his Orientalische Briefe,” how
a Greek priest was quite astonished when he informed him that
the Latin clergy enjoyed no civil authority at all, and had to
perform no profane business. “How,” exclaimed the priest, “do
our Latin brethren contrive to kill time?”

It is plain then that to introduce a new civil code in Turkey, a
code altogether abstracted from religion, and based on a complete
separation of State and Church, would be not only to abolish
Mahometanism, but also to break down the Greek Church as now
established in that Empire. Can any one be credulous enough to
believe in good earnest that the timid and reactionary val-
etudinarians of the present British Government have ever
conceived the idea of undertaking such a gigantic task, involving a
perfect social revolution, in a country like Turkey? The notion is
absurd. They can only entertain it for the purpose of throwing
dust in the eyes of the English people and of Europe.

Written on March 14, 1854 Reproduced from the newspaper

First published in the New-York Daily
Tribune, No. 4039, March 29, 1854 as a
leader

a Fallmerayer, Fragmente aus dem Orient.— Ed.
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Karl Marx

THE DOCUMENTS ON THE PARTITION
OF TURKEY *®

London, Tuesday, March 21, 1854

A most important event is the compulsory publication by
Ministers of their secret correspondence with the Emperor of
Russia during the first three months of their administration, as
also of the memorandum of the interview between the Czar and
Lord Aberdeen in 1844, which the Journal de St. Pétersbourg
challenged the latter to produce.®”

I begin with an analysis of the “memorandum” by Count
Nesselrode, delivered to Her Majesty’s Government, and founded
on communications from the Emperor of Russia, subsequent to his
visit to England in June, 1844. The present status quo of the Ot-
toman Empire is “the most compatible with the general interest of
the maintenance of peace.” England and Russia agree on this prin-
ciple, and therefore unite their efforts to keep up that Status quo.

“With this object, the essential point is to suffer the Porte to live in repose,

without needlessly disturbing it by diplomatic bickerings, and without interfering,
without absolute necessity, in its internal affairs.”

Now, how is this “system of forbearance” to be successfully
carried out? Firstly, by Great Britain not interfering with the
interpretation Russia may think fit to put upon her treaties with
the Porte, but forcing it, on the contrary, to act in conformity with
those treaties as interpreted by Russia; and, in the second place, by
allowing Russia “constantly” to meddle between the Sultan and his
Christian subjects. In a word, “the system of forbearance” toward
the Porte means a system of complicity with Russia. This strange
proposition is, however, far from being expressed in rude terms.
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The memorandum affects to speak of “all the great Powers,”
but at the same time plainly intimates that there exist no great
Powers at all besides Russia and England. France, it is said, will

“find herself obliged to act in conformity with the course agreed upon between
St. Petersburg and London.”

Austria is represented as a mere appendage to Russia, enjoying
no life of her own, following no distinct policy, but one “closely
united by the principle of perfect identity’ with that of Russia.
Prussia is treated as a nonentity, not worth mentioning, and
consequently is not so much as mentioned. “All the great Powers,”
then, is only a rhetorical figure for the two Cabinets of St
Petersburg and London; and the line of conduct to be agreed
upon by all the great Powers means the line of conduct drawn up
at St. Petersburg and to be acted upon at London. The
memorandum says:

“The Porte has a constant tendency to extricate itself from the engagements
imposed upon it by the treaties which it has concluded with other powers. It hopes
to do so with impunity, because it reckons on the mutual jealousy of the Cabinets.
It thinks that if it fails in its engagements toward one of them, the rest will espouse
its quarrel, and will screen it from all responsibility.

“It is essential not to confirm the Porte in this delusion. Every time that it fails
in its obligations toward one of the great Powers, it is the interest of all the rest to
make it sensible of its error, and seriously to exhort it to act rightly toward the
Cabinet which demands just reparation.

“As soon as the Porte shall perceive that it is not supported by the other Cabinets, it will
give way, and the differences which have arisen will be arranged in a conciliatory
manner, without any conflict resulting from them.”

This is the formula by which England is called upon to assist
Russia in her policy of extorting new concessions from Turkey, on
the ground of her ancient treaties.

“In the present state of feeling in Europe, the Cabinets cannot see with
indifference the Christian populations in Turkey exposed to flagrant acts of
oppression or religious intolerance. It is necessary constantly to make the Ottoman
Ministers sensible of this truth, and to persuade them that they can only reckon on
the friendship and on the support of the great Powers on the condition that they
treat the Christian subjects of the Porte with toleration and with mildness....

“It will be the duty of the foreign representatives, guided by these principles, to
act among themselves in a perfect spirit of agreement. If they address
remonstrances to the Porte, those remonstrances must bear a real character of
unanimity, though divested of one of exclusive dictation.”

In this mild way England is taught how to back Russia’s
pretensions to a religious Protectorate over the Christians of Turkey.
Having thus laid down the premises of her “policy of forbear-
ance,” Russia cannot conceal from her confidante that this very
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forbearance may prove more fatal than any policy of aggression,
and fearfully contribute to develop all the “elements of dissolu-
tion” the Ottoman Empire contains: so that some fine morning

“unforeseen circumstances may hasten its fall, without its being in the power of the
friendly Cabinets to prevent it.”

The question is then raised: what would have to be done in the
event of such unforeseen circumstances producing a final catas-
trophe in Turkey.

The only thing wanted, it is said, in the event of Turkey’s fall
becoming imminent, is England and Russia’s “coming to a previous
understanding before having recourse to action.” *“'This notion,” we are
assured by the memorandum, “was in principle agreed upon
during the Emperor’s last residence in London” (in the long
conferences held between the Autocrat on the one hand, and the
Duke of Wellington, Sir Robert Peel, and the Earl of Aberdeen on
the other hand). The result was

“the eventual engagement that, if anything unforeseen occurred in Turkey, Russia
and England should previously concert together as to the course which they should pursue in
common.”

Now, what means this eventual engagement? Firstly, that Russia
and England should previously come to a common understanding
as to the partition of Turkey; and secondly, that in such a case,
England was to bind herself to form a Holy Alliance with Russia
and Austria, described as Russia’s alter ego, against France, who
would be “obliged” i.e., forced to act in conformity with their
views. The natural result of such a common understanding would
be to involve England in a deadly war with France, and thus to
give Russia full sway to carry out her own policy on Turkey.

Great stress is again and again laid upon the “unforeseen
circumstances” that may accelerate the downfall of Turkey. At the
conclusion of the memorandum the mysterious phrase, however,
disappears, to be replaced by the more distinct formulation: “If
we foresee that the Ottoman Empire must crumble to pieces,
England and Russia have to enter into a previous concert, etc....”
The only unforeseen circumstance, then, was the unforeseen
declaration on the part of Russia that the Ottoman Empire must
now crumble to pieces. The main point gained by the eventual
engagement is the liberty granted to Russia to foresee, at a given
moment, the sudden downfall of Turkey, and to oblige England to
enter into negotiations, on the common understanding of such a
catastrophe being at hand.
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Accordingly, about ten years after the memorandum had been
drawn up, due notice is given to England that the vitality of the
Ottoman Empire is gone, and that they had now to enter upon
their previously arranged concert to the exclusion of France, i.e. to
conspire behind the backs of Turkey and France. This overture
opens the series of secret and confidential papers exchanged
between St. Petersburg and the Coalition Cabinet.

Sir G.H.Seymour, the British Embassador at St. Petersburg,
sends his first secret and confidential dispatch to Lord J.Russell,
the then Foreign Minister, on January 11, 1853. On the evening
of the 9th January he had the “honor” to see the Emperor at the
Palace of the Grand Duchess Helen,® who had condescended to
invite Lady Seymour and himself to meet the Imperial family. The
Emperor came up to him in his most gracious manner, expressing
his great pleasure at the news of the formation of the Coalition
Cabinet, to which he wished long life, desiring the Embassador to
convey to old Aberdeen his congratulation on his part, and to beat
into Lord John Russell’s brains

“that it was very essential that the two Governments—the English Government
and I, and I and the English Government—should be on the best terms; and that
the necessity was never greater than at present.”

Mark that these words were spoken in January, 1853, at the
very time when Austria, “between whom and Russia” —according
to the memorandum—“there exists an entire conformity of
principles in regard to the affairs of Turkey,” was openly engaged
in troubling the waters at Montenegro.

“When we are agreed,” said the Czar, “it is immaterial what the others may
think or do. Turkey,” he continued, in a hypocritical manner of condolence, “is in
a-very critical state, and may give us all a great deal of trouble.”

Having said so much, the Czar proceeded to shake hands with
Sir H. Seymour, very graciously, as if about to take leave of him;
but Sir Hamilton, to whom it “instantly occurred that the
conversation was incomplete,” took “the great liberty” humbly to
pray the Autocrat to “speak a little more explicitly with regard to
the affairs of Turkey.”

“The Emperor’s words and manner,” remarks this observer, “although still very

kind, showed that His Majesty had no intention of speaking to me of the
demonstration which he is about to make in the South.”

* Yelena Pavlovna.— Ed.
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Be it remarked that already in his dispatch of Jan. 7, 1853, Sir
Hamilton had informed the British Government that

“orders had been dispatched to the 5th corps d’armée to advance to the frontiers
of the Danubian provinces..., and that the 4th corps ... would be ordered to hold
itself in readiness to march if necessary;”

and in a dispatch dated Jan. 8, 1853, that Nesselrode had
expressed to him his opinion of the “necessity that the diplomacy
of Russia should be supported by a demonstration of force.”

“The Emperor,” Sir Hamilton continues his dispatch,a “said, at first with a little

hesitation, but, as he proceeded, in an open and unhesitating manner:

““The affairs of Turkey are in a very disorganized condition; the country itself
seems to be falling to pieces (menace ruine); the fall will be a great misfortune, and
it is very important that England and Russia should come to a perfectly good
understanding upon these affairs, and that neither should take any decisive step of
which the other is not apprized.’

“‘Stay,” he exclaimed, ‘we have on our hands a sick man, a very sick man: it will
be, I tell you frankly, a great misfortune if, one of these days, he should slip away
from us, especially before all necessary arrangements were made. But, however,
this is not the time to speak to you on that matter.””

The patient, in this bear’s eyes, is so weak that he must eat him.
Sir Hamilton, somewhat frightened at this “unforeseen” diagnostic
of the Muscovite physician, answers in the true spirit of courtesy:

“Your Majesty is so gracious that you will allow me one further observation.
Your Majesty says the man is sick; it is very true; but Your Majesty will deign to

excuse me if I remark, that it is the part of the generous and strong to treat with
gentleness the sick and feeble man.”

The British Embassador comforts himself by the consideration,
that this concurrence on his part in the Czar’s view of Turkey and
sickness and his appeal to forbearance with the sick man did “at
least not give offense.” Thus ends Sir H. Seymour’s report on his
first confidential conversation with the Czar; but, although
appearing a perfect courtier in this vis-a-vis, he has sufficient good
sense to warn his Cabinet and to tell them what follows:

“Any overture of this kind only tends to establish a dilemma. The dilemma
seems to be this: If Her Majesty’s Government do not come to an understanding
with Russia as to what is to happen in the event of the sudden downfall of Turkey,
they will have the less reason for complaining if results displeasing to England
should be prepared. If, on the contrary, Her Majesty’s Government should enter
into the consideration of such eventualities, they make themselves in some degree
consenting parties to a catastrophe which they have so much interest in warding off
as long as possible.”

% The reference is to the dispatch of Sir G.H.Seymour to Lord Russell dated
January 11, 1853.— Ed.
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Sir Hamilton winds up his dispatch with the following epigram-
matic sentence:

“The sum is probably this, that England has to desire a close concert with
Russia, with a view to preventing the downfall of Turkey—while Russia would be

well pleased that the concert should apply to the events by which this downfall is to
be followed.”

On the 14th of January, as Sir G.H.Seymour informs Lord
J- Russell, in his dispatch dated 22d January, 1853, he had another
confidential interview with the Czar, whom “he found alone.” The
Autocrat condescended to give the English Embassador a lesson in
Eastern affairs. The dreams and plans of the Empress Catherine 11
were known, but he did not indulge in them. On the contrary,
in his opinion there existed, perhaps, only one danger for Russia,
that of a further extension of his already too vast dominions.
(Your readers will recollect that I alluded to this in extracting a
passage from the dispatches of Count Pozzo di Borgo.”) The status
quo of Turkey was the most consonant with Russian interests. On
the one hand, the Turks had lost their spirit of military enterprise,
and on the other,

“this country was strong enough, or had hitherto been strong enough, to preserve
its independence and to ensure respectful treatment from other countries.”

But in that empire there happened to be several millions of
Christians he must take care of, hard and “inconvenient” as the
task might be. To do this he was bound at once by his right, his
duty and his religion. Then, all of a sudden, the Czar returned to
his parable of the sick man, the very sick man, whom they must by
no means allow “to suddenly die on their hands” (de leur
échapper).”

“Chaos, confusion, and the certainty of a European war, must attend the

catastrophe if it should occur unexpectedly, and before some ulterior scheme had been
sketched.”

Having, thus, again given notice of the impending death of the
Ottoman Empire, the summons to England followed in conformity
with the “eventual engagement” to discount the heritage in
common with Russia. “Still, he avoids sketching his own ulterior
system,” contenting himself by establishing, in a parliamentary
way, the main point to be kept in view in the event of a partition.

“I desire to speak to you as a friend and a gentleman. If England and I arrive at
an understanding of this matter, as regards the rest, it matters little to me; it is
indifferent to me what others do or think. Frankly, then, I tell you plainly, that if
England thinks of establishing herself one of these days at Constantinople, 1 will
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not allow it. I do not attribute this intention to you, but it is better on these
occasions to speak plainly; for my part, I am equally disposed to take the
engagement not to establish myself there, as proprietor that is to say, for as
occupier I do not say; it might happen that circumstances, if no previous provision
were made, if everything should be left to chance, might place me in the position
of occupying Constantinople.”

England, therefore, will be forbidden to establish herself at
Constantinople. The Czar will do so, if not as proprietor, at least
in the quality of a temporary occupier. The British Embassador
thanked His Majesty for the frankness of this declaration. Nicholas
then alluded to his past conversation with the Duke of Wellington,
of ‘which the memorandum of 1844 is the record, and, as it were,
the résumé. Passing to the question of the day—to his claims to the
Holy Places—the British Embassador expressed his fears:

“Two consequences that might be anticipated from the appearance of a Russian
army—the one being the counter-demonstration which might be provoked on the
part of France; the other, and the more serious, the rising, on the part of the
Christian population, against the Sultan’s authority, already so much weakened by
revolts, and by a severe financial crisis. The Emperor assured me that no
movement of his forces had yet taken place (n’ont pas bougé), and expressed his
hope that no advance would be required. With regard to a French Expedition to the
Sultan’s dominions, His Majesty intimated that such a step would bring affairs to an
immediate crisis; that a sense of honor would compel him to send his forces into
Turkey without delay or hesitation: that if the result of such an advance should
prove to be the overthrow of the Great Turk (le Grand Turc), he should regret the
event, but should feel that he had acted as he was compelled to do.”

The Czar has now given England the theme she has to work
out, viz: to sketch an “ulterior system” for superseding the
Ottoman Empire, and “to enter into a previous concert as to
everything relating to the establishment of a new order of things,
intended to replace that which now exists.” He encouraged his
pupil by holding forth the prize he might gain from a successful
solution of this problem, dismissing him with the paternal advice:

“A noble triumph would be obtained by the civilization of the Nineteenth
century, if the void left by the extinction of Mohammedan rule in Europe could be
filled up without an interruption of the general peace, in consequence of the
precautions adopted by the two principal Governments the’ most interested in the
destinies of Turkey.”

England being thus summoned, Lord J.Russell appears and
sends in his answer in a secret and confidential dispatch dated
Feb. 9, 1853. If Lord John had been fully aware of the Czar’s
perfidious plan to press England into a false position by the mere
fact of her entering into secret communications with him, as to the
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future partition of an allied State, he would have acted like the
Czar, and have contented himself with making a verbal reply to
Baron Brunnow, instead of dispatching an official State paper to
St. Petersburg. Before the secret papers were laid before the
House, The Times had described Lord John’s dispatch as a most
powerful and “indignant refusal” of the Czar’s proposals.” In its
yesterday’s number it withdraws its own eulogy of Lord John,
declaring that “the document does not deserve the praise it had
been led, on imperfect information, to apply to it.”” Lord John
incurred the wrath of The Times in consequence of his declaration,
in Friday’s sitting of the Commons,® that he certainly was not in
the habit of making communications to that paper, and that he
had not even read the article alluding to his answer to Sir
G. H.Seymour until three days after its publication.

Any one acquainted with the humble and abject tone assumed
by every English Minister since 1814, Canning not even excepted,
in their communications with Russia, will be forced to own that
Lord John’s dispatch is to be regarded as a heroic performance on
the part of that little earthman.

The document having the character of an important contribu-
tion to history, and being proper to illustrate the development of
negotiations, your readers will be glad to be acquainted with it in
extenso. -

“LORD JOHN RUSSELL TO SIR G.H.SEYMOUR
(“Secret and Confidential)
“Foreign Office, February 9, 1853

“Sir: I have received, and laid before the Queen, your secret and confidential
dispatch of the 22d of January.

“Her Majesty, upon this as upon former occasions, is happy to acknowledge the
moderation, the frankness, and the friendly disposition of His Imperial Majesty.

“Her Majesty has directed me to reply in the same spirit of temperate and
amicable discussion.

“The question raised by His Imperial Majesty is a very serious one. It is,
supposing the contingency of the dissolution of the Turkish Empire to be probable,
or even imminent, whether it is not better to be provided beforehand for a
contingency than to incur the chaos, confusion, and the certainty of a European
war, all of which must attend the catastrophe if it should occur unexpectedly, and
before some ulterior system has been sketched; this is the point, said His Imperial
Majesty, to which I am desirous that you should call the attention of your
Government.

2 The Times, No. 21686, March 11, 1854, leader.— Ed.
® The Times No. 21698, March 20, 1854, leader.— Ed.
¢ March 17, 1854.— Ed.
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“In considering this grave question, the first reflection that occurs to Her
Majesty’s Government is that no actual crisis has occurred which renders necessary
a solution of this vast European problem. Disputes have arisen respecting the Holy
Places, but these are without the sphere of the internal government of Turkey, and
concern Russia, and France rather than the Sublime Porte. Some disturbance of the
relations between Austria and the Porte has been caused by the Turkish attack on
Montenegro; but this again relates rather to dangers affecting the frontier of
Austria, than the authority and safety of the Sultan; so that there is no sufficient
cause for intimating to the Sultan that he cannot keep peace at home, or preserve
friendly relations with his neighbors.

“It occurs further to Her Majesty’s Government to remark, that the event which
is contemplated is not definitely fixed in point of time. When William III and
Louis XIV disposed, by treaty, of the succession of Charles II, of Spain,72 they
were providing for an event which could not be far off. The infirmities of the
sovereign of Spain, and the certain end of any human life, made the contingency
in prospect both sure and near. The death of the Spanish king was in no way
hastened by the treaty of partition. The same thing may be said of the provision
made in the last century for the disposal of Tuscany " upon the decease of the last
prince of the house of Medici.® But the contingency of the dissolution of the
Ottoman Empire is of another kind. It may happen twenty, fifty, or a hundred
years hence.

“In these circumstances it would hardly be consistent with the friendly feelings toward the
Sultan which animate the Emperor of Russia, no less than the Queen of Great Britain, to
dispose beforehand of the provinces under his dominion. Besides this consideration,
however, it must be observed, that an agreement made in such a case tends very
surely to hasten the contingency for which it is intended to provide. Austria and
France could not, in fairness, be kept in ignorance of the transaction, nor would
such concealment be consistent with the end of preventing a European war.
Indeed, such concealment cannot be intended by His Imperial Majesty. It is to be
inferred that, as soon as Great Britain and Russia should have agreed on the
course to be pursued, and have determined to enforce it, they should communicate
their intentions to the Great Powers of Europe. An agreement thus made and thus
communicated would not be very long a secret; and while it would alarm and
alienate the Sultan, the knowledge of its existence would stimulate all his enemies
to increased violence and more obstinate conflict. They would fight with the
conviction that they must ultimately triumph; while the Sultan’s generals and
troops would feel that no immediate success could save their cause from final
overthrow. Thus would be produced and strengthened that very anarchy which is
now feared, and the foresight of the friends of the patient would prove the cause
of his death.

“Her Majesty’s Government need scarcelv enlarge on the dangers attendant_on
the execution of any similar convention. The example of the Succession War” is
enough to show how little such agreements are respected when a pressing
temptation urges their violation. The position of the Emperor of Russia as
depositary, but not proprietor, of Constantinople, would be exposed to numberless
hazards, both from the long-cherished ambition of his own nation and the
jealousies of Europe. The ultimate proprietor, whoever he might be, would hardly
be satisfied with the inert, supine attitude of the heirs of Mohammed II. A great

:‘ Gian Gastone.— Ed.
* The reference is to the war of the Spanish succession.— Ed.
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influence on the affairs of Europe seems naturally to belong to the Sovereign of
Constantinople, holding the gates of the Mediterranean and the Black Sea.

“That influence might be used in favor of Russia; it might be used to control
and curb her power.

“His Imperial Majesty has justly and wisely said: My country is so vast, so
happily circumstanced in every way, that it would be unreasonable in me to desire
more territory or more power than I possess. On the contrary, he observed, our
great, perhaps our only danger, is that which would arise from an extension given
to an Empire already too large. A vigorous and ambitious State, replacing the
Sublime Porte, might, however, render war on the part of Russia a necessity for the
Emperor or his successors.

“Thus European conflict would arise from the very means taken to prevent it;
for neither England nor France, nor probably Austria, would be content to see
Constantinople permanently in the hands of Russia.

“On the part of Great Britain, Her Majesty’s Government at once declare that
they renounce all intention or wish to hold Constantinople. His Imperial Majesty
may be quite secure upon this head. They are likewise ready to give an assurance
that they will enter into no agreement to provide for the contingency of the fall of
Turkey without previous communication with the Emperor of Russia.

“Upon the whole, then, Her Majesty’s Government are persuaded that no
course of policy can be adopted more wise, more disinterested, more beneficial to
Europe than that which His Imperial Majesty has so long followed, and which will
render his name more illustrious than that of the most famous sovereigns who have
sought immortality by unprovoked conquest and ephemeral glory.

“With a view to the success of this policy, it is desirable that the utmost
forbearance should be manifested toward Turkey; that any demands which the
Great Powers of Europe may have to make should be made matter of friendly
negotiation rather than of peremptory demand; that military and naval demonstra-
tions to coerce the Sultan should as much as possible be avoided; that differences
with respect to matters affecting Turkey, within the competence of the Sublime
Porte, should be decided after mutual concert between the Great Powers, and not
be forced upon the weakness of the Turkish Government.

“To these cautions Her Majesty’s Government wish to add that, in their view, it
is essential that the Sultan should be advised to treat his Christian subjects in
conformity with the principles of equity and religious freedom which prevail
generally among the enlightened nations of Europe. The more the Turkish
Government adopts the rules of impartial law and equai administration, the less
will the Emperor of Russia find it necessary to apply that exceptional protection
which His Imperial Majesty has found so burdensome and inconvenient, though no
doubt prescribed by duty and sanctioned by treaty.

“You may read this dispatch to Count Nesselrode, and, if it is desired, you may
yourself place a copy of it in the hands of the Emperor. In that case you will
accompany its presentation with those assurances of friendship and confidence on
the part of Her Majestv the Queen, which the conduct of His Imperial Majesty was

sO sure to inspire. .
I am &c.

“J. Russell”

I am obliged to postpone the conclusion of this analysis to my
next letter.® Before concluding, however, I will give you, in

* Sce this volume, pp. 84-99.— Ed.
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addition to previous communications, the most recent news I have
obtained, from a source not otherwise accessible to the public,”
regarding the attitude and plans of Prussia.?

When the conflict between Russia on the one hand, and the
Anglo-French Alliance on the other, already reached a certain
climax, the Emperor Nicholas dispatched an autograph letter to
his brother-in-law® at Berlin, in which he stated that though
England and France might do him some damage at sea he feared
nothing from them on land, having 600,000 soldiers ready to take
the field at the end of April. Of these he would place 200,000 at
the disposition of Frederick William, if the latter engaged himself
to march on Paris and dethrone Louis Napoleon. The imbecile
king was so much taken in by this proposition that Manteuffel
required three days’ discussion to dissuade him from taking the
pledge. So much for the king.

As to Herr von Manteuffel himself, the ‘“‘great character”‘ of
whom the Prussian middle classes are so proud, the whole man
lies open, as in a nutshell, in his secret instructions sent to Mr.
Bunsen, his Embassador at London, at the same period as the
above Russian letter was received, and which came into my
possession through certainly a different manner than that by
which Mr. Bunsen possessed himself of my private letters.”” The
contents of these instructions, betraying in the arrogant ambiguity
of their style at once the schoolmaster and the drill-sergeant, are
nearly as follows: “Look sharp whence the wind blows. If you
observe that England is in earnest alliance with France, and
determined to push on the war, take your stand on the ‘integrity
and independence’ of Turkey. If you observe her wavering in
policy and disinclined to war, out with your lance and break it
cheerfully for the honor and character of the king, my master and
yours.”

Is the Autocrat wrong then in treating Prussia as a non-entity?
Written on March 21, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

. . . X Daily Tribune
First published in the New-York Daily -
Tribune. No. 4045, April 5; reprinted in
the  New-York  Semi-Weekly  Tribune,

No. 925, April 7 and the New-York Weekly
Tribune, No. 656, April 8, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx

T See this volume, p. 8.— Ed.

" Frederick William IV.— Ed.

¢ Presumably an allusion to Heine’s “Kein Talent doch ein Charakter” from
Atta Troll, Kap. 24— Ed.



84

Karl Marx

THE SECRET DIPLOMATIC CORRESPONDENCE

London, Friday, March 24, 1854

Although Lord J. Russell’s dispatch® may, upon the whole, be
described as a polite refusal of the Czar’s proposition to enter into
a previous concert on the eventual partition of Turkey, there
occur some very strange passages, to which I call the attention of
your readers. Lord John says:

“There is no sufficient cause for intimating to the Sultan that htl?) cannot keep
peace at home, or preserve friendly relations with his neighbors.”

Now, nowhere in the confidential communications of Sir
H. Seymour do we meet an allusion to the Czar having proposed to
intimate to the Sultan anything of the sort. We must, therefore,
conclude either that Lord Russell, while simulating opposition to
such a step, meant to insinuate it himself, or that some of Sir
Hamilton’s confidential communications are suppressed in the pa-
pers laid before the House. The matter looks the more suspi-
cious as, only 16 days later, on Feb. 25, 1853, Lord Clarendon,
on his accession to the Foreign Office, gave the following instruc-
tions to Lord Stratford de Redcliffe:

“Your Excellency will, with all the frankness and unreserve that may be
consistent with prudence and the dignity of the Sultan, explain the reasons which
lead Her Majesty’s Government to fear that the Ottoman Empire is now in a
position of peculiar danger. The accumulated grievances of foreign nations which the
Porte is unable or unwilling to redress, the mal-adm inistration of its own affairs and
the increasing weakness of executive power in Turkey, have caused the allies of the

? See this volume, pp. 80-82.— Ed.
® Ibid., p. 81.— Ed.
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Porte latterly to assume a tone alike novel and alarming and which, if persevered
in, may lead to a general revolt of the Christian subjects of the Porte, and prove
futal to the independence and integrity of the Empire, a catastrophe that would be
deeply deplored by Her Majesty’s Government, but which it is their duty to
represent to the Porte as considered probable and impending by some of the Great
European Powers.” (See the Blue Books on the Rights and Privileges of the Latin
and Greek Churches, Vol. 1, pages 81 and 82.)

Was this not “intimating” to the Sultan, on the part of England,
in plain words: “that he cannot keep peace at home or preserve
friendly relations with his neighbors?” The Czar had told Sir
Hamilton in a very off-hand way that he would not allow England
to establish herself at Constantinople, but that he, on his part,
intended to establish himself there, if not as proprietor, at least as
depositary.® How does Lord John reply to this impertinent
announcement? In the name of Great Britain he renounces “all
intention or wish to hold Constantinople.” He exacts no similar
pledge from the Czar.

“The position of the Emperor of Russia,” he says, “as depositary, but not
proprietor, of Constantinople, would be exposed to numberless hazards, both from
the long-cherished ambition of his own nation and the jealousies of Europe.”b

The jealousies of Europe, but not the opposition of England! As
to England, she would not allow—no—Lord John Russell dares
not speak to Russia in the same tone in which Russia speaks to
England—she would “not be content to see Constantinople perma-
nently in the hands of Russia.” She will, then, be content to see it
temporarily so. In other.words she fully concurs in the Czar’s own
proposal. She will not allow what he himself renounces, but is
prepared to suffer what he intends doing.

Not “content” with installing the Czar as the eventual depositary
of Constantinople, Lord John Russell declares in the name of the
English Government that “they will enter into no agreement to
provide for the contingency of the fall of Turkey without previous
communication to Russia.” That is to say, although the Czar told
Sir H. Seymour that he had entered into an agreement with
Austria before making any previous communication to England,
she on her part pledges herself to communicate with Russia
previously to entering into an agreement with France.

* See this volume, pp. 78-79.— Ed.
" Ibid., p. 81.— Ed.
“ hid., p. 82.— Ed.
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“Upon the whole,” says Lord John, “no course of policy can be adopted more
wise, more disinterested, more beneficial to Europe than that which His Imperial
Majesty has so long followed.”

His Cossack Majesty happens to have followed, without ever
swerving from it, the policy inaugurated at his accession to the
throne, and which the liberal Lord John declares to have been so
disinterested and so beneficial to Europe.

The ostensible and main point of dispute in the present Eastern
complication is Russia’s claim to a religious protectorate over the
Greek Christians in the Ottoman Empire. The Czar, far from
disguising his pretensions, told Sir Hamilton plainly that “by treaty
he has a right to watch over those several millions,” that he “made
a moderate and sparing use of his right,” and that it was
“attended with obligations occasionally very inconvenient.” Does
Lord John Russell give him to understand that there exists no
such treaty, and that the Czar had no such right? That he had no
more right to meddle with the Greek subjects of Turkey than
England with the Protestant subjects of Russia, or France with the
Irishmen of Great Britain? Let him answer for himself.

“Her Majesty’s Government wish to add, that in their view it is essential that the
Sultan ‘should be advised to treat his Christian subjects in conformity with the
principles of equity and religious freedom: ...The more the Turkish Government
adopts the rules of impartial law and equal administration, the less will the
Emperor of Russia find it necessary to apply that exceptional protection which His
Imperial Majesty has found so burdensome and inconvenient, though no doubt
prescribed by duty and sanctioned by treaty.”

Russia’s exceptional protectorate over the subjects of the Porte
sanctioned by treatyl No doubt about that, says Lord John, and Lord
John is an honest man,* and Lord John speaks in the name of Her
Majesty’s Government, and Lord John addresses the Autocrat
himself. What, then, is England quarrelling about with Russia, and
why doubling the Income tax, and troubling the world with
war-like preparation? What was Lord John’s business when, some
weeks ago, he arose in Parliament, with the aspects, and in the
tone of a Cassandra, screaming and bouncing and gesticulating
bombastic imprecations against the faithlessness and perfidy of the
Czar?® Had [he] not himself declared to Caesar that Caesar’s

? Apparently an allusion to Antony’s words
“But Brutus says, he was ambitious;
And Brutus is an honourable man”
from Shakespeare, Julius Caesar, Act 111, Scene 2.— Ed.
Lord John Russell’s speech in the House of Commons on February 17, 1854.
The Times, No. 21668, February 18, 1854.— Ed.
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claims to the exclusive protectorate were “prescribed by duty and
sanctioned by treaty?”

What the coalition had to complain of, was certainly no
dissimulation or reserve of the Czar’s but, on the contrary, the
impudent familiarity with which he dared to unbosom himself
before them and make them the vessels of his most secret designs,
thus transforming the cabinet of Downing-st. into a private cabinet
in the Alexander Newski.* A man confides to you his intention to
murder your friend. He entreats you to enter with him upon a
previous concert about the booty. If the man be Emperor of
Russia and you an English Minister, you will not call him to
the bar, but thank him in humble terms for the great confi-
dence placed in you, and feel happy “to acknowledge his moder-
ation, frankness and friendly disposition,” as Lord John Russell
did.

Let us return to St. Petersburg.

On the night of the 20th Feb.—only eight days before Prince
Menchikoff’s arrival at Constantinople—the Autocsat came up to
Sir Hamilton Seymour at the soirée of the Grand Duchess
Hereditary’s,” when the following conversation took place between
these two ‘“‘gentlemen.”

The Czar:

“Well, so you have got your answer, and you are to bring it to me to-morrow.”

Sir Hamilton:

“I am to have that honor, Sire, but Your Majesty is aware that the nature of the
reply is very exactly what I had led you to expect.”

The Czar:

“So I was sorry to hear; but I think your Government does not well understand
my object. I am not so eager about what shall be done when the sick man dies, as I am
to determine with England what shall not be done upon that event taking place.”

Sir Hamilton:

“But, Sire, allow me to observe that we have no reason to think that the sick
man is dying; countries do not die in such a hurry. Turkey will remain for many a
vear, unless some unforeseen crisis should occur. It is precisely, Sire, for the
avoidance of all circumstances likely to produce such a crisis that Her Majesty’s
Government reckons upon your generous assistance.”

The Czar:

“I will tell you that if your Government has been led to believe that Turkey
retains any elements of existence, your Government must have received incorrect
information. I repeat to you that the sick man is dying; and we can never allow such an
event to take us by surprise. We must come to some understanding.... And
remember, I do not ask for a treaty or a protocol; a general understanding is all 1

? Nevsky Prospekt.— Ed.
> Maria Alexandrovna.— Ed.
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require—that between gentlemen is sufficient.... So no more for the present; you will
come to me to-morrow.”?

Sir Hamilton “thanked His Majesty very cordially,” but having
hardly left the Imperial saloon and returned home, suspicion
overcomes him, he sits down at his desk, reports to Lord John on
the conversation, and sums up his letter with these striking
marginal netes:

“It can hardly be otherwise but that the Sovereign who insists with such
pertinacity upon the impending fall of a neighboring State, must have settled in his own
mind that the hour, if not of its dissolution, at all events, for its dissolution, must be
at hand.... This assumption would hardly be ventured upon - unless some, perhaps
general, but at all events intimate understanding, existed between Russia and Austria.

“Supposing my suspicion to be well founded, the Emperor’s object is to engage Her
Majesty’s Government, in conjunction with his own Cabinet, and that of Vienna, in some
scheme for the ultimate partition of Turkey, and for the exclusion of France from the
arrangement.”

This dispatch arrived at London on the 6th of March, when
Lord Russell was already supplanted in the Foreign office by Lord
Clarendon.® The impression produced on the mind- of this
whining lover of Turkey by the Embassador’s anxious warnings is
quite surprising. Being fully aware of the Czar’s treacherous
design to partition Turkey to the exclusion of France, he tells
Count Walewski, the French Embassador at London, that “they,” in
contradistinction to France, “were disposed to place reliance in the
Emperor of Russia”—that “a policy of suspicion was neither wise
nor. safe’—and that “although he hoped the Governments of
England and France would always act together, when their policy
and their interests were identical, yet he must frankly say that the
recent proceedings of the French Government were not the best calculated
to secure that desirable result.” (See Blue Books, Vol. 1, pp. 93 and
98.)¢

Be it also remarked, en passant, that at the same time when the
Czar indoctrinated the British Embassador at St. Petersburg, The
Times was repeating at London, day after day, that the state of
Turkey was desperate, that the Ottoman Empire was crumbling to
pieces and that there remained nothing of it except the phantom
of “a Turk’s head dressed up in a turban.”*

The morning after the interview at the Imperial soiréde Sir
G. H. Seymour, according to the invitation received, waits upon the

: Sir G.H.Seymour to Lord John Russell. February 21, 1853.— Ed.
See this volume, p. 84.— Ed.

; The Earl of Clarendon to Lord Cowley. March 22 and 29, 1853.—Ed.
The Times, No. 21383, March 23, 1853, leader.— Ed.
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Czar and a “dialogue lasting one hour and twelve minutes” takes
place between them, on which he reports again in his dispatch to
Lord ]. Russell, dated Feb. 22, 1853.

The Emperor began by desiring Sir Hamilton to read to him
aloud Lord John’s secret and confidential dispatch of the 9th of
February. The declarations contained in this dispatch he declared,
of course, to be very satisfactory; he “could only desire that they
should be a little amplified.” He repeated that a Turkish
catastrophe was constantly impending, and

“that it might be brought about at any moment, either by an external war, or by
a feud between the old Turkish party and that of the ‘new superficial French
reforms,” or again, by a rising of the Christians, already known to be very impatient
of shaking off the Mussulman yoke.;

He does not allow the opportunity to slip without bringing forth
his worn-out bravado, that “if he had not stopped the victorious
progress of Gen. Diebich, in 1829, the Sultan’s authority would
have been at an end”—while it is a notorious fact, that of the
200,000 men he had then marched into Turkey 50,000 only
returned to their homes, and the rest of Diebich’s army would have
been annihilated on the plains of Adrianople but for the combined
treason of Turkish Pashas and foreign Embassadors.

He insists on his not requiring a system altogether arranged
between England and Russia, as to the previous disposal of the
provinces ruled by the Sultan, and still less a formal agreement to
be concluded between the two Cabinets, but only some general
understanding or exchange of opinions, each party confidentially
stating what it did not wish,

“what would be contrary to English interests, what would be contrary to Russian
interests, in order that, the case occurring, they might avoid acting in opposition to
each other.”?

By such a negative understanding the Czar would obtain all he
cares for: 1st, the breaking up of the Ottoman Empire settled
between England and Russia as a fait accompli, although in a
negative and conditional form, while it would rest with him so to
embroil matters as to be able to declare to England, with some
show of reason, that the contingency foreseen had arrived.
Secondly, a secret plan of action between England and Russia,

* Quotation from the confidential memorandum of the Russian Cabinet to the
British Government dated February 21 (March 4), 1853 which was communicated
by Count Nesselrode to Sir Seymour on March 7, and sent by the latter to London
on March 9, 1853 (see this volume, pp. 92-93).— Ed.
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however vague and negative, brought about behind the back and
to the exclusion of France, and thus necessarily setting England
and France by the ears. Thirdly, England being restrained by her
negative pledges as to what she would not do, he would have
liberty to elaborate very tranquilly his own plan of positive action.
Besides, it is evident that two parties agreeing as to what they will
not allow each other to do, in a given case, are only settling in an
evasive way what they will This negative sort of understanding
gives only the greater facilities to the more cunning of the two
parties.

“Perhaps your Majesty,” perplexed Sir Hamilton muttered,
“would be good enough to explain your own ideas upon this
negative policy.” The Czar, after some show of coy resistance,
feigns to yield under the gentle pressure and made the following
highly remarkable declaration:

“I will not tolerate the permanent occupation of Constantinople by the Russians;
having said this, I will say that it never shall be held by the English, or French, or
any other great nation. Again, I never will permit an attempt at the reconstruction
of a Byzantine Empire, or such an extension of Greece as would render her a
powerful State; still less will I permit the breaking up of Turkey into little
republics, asylums for the Kossuths and Mazzinis and other revolutionists of
Europe; rather than submit to any of these arrangements I would go to war, and as
long as I have a man and a musket left would carry it on.”

No Byzantine Empire, no powerful extension of Greece, no
confederation of little republics—nothing of the sort. What, then,
does he want? There was no need for the British Embassador to
guess. The Emperor himself, in the course of the dialogue, bursts
upon his interlocutor with the following proposition:

“The Principalities are in fact an independent state under my protection: this
might so continue. Servia might receive the same form of government. So again
with Bulgaria: there seems to be no reason why this province should not form an
independent state. As to Egypt, I quite understand the importance to England of
that territory. I can then only say, that if, in the event of a distribution of the
Ottoman succession upon the fall of the Empire, you should take possession of
Egypt. I shall have no objections to offer. I would say the same thing of Candia:
that island might suit you, and I do not know why it should not become an English
possession.”

Thus he proves that “in the event of the dissolution of the
Ottoman Empire, it might be less difficult to arrive at a
satisfactory territorial arrangement than was commonly believed.”
He declares frankly what he wants—the partition of Turkey—and
he gives the clearest possible outlines of that partition; clear as well
from what he reveals as from what his silence conceals. Egypt and
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Candia for England. The Principalities, Servia and Bulgaria to
exist as vassal states of Russia. Turkish Croatia, Bosnia and
Herzegovina he intentionally abstains from mentioning, to be
incorporated with Austria. Greece to be extended in a “not
powerful way”—say lower Thessaly and part of Albania. Constan-
tinople to be temporarily occupied by the Czar, and then to
become the capital of a state comprising Macedonia, Thracia, and
what remains of Turkey in Europe. But who is to be the definitive
possessor of that little empire, perhaps to be aggrandized by some
portions of Anatolia? He keeps close upon that point, but it is no
secret that he has some one in reserve for that post, viz: his
younger son,” who longs for an empire of his own. And
France—is she to receive nothing at all? Perhaps so. But no: she is
to be put off with—who will believe it?—with Tunis. “One of her
objects,” he tells Sir Hamilton, “is the possession of Tunis,” and
perhaps, in the event of a partition of the Ottoman Empire, he
might be so magnanimous as to indulge her appetite for Tunis.

The Czar speaks throughout in an affected tone of the most
haughty disdain of France. “It looks very much,” he says, “as if
the French Government were endeavoring to embroil us all in the
East.” As for himself, he cares not a straw about it:

“For his own part, he cared very little what line the French might think proper
to take in Eastern affairs, and that little more than a month ago he had apprised
the Sultan that if his assistance was required for resisting the menaces of the
French, it was entirely at the service of the Sultan!

“In a word, the Emperor went on to observe, ‘As I before told you, all I want is
a good understanding with England, and this not as to what shall, but as to what
shall not be done; this point arrived at, the English Government and I, I and the
English Government, having entire confidence in one another’s views, I care
nothing about the rest.””

“But Your Majesty has forgotten Austria!” exclaims Sir
Hamilton.

“Oh!” replied-the Emperor, greatly to his surprise, “but you must understand
that when I speak of Russia, I speak of Austria as well; what suits the one suils the other;
our interests as regards Turkey are perfectly identical.”

When he says Russia, he says Austria. As to Montenegro, he
states explicitly “that he approved the attitude taken by the
Austrian Cabinet.”

Having treated in a former conversation the Sultan as the

* Mikhail Nikolayevich.— Ed.
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“Grand Turk”? of the Vaudeville, he designs him now, after the
fashion of Paul de Kock, as ““Ce monsieur.” And how forbearing did
he not behave toward ce monsiewr? He has only dispatched a
Menchikoff to Constantinople. “If he chose, he certainly could
send an army there—there is nothing to stop them,” as he proved
afterward at Oltenitza and Chetatea, and by his own army’s
glorious retirement from Kalafat.

His Cossack Majesty dismissed Sir Hamilton with the words:
“Well, induce your Government to write again on these subjects—
to write more fully, and to do so without hesitation.”

On the 7th of March, shortly after this curious dialogue, or,
rather, monologue, the British Embassador is summoned to
appear before Count Nesselrode, who places in his hands “a very
confidential memorandum® which His Imperial Majesty had
caused to be drawn up, and which was intended as an answer to,
or a comment upon, the communication” of Lord John Russell.c
Count Nesselrode invites him to read the paper, which, in fact,
“was intended for his use.” Sir Hamilton, accordingly, peruses the
document, and he who had not found a single word of protest
against the Muscovite’s? elaborate insults against France, all of a
sudden trembles at discovering that “the impression under which
it has been framed is an incorrect one; that impression being
evidently that, in the disputes carried on between Russia and
France, Her Majesty’s Government had leant partially to the latter
power.”¢ The very next morning he hastily sends a billet doux to
Count Nesselrode, asserting that,

“far from having inclined, as has been stated, to France in the course of the late
critical transactions, it has been the desire of the Queen’s advisers, to the full extent
permitted (!) to a Government compelled (!!) to observe a neutral attitude, that ample
satisfaction shall be given to the demands which His Imperial Majesty’s Government
were justified in making.”

In consequence of this begging letter, Sir Hamilton has, of
course, another “very amicable and satisfactory conversation with
the Chancellor,” who comforts the British Embassador with the
assurance that he had misunderstood one passage of the
Emperor’s memorandum which did not intend reproaching
England with any partiality for France. “All,” said Count

* See this volume, p. 79.— Ed.
> Of February 21 (March 4), 1853.— Ed.
¢ See this volume, pp. 80-82.— Ed.
¢ Nicholas 1.— Ed.
: Sir G. H. Seymour to the Earl of Clarendon. March 9, 1853.— Ed.
Sir G. H. Seymour to Count Nesselrode. February 24 (March 8), 1853.— Ed.
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Nesselrode, “what was desired here was that, while appealing to the
Emperor’s magnanimity and feelings of justice, the British Government
should employ some efforts toward opening the eyes of the
French Minister.” There is nothing wanted “here” but England’s
creeping and cringing before the Kalmuk, and assuming a tone of
dictatory severity against the Frenchman. To convince the
Chancellor of the conscientious manner in which the British
Government had executed the latter part of their service, Sir
Hamilton reads him an extract from one of Lord John Russell’s
dispatches,* “as a specimen of the language held by an English
Minister against the French Government.” Count Nesselrode
finds his boldest expectations surpassed. He only “regretted that
he had not long ago been put in possession of evidence so con-
clusive.””®

The Russian memorandum in answer to Lord John’s dispatch is
described by Sir Hamilton, as “one of the most remarkable papers
which have been issued, not from the Russian, ‘Chancellery’, but
from the Emperor’s secret Cabinet.” © So it is. But it is superfluous
to dwell on it, as it merely resumes the views of the Czar as
developed in his “dialogue.” It impresses upon the British
Government that ‘“the result, whatever it might be, of these
communications, should remain a secret between the two
Sovereigns.” The Czar’s system, it observes, has, “‘as admitted by
the English Cabinet itself, been always one of forbearance” against
the Porte. France had adopted another line of conduct, thus
compelling Russia and Austria to act in their turn by intimidation.
In the whole memorandum Russia and Austria are identified. One
of the causes which might lead to the immediate downfall of
Turkey is expressly stated to be the Question of the Holy Shrines, and
“the religious sentiments of the orthodox Greeks offended by the
concessions made to the Latins.” At the close of the memorandum
“no less precious” than the assurances contained in Russell’s
dispatch are declared to be “the proofs of friendship and personal
confidence on the part of Her Majesty the Queen, which Sir Hamilton
Seymour had been directed on this occasion to impart to the
Emperor.” These “proofs’ of Queen Victoria’s allegiance to the
Czar have been wisely withheld from the British public, but may
perhaps, one of these days, appear in the Journal de St.-Pétersbourg.

In commenting upon his dialogue with the Emperor and on the

Lord John Russell to Lord Cowley. January 28, 1853.— Ed.
b Sir G H. Seymour to the Earl of Clarendon. March 10, 1853.— Ed.
¢ Sir G.H.Seymour to the Earl of Clarendon. March 9, 1853.— Ed.
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Muscovite memorandum, Sir Hamilton again draws the attention
of his Cabinet to the position of Austria:

“Assuming, as a certain and now acknowledged fact, the existence of an
understanding or compact between the two Emperors as to Turkish affairs, it
becomes of the deepest importance to know the extent of the engagements entered
into between them. As to the manner in which it has been concluded, I conjecture
that little doubt is to be entertained.

“Its basis was, no doubt, laid at some of the meetings between the Sovereigns
which took place in the autumn; and the scheme has probably been worked out
since under the management of Baron Meyendorf, the Russian Envoy at the
Austriz}ln Court, who has been passing the winter at St. Petersburg, and is still
here.”

Does the British Government on receiving these revelations, call
Austria to account? No, it finds fault with France only. After the
Russian invasion of the Principalities, it appoints Austria as
mediator, chooses Vienna, of all other towns, for the seat of the
conference, hands over to Count Buol the direction of the
negotiations, and to this very moment continues to stultify France
into the belief that Austria is likely to be a sincere ally in a war
against the Muscovite for the integrity and independence of the
Ottoman Empire, although it knew for longer than a twelvemonth
that Austria had agreed to the dismemberment of that Empire.

On March 19, Sir Hamilton’s report on his dialogue with the
Czar arrived at London. Lord Clarendon now fills the place of
Lord John, and continues to improve upon his predecessor. Four
days after the receipt of that startling communication, in which the
Czar no longer deigns to dissimulate, but frankly reveals his
conspiracy against Turkey and France, the noble Earl sends to Sir
Hamilton the following dispatch:

“Her Majesty’s Government regret that the alarm and irritation which prevail at
Paris should have induced the French Government to order their fleet to sail for
the waters of Greece; but the position in which the French Government stands, in
many respects is different from that of Her Majesty’s Government. They have not,
to the knowledge of Her Majesty’s Government, [received] assurances from the
Emperor as to the policy he was determined to follow toward Turkey.” (See Blue
Books, Vol. 1. page 95.5P

If the Czar had communicated to France also that “the sick man
was dying,” and a complete plan for sharing his succession, France,
of course, would have felt neither alarm nor hesitation as to the
fate of Turkey, the real objects of Prince Menchikoff’s mission,
and the Emperor of Russia’s immovable determination to maintain

* Sir G. H. Seymour to the Farl of Clarendon. March 9, 1853.— Ed.
The Farl of Clarendon to Sir G. H. Seymour. March 23, 1853 — Ed.
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the integrity and independence of the Empire, which he averred
contained “no elements of existence.”

On the same 23d of March, the Earl of Clarendon sends
another dispatch to Sir Hamilton Seymour, one not “cooked” for
the Blue Books, but the secret answer to the secret communication
from St. Petersburg.” Sir Hamilton had closed his report of the
dialogue with the very judicious suggestion:

“I might venture to suggest that some expression might be used in the dispatch to be
addressed to me, which might have the effect of putting an end to the further consideration,
or, at all events, discussion of points which it is highly desirable should not be
regarded as offering subject for debate.”

The Earl of Clarendon, who feels himself the true man to
handle hot coals, acts in strict compliance with the Czar’s
invitation, and in direct contravention to his own Embassador’s
warning. He commences his dispatch by declaring that “Her
Majesty’s Government gladly comply with the Emperor’s wish that
the subject should be further and frankly discussed.” The
Emperor is “entitled” to “the most cordial declaration of opinion”
on their part, because of the “generous confidence” placed in
them that they will help him dismembering Turkey, betraying
France, and, in the contingency of the overthrow of the Ottoman
rule, suppressing all possible efforts on the part of the Christian
populations to form free and independent States. -

“Her Majesty’s Government,” continues the freeborn Briton, “are fully aware
that, in the event of any understanding with reference to future contingencies
being expedient, or indeed possible, the word of His Imperial Majesty would be
preferable to any Convention that could be framed.”

At all events, his word must be as good as any Convention that
could be framed with him, the law advisers of the British Crown
having long ago declared all treaties with Russia at an end, through
violations on her part.

“Her Majesty’s Government persevere in the belief, that Turkey still preserves
the elements of existence.”

To prove the sincerity of that belief, the Earl gently adds:

“If the opinion of the Emperor, that the days of the Turkish Empire were
numbered, became notorious its downfall must occur even sooner than His
Imperial Majesty now appears to expect.”

The Earl of Clarendon to Sir G. H.Seymour. March 23, 1853.— Ed.
® Sir G.H. Seymour to Lord John Russell. February 22, 1853.— Ed.



96 Karl Marx

The Kalmuk, then, has only to divulge his opinion that the sick
man is dying, and the man is dead. An enviable sort of vitality
this! There is wanted no blast of the trumpets of Jericho. One
breath from the Emperor’s august mouth, and the Ottoman
Empire falls to pieces.

“Her Majesty’s Government entirely share the opinion of the Emperor, that the
occupation of Constantinople by either of the great Powers would be incompatible
with the present balance of power and the maintenance of peace in Europe, and
must at once be regarded as impossible; that there are no elements for the
reconstruction of a Byzantine Empire; that the systematic misgovernment of Greece
offers no encouragement to extend its territorial dominion; and that, as there are no
materials for provincial or communal government, anarchy would be the result of
leaving the provinces of Turkey to themselves, or permitting them to form separate
republics.”

Observe that the British Minister, prostrate at the feet of his
Tartar master and servilely reechoing his words, is not ashamed
even to repeat the monstrous lie that in Turkey there are “no
elements for provincial or communal government,” while it is
precisely the great development of communal and provincial life
that has enabled Turkey to withstand -till now the heaviest shocks
both from without and from within. By indorsing all the Czar’s
premises the British Ministry justifies all the conclusions he
intends to draw therefrom.

In the contingency of a dissolution of the Turkish Empire, says
the gallant Earl, “the only mode by which a pacific solution could
be attempted would be that of a European Congress.” But he is
afraid of the consequences of such a Congress—not because of
Russian trickery, which cheated England at the Congress of
Vienna to such a degree that Napoleon at St. Helena exclaimed:
“Had he been victorious at Waterloo, he could not have imposed
more humiliating conditions upon England”*—but from fear of
France.

“The treaties of 1815 must then be open to revision, when France might be
prepared to risk the chances of a European War to get rid of the obligations which
she considers injurious to her national honor, and which, having been imposed by
victorious enemies, are a constant source of irritation to her.”

Her Majesty’s Government ‘“desire to uphold the Turkish
Empire” not as a bulwark against Russia, and because its downfall
would force England to fight out with Russia her diametrically

? The quotation from the book: Las Cases, Mémorial de Sainte-Héléne, T. VI,
p- 186, is freely rendered.— Ed.
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opposed interests in the East. Oh, no, says the Earl: “The interests of
Russia and England in the East are completely identical.”

They desire to uphold the Turkish Empire not from any
Eastern consideration at all, but “from their conviction that no
great question can be agitated in the East without becoming a source
of discord in the West.” An Eastern question, therefore, will not
bring about a war of the Western Powers against Russia, but a war
of the Western Powers among themselves—a war of England
against France. And the same Minister who wrote, and his
colleagues who sanctioned these lines, would stultify us into the
belief that they are about to carry on a serious war with France
against Russia, and this “on a question agitated in the East,” and
although “the interests of England and Russia in the East are
completely identical!”

The brave Earl goes further. Why does he fear a war with France
which he declares must be the “necessary result” of the dissolution
and dismemberment of the Turkish Empire? A war with France
considered in itself would be a very pleasant thing. But there is
this delicate circumstance connected with it,

— “that every great question in the West will assume a revolutionary character,
and embrace a revision of the entire social system, for which the Continental
Governments are certainly in no state of preparation.

“The Emperor is fully cognisant of the materials that are in constant
fermentation beneath the surface of society, and their readiness to burst forth even
in times of peace; and His Imperial Majesty will: probably therefore not dissent
from the opinion that the first cannon shot may be the signal for a state of things
more disastrous even than those calamities which war inevitably brings in its train.”

Hence, exclaims the sincere peacemonger, “hence the anxiety of
Her Majesty’s Government to avert the catastrophe.” If there lurked
no war with France behind the partition of Turkey, and no
revolution behind the war with France, Her Majesty’s Government
would be as ready to swallow the Grand Turk as his Cossack
Majesty.

According to the instructions received from the Russian
Chancellery, through the means of Sir H.Seymour, the gallant
Clarendon winds up his dispatch with “appealing to the Emperor’s
magnanimity and feelings of justice.”

In a second dispatch of our Earl, dated April 5, 1853, Sir
Hamilton is directed to instruct the Russian Chancellor that

— “Viscount Stratford de Redcliffe was directed to return to his post, and a
special character was given to his mission by an autograph letter from Her Majesty,
under the impression that the Porte would be better disposed to listen to moderate
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councils, when offered by one of Viscount Stratford de Redcliffe’s high position
and great knowledge and experience of Turkish affairs..., to advise the Porte to
treat the Christian subjects with the utmost leniency.”

The same Clarendon who gave his particular instructions had
written in his secret dispatch dated 23d March, 1853:
“The treatment of Christians is not harsh, and the toleration exhibited by the

Porte toward this portion of its subjects might serve as an example to some
Governments who look with contempt upon Turkey as a barbarous Power.”

In this secret dispatch it is avowed that Lord Stratford was sent
to Constantinople as the most able and willing tool for intimidat-
ing the Sultan. In the Ministerial papers, at the time, his errand
was represented as a strong demonstration against the Czar, that
nobleman having long since played the part of Russia’s personal
antagonist.

The series of secret documents laid before the House concludes
with the Russian memorandum wherein Nicholas congratulates
himself on perceiving that his views and those of the English
Cabinet entirely coincide on the subject of the political combina-
tions which it would be chiefly necessary to avoid in the extreme
case of the contingency occurring in the East.

The memorandum is dated the 15th April, 1853. It asserts “that
the best means of upholding the duration of the Turkish
Government is not to harass it by overwhelming demands supported in a
manner humiliating to its independence and its dignity.” This was
exactly the time of action of the Menchikoff comedy, who, on the
19th of April, sent in his impudent “verbal note,” and used
“language fortunately very rare in diplomacy”—as declared by
the Earl of Clarendon in the House of Lords.* The more firmly
was his lordship convinced of the Czar’s determination to gently
manage the sick man. His conviction grows yet stronger when the
Principalities are invaded by the Cossack.

The Coalition Cabinet have discovered but one hole to slip
through from these branding documents. The ostensible object of
Prince Menchikoff’s mission, they say, was the question of the
Holy Shrines, while the communications about the partition of
Turkey only related to an uncertain and distant epoch. But the
Czar had plainly told them in his first memorandum® that the
question of Turkey’s downfall was “by no means an idle and
imaginary question, a contingency too remote;” that the English

* The Earl of Clarendon’s speech in the House of Lords on August 12, 1853.
The Times, No. 21506, August 13, 1853.—Ed.
b See this volume, p. 92.—Ed.
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Ministry were wrong “in perceiving in the two questions of
Montenegro and the Holy Shrines mere disputes which would not
differ in their bearing from difficulties which form the ordinary
business of diplomacy,” and that the question of the Holy Shrines
might “take a most serious turn,” and lead to the “catastrophe.”
They had admitted themselves, not only that he was wronged in
the affair of the Holy Shrines, but that he had “a right, sanctioned
by treaty, to the exceptional protection” of eleven millions of the
Sultan’s subjects. When therefore, they failed in pressing the Porte
into the acceptance of the Menchikoff demands, the Czar acted
according to the spirit of the memorandum of 1844, to their own
agreement with him, and to his verbal declaration to Sir
G. Hamilton Seymour, that “he would not be trifled with,” when
he prepared to put ce monsieur to death. There is no question as to
whether he is in the right against them; the only question is,
whether they be not, even at this moment, “all right” with him. So
much must be clear to whoever closely peruses those documents,
that, if this scandalous Ministry remain in office, the English
people may be driven, by the mere influence of external
complications, into a terrible revolution, sweeping away, at once,
Throne, Parliament and the governing classes, who have lost the
faculty and the will to maintain England’s position in the world.

In challenging, by the St.-Petersburg Gazette,” the Coalition to
produce the secret proofs of their own infamy Nicholas proved
true to his known dictum:

“Je hais ceux qui me résistent; je méprise ceux qui me
servent.” ¢

Written on March 24, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

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

Tribune, No. 4050, April 11; reprinted in
the New-York  Semi-Weekly  Tribune,
No. 927, April 14 and the New-York Weekly
Tribune, No. 657, April 15, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx

2 See this volume, p. 73.— Ed.

b Journal de St.-Pétersbourg.—Ed. )
¢ % hate those who resist me, I despise those who serve me. — Ed.
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DECLARATION OF WAR.—ON THE HISTORY
OF THE EASTERN QUESTION”

London, Tuesday, March 28, 1854

War has at length been declared. The Royal Message was read
yesterday in both Houses of Parliament; by Lord Aberdeen in the
Lords, and by Lord ].Russell in the Commons.” It describes the
measures about to be taken as “active steps to oppose the
encroachments of Russia upon Turkey.” To-morrow The London
Gazette will publish the official notification of war, and on Friday
the address in reply to the message will become the subject of the
Parliamentary debates.

Simultaneously with the English declaration, Louis Napoleon has
communicated a similar message to his Senate and Corps Législatif.”

The declaration of war against Russia could no longer be
delayed, after Captain Blackwood, the bearer of the Anglo-French
ultimatissimum to the Czar, had returned, on Saturday last, with
the answer that Russia would give to that paper no answer at all.c
‘The mission of Capt. Blackwood, however, has not been altogether
a gratuitous one. It has afforded to Russia the month of March,
that most dangerous epoch of the year, to Russian arms.

The publication of the secret correspondence between the Czar
and the English Government, instead of provoking a burst of
public indignation against the latter, has— incredibile dictu®—been
the signal for the press, both weekly and daily, for congratulating
England on the possession of so truly national a Ministry. I

% Victoria R, “The Royal Message”. The Times, No. 21700, March 28,
1854.— Ed.
Le Moniteur universel, No. 87, March 28, 1854.— Ed.
€ The Times, No. 21699, March 27, 1854, leader.— Ed.
4 Incredible thing.— Ed.
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understand, however, that a meeting will be called together for the
purpose of opening the eyes of a blinded British public on the real
conduct of the Government. It is to be held on Thursday next in
the Music Hall, Store-st.; and Lord Ponsonby, Mr. Layard, Mr.
Urquhart, etc., are expected to take part in the proceedings.

The Hamburger Correspondent has the following:

“According to advices from St. Petersburg, which arrived here on the 16th inst.,
the Russian Government proposes to publish various other documents on the

Eastern question. Among the documents destined for publication are some letters
written by Prince Albert.”

It is a curious fact that the same evening on which the Royal
Message was delivered in the Commons, the Government suffered
their first defeat in the present sessmn the second reading of the
Poor-Settlement and Removal bill having, notwithstanding the
efforts of the Government, been adjourned to the 28th of April,
by a division of 209 to 183. The person to whom the Government
is indebted for this defeat, is no other than my Lord Palmerston.

“His lordship,” says The Times of this day, “has managed to put himself and his
colleagues between two fires (the Tories and the Irish party) without much
prospect of leaving them to settle it between themselves.””

We are informed that on the 12th inst. a treaty of trlJ.)le alliance
was signed between France, England and Turkey,” but that,
notwithstanding the personal application of the Sultan to the
Grand Mufti,” the latter supported by the corps of the Ulemas,
refused to issue his fetva® sanctioning the stipulation about the
changes in the situation of the Christians in Turkey,” as being in
contradiction with the precepts of the Koran. This intelligence
must be looked upon as being the more important, as it caused
Lord Derby to make the following observation:

“I will only express my earnest anxiety that the Government will state whether
there is any truth in the report that has been circulated during the last few days
that in this convention entered into between England, France and Turkey, there
are articles which will be of a nature to establish a protectorate on our part as
objection?ble at least, as that which, on the part of Russia, we have protested
against.”

The Times of to-day, while declaring that the policy of the
Government is directly opposed to that of Lord Derby adds:

? The Times, No. 21700, March 28, 1854, leader.— Ed.
® Arif Hikmet Bey.— Ed.
¢ The Earl of Derby’s speech in the House of Lords on March 27, 1854. The
Times, No. 21700, March 28, 1854.— Ed.
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“We should deeply regret if the bigotry of the Mufti or the Ulemas succeeded
in opposing any serious resistance to this policy.”?

In order to understand both the nature of the relations between
the Turkish Government and the spiritual authorities of Turkey,
and the difficulties in which the former is at present involved, with
respect to the question of a protectorate over the Christian
subjects of the Porte, that question which ostensibly lies at the
bottom of all the actual complications in the East, it is necessary to
cast a retrospective glance at its past history and development.

The Koran and the Mussulman legislation emanating from it
reduce the geography and ethnography of the various people to
the simple and convenient distinction of two nations and of two
countries; those of the Faithful and of the Infidels. The Infidel is
“harby,” i.e. the enemy. Islamism proscribes the nation of the
Infidels, constituting a state of permanent hostility between the
Mussulman and the unbeliever. In that sense the corsair-ships of
the Berber States®” were the holy fleet of Islam. How, then, is the
existence of Christian subjects of the Porte to be reconciled with
the Koran?

»

“If a town,” says the Mussulman legislation, “surrenders by capitulation, and its
habitants consent to become rayahs, that is, subjects of a Mussulman prince without
abandoning their creed, they have to pay the kharatch (capitation tax), when they
obtain a truce with the faithful, and it is not permitted any more to confiscate their
estates than to take away their houses.... In this case their old churches form part
of their property, with permission to worship therein. But they are not allowed to
erect new ones. They have only authority for repairing them, and to reconstruct
their decayed portions. At certain epochs commissaries delegated by the provincial
governors are to visit the churches and sanctuaries of the Christians, in order to
ascertain that no new buildings have been added under pretext of repairs. If a
town is conquered by force, the inhabitants retain their churches, but only as places
of abode or refuge, without permission to worship.”

Constantinople having surrendered by capitulation, as in like
manner has the greater portion of FEuropean Turkey, the
Christians there enjoy the privilege of living as rayahs, under the
Turkish Government. This privilege they have exclusively by
virtue of their agreeing to accept the Mussulman protection. It is,
therefore, owing to this circumstance alone, that the Christians
submit to be governed by the Mussulmans according to Mussul-

? The Times, No. 21700, March 28, 1854, leader.— Ed.
Here and below Marx quotes documents on the situation of Christian subjects
in the Ottoman Empire from César Famin, Histoire de la rivalité et du protectorat des
églises chrétiennes en Orient, pp. 12, 13.— Ed.
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man law, that the patriarch of Constantinople,® their spiritual
chief, is at the same time their political representative and their
Chief Justice. Wherever, in the Ottoman Empire, we find an
agglomeration of Greek rayahs, the Archbishops and Bishops are
by law members of the Municipal Councils, and, under the
direction of the patriarch, [watch]} over the repartition of the taxes
imposed upon the Greeks. The patriarch is responsible to the
Porte as to the conduct of his co-religionists: Invested with the
right of judging the rayahs of his Church, he delegates this right
to the metropolitans and bishops, in the limits of their dioceses,
their sentences being obligatory for the executive officers, kadis,
etc., of the Porte to carry out. The punishments which they have
the right to pronounce are fines, imprisonment, the bastinade,
and exile. Besides, their own church gives them the power of
excommunication. Independent of the produce of the fines, they
receive variable taxes on the civil and commercial law-suits. Every
hierarchic scale among the clergy has its moneyed price. The
patriarch pays to the Divan a heavy tribute in order to obtain his
investiture, but he sells, in his turn, the archbishoprics and
bishoprics to the clergy of his worship. The latter indemnify
themselves by the sale of subaltern dignities and the tribute
exacted from the popes. These, again, sell by retail the power they
have bought from their superiors, and traffic in all acts of their
ministry, such as baptisms, marriages, divorces, and testaments.

It is evident from this exposé that this fabric of theocracy over
the Greek Christians of Turkey, and the whole structure of their
society, has its keystone in the subjection of the rayah under the
Koran, which, in its turn, by treating them as infidels—i.e., as a
nation only in a religious sense—sanctioned the combined
spiritual and temporal power of their priests. Then, if you abolish
their subjection under the Koran by a civil emancipation, you
cancel at the same time their subjection to the clergy, and provoke
a revolution in their social, political and religious relations, which,
in the first instance, must inevitably hand them over to Russia. If
you supplant the Koran by a code civil, you must occidentalize the
entire structure of Byzantine society.

Having described the relations between the Mussulman and his
Christian subject, the question arises, what are the relations
between the Mussulman and the unbelieving foreigner?

As the Koran treats all foreigners as foes, nobody will dare to
present himself in a Mussulman country without having taken his

\
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precautions. The first European merchants, therefore, who risked
the chances of commerce with such a people, contrived to secure
themselves an exceptional treatment and privileges originally
personal, but afterward extended to their whole nation. Hence the
origin of capitulations. Capitulations are imperial diplomas, letters
of privilege, octroyed by the Porte to different European nations,
and authorizing their subjects to freely enter Mohammedan
countries, and there to pursue in tranquillity their affairs, and to
practice their worship. They differ from treaties in this essential
point that they are not reciprocal acts contradictorily debated
between the contracting parties, and accepted by them on the
condition of mutual advantages and concessions. On the contrary,
the capitulations are one-sided concessions on the part of the
Government granting them, in consequence of which they may be
revoked at its pleasure. The Porte has, indeed, at several times
nullified the privileges granted to one nation, by extending them
to others; or repealed them altogether by refusing to continue
their application. This precarious character of the capitulations
made them an eternal source of disputes, of complaints on the
part of Embassadors, and of a prodigious exchange of contradic-
tory notes and firmans revived at the commencement of every new
reign. .

It was from these capitulations that arose the right of a
protectorate of foreign powers, not over the Christian subjects of
the Porte—the rayahs—but over their co-religionists visiting
Turkey or residing there as foreigners. The first power that
obtained such a protectorate was France. The capitulations
between France and the Ottoman Porte made in 1535, under
Soliman the Great® and Francis I; in 1604 under Ahmed I and
Henry IV; and in 1673 under Mohammed IV and Louis XIV,
were renewed, confirmed, recapitulated, and augmented in the
compilation of 1740, called ‘“ancient and recent capitulations and
treaties between the Court of France and the Ottoman Porte,
renewed and augmented in the year 1740, A.D., and 1153 of the
Hegira, translated (the first official translation sanctioned by the
Porte) at Constantinople by M. Deval; Secretary Interpreter of the
King, and his first Dragoman at the Ottoman Porte.” Art. 32 of
this agreement constitutes the right of France to a protectorate
over all monasteries professing the Frank religion to whatever
nation they may belong, and of the Frank visitors of the Holy
Places.

# Soliman I the Magnificent.— Ed.
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Russia was the first power that, in 1774, inserted the capitula-
tion, imitated after the example of France, into a treaty—the treaty
of Kainardji.** Thus, in 1802, Napoleon thought fit to make the
existence and maintenance of the capitulation the subject of an
article of treaty, and to give it the character of synallagmatic
contract.

In what relation then does the question of the Holy Places stand
with the protectorate?

The question of the Holy Shrines is the question of a
protectorate over the religious Greek Christian communities
settled at Jerusalem, and over the buildings possessed by them on
the holy ground, and especially over the Church of the Holy
Sepulcher. It is to be understood that possession here does not
mean proprietorship, which is denied to the Christians by the
Koran, but only the right of wsufruct. This right of wusufruct
excludes by no means the other communities from worshipping in
the same place; the possessors having no other privilege besides
that of keeping the keys, of repairing and entering the edifices, of
kindling the holy lamp, of cleaning the rooms with the broom, and
of spreading the carpets, which is an Oriental symbol of
possession. In the same manner now, in which Christianity
culminates at the Holy Place, the question of the protectorate is
there found to have its highest ascension.

Parts of the Holy Places and of the Church of the Holy
Sepulcher are possessed by the Latins, the Greeks, the Armenians,
the Abyssinians, the Syrians, and the Copts. Between all these
diverse pretendents there originated a conflict. The sovereigns of
Europe who saw, in this religious quarrel, a question of their
respective influences in the Orient, addressed themselves in the
first -instance to the masters of the soil, to fanatic and greedy
Pashas, who abused their position. The Ottoman Porte and its
agents adopting a most troublesome systeme de bascule’ gave
judgment in turns favorable to the Latins, Greeks, and Armenians,
asking and receiving gold from all hands, and laughing at each of
them. Hardly had the Turks granted a firman, acknowledging the
right of the Latins to the possession of a contested place, when the
Armenians presented themselves with a heavier purse, and
instantly obtained a contradictory firman. Same tactics with respect
to the Greeks, who knew, besides, as officially recorded in
different firmans of the Porte and *hudjets” (judgments) of its
agents, how to procure false and apocryph titles. On other

* System of weights.— Ed.
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occasions the decisions of the Sultan’s Government were frustrated
by the cupidity and ill-will of the Pashas and subaltern agents in
Syria. Then it became necessary to resume negotiations, to appoint
fresh commissaries, and to make new sacrifices of money. What
the Porte formerly did from pecuniary considerations, in our days
it has done from fear, with a view to obtain protection and favor.
Having done justice to the reclamations of France and the Latins,
it hastened to make the same conditions to Russia and the Greeks,
thus attempting to escape from a storm which it felt powerless to
encounter. There is no sanctuary, no chapel, no stone of the
Church of the Holy Sepulcher, that had been left unturned for
the purpose of constituting a quarrel between the different
Christian communities.

Around the Holy Sepulcher we find an assemblage of all the
various sects of Christianity, behind the religious pretensions of
whom are concealed as many political and national rivalries.

Jerusalem and the Holy Places are inhabited by nations
professing religions: the Latins, the Greeks, Armenians, Copts,
Abyssinians, and Syrians. There are 2,000 Greeks, 1,000 Latins,
350 Armenians, 100 Copts, 20 Syrians, and 20 Abyssinians—
3,490. In the Ottoman Empire we find 13,730,000 Greeks,
2,400,000 Armenians, and 900,000 Latins. Each of these is again
subdivided. The Greek Church, of which I treated above, the one
acknowledging the Patriarch of Constantinople, essentially differs
from the Greco-Russian, whose chief spiritual authority is the
Czar; and from the Hellens, of whom the King and the Synod of
Athens are the chief authorities. Similarly, the Latins are
subdivided into the Roman Catholics, United Greeks, and Maro-
nites; and the Armenians into Gregorian and Latin Armenians—
the same distinctions holding good with the Copts and Abyssi-
nians. The three prevailing religious nationalities at the Holy
Places are the Greeks, the Latins, and the Armenians. The Latin
Church may be said to represent principally Latin races, the Greek
Church, Slav, Turko-Slav, and Hellenic races; and the other
churches, Asiatic and African races.

Imagine all these conflicting peoples beleaguering the Holy
Sepulcher, the battle conducted by the monks, and the ostensible
object of their rivalry being a star from the grotto of Bethlehem, a
tapestry, a key of a sanctuary, an altar, a shrine, a chair, a
cushion—any ridiculous precedence!

In order to understand such a monastical crusade it is
indispensable to consider firstly the manner of their living, and
secondly, the mode of their habitation.
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“All the religious rubbish of the different nations,” says a recent traveler,* “live
at Jerusalem separated from each other, hostile and jealous, a nomade population,
incessantly recruited by pilgrimage or decimated by the plague and oppressions.
The European dies or returns to Europe after some years; the pashas and their
guards go to Damascus or Constantinople; and the Arabs fly to the desert.
Jerusalem is but a place where every one arrives to pitch his tent and where
nobody remains. Everybody in the holy city gets his livelihood from his
religion—the Greeks or Armenians from the 12,000 or 13,000 pilgrims who yearly
visit Jerusalem, and the Latins from the subsidies and alms of their co-religionists
of France, Italy, etc.”

Besides their monasteries and sanctuaries, the Christian nations
possess at Jerusalem small habitations or cells, annexed to the
Church of the Holy Sepulcher, and occupied by the monks, who
have to watch day and night that holy abode. At certain periods
these monks are relieved in their duty by their brethren. These
cells have but one door, opening into the interior of the Temple,
while the monk guardians receive their food from without,
through some wicket. The doors of the Church are closed, and
guarded by Turks, who don’t open them except for money, and
close it according to their caprice or cupidity.

The quarrels between churchmen are the most venomous, said
Mazarin. Now fancy these churchmen, who not only have to live
upon, but live in, these sanctuaries together!

To finish the picture, be it remembered that the fathers of the
Latin Church, almost exclusively composed of Romans, Sardinians,
Neapolitans, Spaniards and Austrians, are all of them jealous of
the French protectorate, and would like to substitute that of
Austria, Sardinia or Naples, the Kings of the two latter countries
both assuming the title of King of Jerusalem; and that the
sedentary population of Jerusalem numbers about 15,500 souls, of
whom 4,000 are Mussulmans and 8,000 Jews. The Mussulmans,
forming about a fourth part of the whole, and consisting of Turks,
Arabs and Moors, are, of course, the masters in every respect, as
they are in no way affected with the weakness of their
Government at Constantinople. Nothing equals the misery and the
sufferings of the Jews at Jerusalem, inhabiting the most filthy
quarter of the town, called hareth-el-yahoud, the quarter of dirt,
between the Zion and the Moriah, where their synagogues are
situated—the constant objects of Mussulman oppression and

# J. Mislin.— Ed.
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intolerance, insulted by the Greeks, persecuted by the Latins, and
living only upon the scanty alms transmitted by their European
brethren. The Jews, however, are not natives, but from different
and distant countries, and are only attracted to Jerusalem by the
desire of inhabiting the Valley of Jehosaphat, and to die in the
very places where the redemptor is to be expected.

“Attending their death,” says a French author, “they suffer and pray. Their
regards turned to that mountain of Moriah, where once rose the temple of
Solomon, and which they dare not approach, they shed tears on the misfortunes of
Zion; and their dispersion over the world.”?

To make these Jews more miserable, England and Prussia
appointed, in 1840, an Anglican bishop at Jerusalem, whose
avowed object is their conversion. He was dreadfully thrashed in
1845, and sneered at alike by Jews, Christians and Turks. He may,
in fact, be stated to have been the first and only cause of a union
between all the religions at Jerusalem.

It will now be understood why the common worship of the
Christians at the Holy Places resolves itself into a continuance of
desperate Irish rows between the diverse sections of the faithful;
but that, on the other hand, these sacred rows merely conceal a
profane battle, not only of nations but of races; and that the
Protectorate of the Holy Places which appears ridiculous to the
Occident but all important to the Orientals is one of the phases of
the Oriental question incessantly reproduced, constantly stifled,
but never solved.

Written on March 28, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

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

Tribune, No. 4054, April 15; reprinted in
the  New-York  Semi-Weekly  Tribune,
No. 928, April 18, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx

* C. Famin, op. cit., pp. 54-55.— Ed.
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THE FORTRESS OF KRONSTADT *

Ever since Sir Charles Napier set sail for the Baltic, with the
First Lord of the Admiralty’s “full permission to declare war”, the
more sanguine portion of the British public expect shortly to hear
of Kronstadt bombarded, the approaches to St. Petersburg forced,
and who knows? perhaps even the Union Jack hoisted on the
glittering spire of the Russian Admiralty Palace.

There is a very correct idea at the bottom of these anti-
cipations; it is this, that Kronstadt is the decisive point for any
naval attack against Russia in the Baltic. Take Kronstadt, and St.
Petersburg is at your feet, the Russian Navy exists no longer, and
Russia is reduced to what she was before Peter the Great. If
England has the forces in the Baltic required for such a feat, and
if these forces should fritter away their strength in attacks against
minor points, more than might be absolutely necessary, they would
commit a blunder of the first' magnitude, decisive in its effects
perhaps for two or three campaigns to come. But if we know the
vital importance of Kronstadt, the Russians know it also, and have
acted up to their knowledge. That key of Russia has been
surrounded by double and triple armour, bristling with something
like a thousand guns.

It is well known that Kronstadt takes up the south-eastern angle
of a small island,* about five miles in length, which closes up the
narrowing portion of the Gulf of Finland, about 16 miles from the
mouth of the Neva. The water on both sides of the island is
generally very shallow, having only two channels navigable for

? Kotlin.— Ed.
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sea-going vessels. The one passing to the north of the island has a
depth of not less than four fathoms® about two or three miles
distant from its northern shore, bends round at four miles from
its eastern extremity, approaching this latter to within 1,400 yards,
but losing about a fathom in its depth of water. Thus the whole of
the north-eastern coast of the island is out of cannon range for
any men-of-war coming round by this channel, except the western
and eastern extremities only. These alone are therefore fortified,
the first by the forts Katharine, Alexander and Michael, the second
by the walls of the town itself and by two batteries erected on the
sands, about 1,000 yards in advance; the larger one of these
batteries, however, is reported to be in ruins. Abreast of the north
shore of the island, between its eastern and western defences, and
fully a mile from the shore, another battery is constructed on the
sands, which however is still out of gun-shot range from the
four-fathom channel.

This northern passage, then, from its general distance from the
defences, from the very intricate navigation it offers, and from the
considerable shallowing of its south-eastern extremity, may be
considered useless for a serious attack upon Kronstadt. Under
circumstances where a dispersion of forces is to a certain extent
not likely to bring on disastrous results, it may serve for sending a
number of the lighter ships round the island, where, after
silencing the not very formidable fire of the East Battery, they
might take up a very convenient station for bombarding the town.
Kronstadt, containing not only the chief naval magazines and
dock-yards of Russia in the Baltic, but also plenty of timber in
private hands, is full of combustible materials, and a few lucky hits
with shell-guns might create a conflagration destroying in one
night the naval stores amassed during years. Whether the taking
up of such a position by a sufficient number of light men-of-war is
actually possible, a close survey of the state of matters on the spot,
combined with renewed soundings, must show; whether it is
advisable, will depend upon the balance of forces; here we can
only state what may, even at a distance, appear feasible from a
comparison of the best evidence that can be collected.

The main line of attack, then, remains the South Channel,
leading to the Great and Little Roads, otherwise called the
Narrows. Here the four-fathom channel, several miles wide off the
north-western point of the island, suddenly contracts to about a
mile in width at two miles distance from the inner harbour, and

21 fathom=6 feet=1.82 metres.— Ed.
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thence forms an extremely acute angle, the apex of which is
situated in front of the man-of-war harbour. Here a narrow bar,
passing from the great sand-bank of Oranienbaum to the island,
cuts the channel off and reduces its extreme depth to 3/, fathoms.
The Russians have taken good care to preserve this natural
fortification for their man-of-war harbour, although a little
dredging would remove it. This four-fathom channel, then, the
central passage of which is nowhere less than 4!/, fathoms deep,
and admits the largest men-of-war, is the line of approach to
Kronstadt, and the decisive struggle must take place in its apex,
which, for a mile and a half, is nowhere more than 400 yards
wide.

The fortifications which defend this channel are of all sorts,
from the antediluvian buildings of Peter the Great, to the most
modern and formidable constructions with two or three tiers of
guns one above the other. It is remarkable that the most
important points are defended by fortifications of old and faulty
construction: this is the weak side of Kronstadt. The old fortifications
are small bastioned works, with guns firing from behind an open
parapet, and with few or no casemated guns at all; with
exceedingly small and narrow bastions, and therefore carrying a
number of guns exceedingly small in proportion to their extent of
frontage. It must, besides, be stated that one half of their guns is
generally directed towards shallow water from which at the very
utmost a gun-boat attack could be expected. But to such
fortifications even gun-boats were formidable.

The modern constructions, on the contrary, are planned upon
the system which Montalembert first introduced and which since,
with more or less modification, has been generally adopted,
especially for coast and harbour defences. Besides Kronstadt,
Cherbourg and Sevastopol may be quoted as examples of its
extensive application for this latter purpose. These constructions
are distinguished by their two or three tiers of guns ranging one
above the other, the lower tiers of guns standing in casemates,
small vaulted rooms, as it were, where both guns and men are as
much protected from the enemy’s fire as it can be done. The
upper tier of guns alone stands behind a parapet not covered in,
but from their elevated station which commands the upper decks
of the largest three-deckers, are well protected against the effects
of shot. The trial of an attack will show, whether these forts have
actually been constructed solidly enough to bear the concussion of
their own and the effect of the enemy’s fire; but if they are, they
will prove the hardest nuts to crack.
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We may distinguish three lines of fortifications around the
Kronstadt channel.

The first, or outer, line embraces in a semi-circle the mouth of
the Great Road, or that part of the four-fathom channel which is
from one mile to half a mile in width. The right, or northern,
wing of the position is formed by the Peter Fort, an insignificant
lunette on the island, about 1,400 yards from the deep water
channel; a mortar battery, also on the island, half a mile to the east,
which may be considered as almost useless, and the Fort
Constantine, a strong lunette closed to the rear, built on the sands,
within 1,000 yards from the edge of deep water, exactly in front
of the mortar battery. This fort is of modern construction and
carries 50 guns in two tiers. It serves to defend the outer
approaches, and may become troublesome to a fleet while
forming; but if once passed, one half of its guns become useless.
The centre of the first line is made up by Fort Alexander (not the
one on the north end of the island, mentioned before); a
semi-circular building erected in three fathoms water within
four hundred yards of the deep channel where it narrows to half
a mile. This fort therefore sweeps the channel from side to side,
and small as it looks on plans and charts, it carries no less than
seventy two guns in three tiers. If it be of sufficiently solid
construction, and with well-ventilated casemates so as to draw off
the smoke, this tower-like fort will give enough to do to a couple
of three-deckers. Behind it lies the old Citadel, a lunette the
insignificance of which is proved by the very existence of the new
fort, which intercepts the fire of one half of its guns.

The left or southern wing, finally, is formed by the Risbank
Fort and Battery, situated south of the entrance to the Great Road.
This fort, constructed in the last century, has undergone a
modernizing process, in consequence of which part of its guns are
disposed in two tiers and their total number is increased to fifty.
But for all that it occupies a far larger area than the modern forts,
offering a frontage towards the roads of some 300 yards, which
frontage, besides, is enfiladed, partially from the deep water
channel, and entirely by a position which vessels of lighter draft
may take up in 3'/; to 3 fathoms water within half a mile
westwards. To obviate this, the Risbank Battery has been built 600
yards to the rear, but in a position little adapted for that purpose.
The Risbank Fort lies exactly a mile south from Fort Alexander,
and both sweep the entrance to the Great Road. with cross fire.

This first line of defences would not in itself prove very
formidable, if it were not materially supported by the more distant
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fire of the second line. The second line protects the whole of the
Great Road along with the entrance to the Little Road. It consists
of the two flanking works of Fort Peter the First (old, badly
constructed, a sort of crown-work situated half a mile east of Fort
Alexander, and carrying on a frontage of 250 yards only 24 guns),
Kronslot (bastioned old-fashioned work of five fronts, two of which
look towards the shallow water and are therefore useless, carrying,
although 400 yards in its longest diagonal, no more than 36 guns)
and lastly, the fortified western wall of the Merchant Harbour in the
centre. This wall, projecting from the island of Kronstadt itself,
comes down to the very edge of the deep channel with which it
forms a right angle, and which is here but 300 yards wide. It
carries 70 guns and 12 mortars, part of which however appear so
placed as to have little effect upon the shipping, and offers, in
conjunction with both the main fronts of Peter I Fort and two
fronts of Kronslot, a most effective cross fire over the inner half
of the Great Road, where because of the obstacles created by the
fire of the first line, and the narrowness of the channel, it must be
extremely difficult for any ships but screw-steamers to take up a
good position in sufficient force.

The third line, the direct defence of the Little or Inner Road, is
formed, on the south side of the channel, by a third (the North
East) front of Kronslot, and on the north and east side by the
fortified walls of the Merchant, Middle, and Man-of-war harbours.
The latter, projecting at an obtuse angle at the eastern end of the
Middle Harbour, rakes the whole of the Little Road, while the
south wall of the Merchant and Middle harbours protects it by a
front fire. Both walls are flanked by several bastions, fortified
gates and other projections. The width of the deep water channel,
here, being nowhere greater than 250 yards, the fighting would be
very murderous, but it is hardly to be doubted that before ships
could penetrate so far, Kronstadt would have to capitulate. The
central work of this third line, and the only one which may ever
have any practical utility, is Fort Menchikoff, the first bastion, from
the west, on the Merchant Harbour south wall. This bastion has
been reconstructed into a tower of imposing proportions, carrying
44 guns in four tiers above one another one half of which enfilade
the greater part of the Little and Great roads, the other half
appearing, from the direction of their embrasures, almost useless.
Whether the four tiers of guns will not prove too heavy for the
narrow foundation of the building, remains to be seen.

We may add that on the land-side Kronstadt is fortified by
regularly bastioned fronts, requiring a siege in due form to be
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forced; and such a siege in the swampy ground of the little island,
with only a fleet for base of operations, offers very great diffi-
culties. If Kronstadt is to be taken, it must be done from the sea.

It is understood that we could only describe the permanent
fortifications such as they existed according to the latest surveys
and military reports. There may have been some alterations
during the last few years, but it is not probable that they have
been very important.

To recapitulate. The fate of any attack against Kronstadt must
be decided in the Great Road, and here the only fortifications that
can effectually play against the attacking fleet, are Forts Alexander,
Peter I, Risbank, two fronts of Kronslot, the western Harbour Wall,
and Fort Menchikoff. Altogether they may bring 350
guns at once to bear upon the attack, most of them well protected
by walls and vaults, and firing through narrow embrasures.
The other batteries are either directed towards other points of
attack, or they are insignificant, or they are not within effective
range. The question is: Can a sufficient naval force be brought
up this narrow and intricate channel, to face both the northern
and southern fronts of defence and to silence their fire, while
that force is itself exposed to a raking fire from the Harbour
‘Wall, Fort Menchikoff and Kronslot? Naval men may answer that
question, unless they prefer to wait till the actual trial has been
made. From what little we have had occasion to learn of naval
tactics, we should say that here, if anywhere, is the point where
the superiority of screw-ships of the line can produce results which
to sailing-ships and paddle-steamers would appear equally unat-
tainable.

The great weakness of Kronstadt, we repeat it, are the forts
of old construction. They occupy the best positions and the largest
portion of available space with the least possible effect of fire. If
Risbank has been improved, Peter I and Kronslot remain
inefficient. They might be silenced with comparative ease, perhaps
even occupied, and in that case might be used to bombard the
town. But from the moment ships have penetrated as far as
between Alexander and Risbank, they have the town within
shell-range, and can do immense mischief, unless sufficiently
occupied by the forts.

Written at the end of March (not later than Printed from the manuscript

30), 1854 . . L .
Published in English for the first

First published in: Marx and Engels, time
Works, Second Russian Edition, Vol. 44,
Moscow, 1977
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Karl Marx

BRITISH FINANCES.—
THE TROUBLES AT PRESTON #

London, Friday, March 31, 1854

The Income Tax bill has been passed.®® Sir G.Pakington spoke
against it plainly and justly, although in a dull manner, observing
that the recent publications of the Blue Books and of the secret
and confidential correspondence had thrown quite a new light on
the past financial policy of the Chancellor of the Exchequer. Mr.
Gladstone brought in a peace budget on the 18th April, 1853, when
he [must] have been quite sure of war being imminent.®” Three days
before he made his statement the Coalition had received from
Colonel Rose the information that

“Prince Menchikoff had tried to exact a promise from the Grand Vizier, before
he made known to him the nature of his mission and of his demands, that he
should make a formal promise that he would not reveal them to the British and
French representatives.”*

They were also aware, by the secret correspondence, of the
Emperor’s® intention to kill the dying man lest he should slip
through his fingers. With this information in his hands the
unctuous Puseyite® comes forward and addresses the House:

“If you will adopt the income tax for seven years, I will only ask you for 7d. in
the pound for the first two years; I will ask 6d. in the pound for the next two
years; and for the last three years I will only ask 5d. in the pound, and then the
income tax will expire.”

? G.Pakington’s speech in the House of Commons on March 30, 1854. The
Times, No. 21703, March 31, 1854.— Ed.
Nicholas I.—Ed. .
¢ See this volume, p. 77.— Ed.
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The income tax, as your readers will remember,* Mr. Gladstone
described as a mighty engine of war that must be got rid of in
these times of peace. This he said with the knowledge that war was
almost inevitable, and that it would be necessary to double the tax
of 7d. in the pound before twelve months had elapsed. It is now
Is. 2d. in the pound. If anybody should tell me that the
overscrupulous Chancellor of the Exchequer deluded himself as to
the position of affairs, I reply that only last Monday week " a fall
in the funds occurred, because the stock jobbers said that the
publication of the secret papers proved to demonstration that the
Czar had determined to. pursue his schemes, and that no trust
could be placed in his most positive assertions. The members of
the “Cabinet of all the Talents” must be supposed to possess at
least equal perspicacity with the members of the Stock Exchange.

At the same time that the Duns Scotus of the Coalition, the
Doctor Subtilissimus,® proposed his financial schemes for the
conversion - of the funds, and thus prepared, notwithstanding the
warnings he received, an emptiness of the Treasury at the very
moment of the “catastrophe”. The balances in the Exchequer
were as follows, in the years named:

1844 ......... £6,254,113 1847 ....... £8,457,691 1850 ........ £9,[245,676]°
1845 ......... 8,452,090 1848 ....... 8,105,561 1851 ........ 8,[381,637]
1846 ......... 9,131,282 1849 ...... 9,748,539 1852 ........ 8,[841,822]

\

By the commencement of 1853 Mr. Gladstone had contrived to
reduce it to £4,485,230, and soon there will be no balance at all,
as this ingenious financier has to take back the remainder of the
South Sea stock® at £100, when it can hardly be sold on ’change
at £85. '

This financial policy of the Coalition perfectly t[akes up] with
their diplomatic policy, which “thanks” the Czar for confiding to
them his plans of partition; with their parliamentary policy, which
always told the House the contrary of their information in hand;
and with their military policy, which forced Omer Pasha to
inaction till the Czar|had completed his preparations for invasion,
which dispatches the troops by steamers and the horses by sail

? Marx, “Feargus O’Connor.—Ministerial Defeats.—The Budget” (present
edition, Vol. 12).— Ed.
March 20, 1854.— Ed.
© The figures are taken from Pakington’s speech published in The Times,
No. 21703, March 31, 1854.— Ed. :
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vessels, retains the officers at London, and disembarks soldiers at
Constantinople, and thinks fit to occupy neither Odessa nor the
Crimea, nor Finland, nor the mouths of the Danube, nor any
point threatening the Russians, but Constantinople, of all other
places, in order not to crush the Cossack,® but to teach at this
momentous crisis both the Mussulman and the Byzantine priest
the occidental law and civil equality.

Notwithstanding the strong opposition of the Irish members, the
House seems resolved to, proceed with Mr. Chambers’s motion,
and to appoint a Committee of Inquiry for the practices and
household arrangements of the nunneries. The principal plea on
which Mr. Chambers’s motion intends to be based is the seclusion
of girls forcibly held from their natural and legitimate protectors.
The middle classes of England shudder at the probability of girls
being kidnapped for nunneries, but their justice, shown in a
recent case, becomes impotent when girls are kidnapped for
satisfying the lust of aristocrats or caprice of cotton lords. Last
week a girl of sixteen had been lured away from her parents,
enticed into a Lancashire factory, and kept there night and day,
made to sleep there, and take her meals there, locked up as in a
prison. When her father discovered what had become of his child,
he was not allowed to see her, but was driven away from the
factory by the police. In this case the Factory law was violated, the
law of personal liberty, the law that gives the father the custody
of his child under age, the very right of habeas corpus was set at
nought. A gross and flagrant case of abduction had been
committed. But how did the magistrates act in this case, when the
discansolate father appealed to them for redress? Their answer
was: “They could do nothing in the matter.”

Mr. Thom. Duncombe presented a petition, signed within 24
hours by above 7600 inhabitants of the borough of Preston,
complaining of the manner in which the laws for the maintenance
of peace and order were administered by the local authorities in
that borough. He gave notice that he should move for a committee
of inquiry into the subject immediately after the Easter recess.

“The agitators of Preston, the great fomentors of the strike—the men who
pretended to form a new estate of the realm, and to be the nursing fathers of the
Labor Parliament, have at length received a check. Some dozen of them have been
arrested and examined before the local magistrates on a charge of conspiracy,
released on bail and sent before the Liverpool assizes”.

? Nicholas I.— Ed.
b “The Week”, The Morning Post, No. 25033, March 27, 1854.— Ed.
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Such are the words in which The Morning Post announces an
event®" which I was prevented from writing about earlier by the
pressure of other matter. The charge against the leaders rests
upon the fact that the masters had sent to Manchester and
induced men to come down to Preston. They were mostly
Irishmen. The people met them at the railway station, where they
presented a scene of misery and wretchedness. About fifty-four of
them were persuaded to go to the Farmer’s Arms® where they
were regaled all day, and, having consented to return, were
escorted in the evening to the railway station amidst the
exclamations of 15,000 persons. The employers got hold of seven
of these people and brought them back to Preston to convict Mr.
Cowell and his colleagues of conspiracy Now, if we consider the
[real facts] of the case, there remalns no doubt on the question
who are the real conspirators.”

In 1847 the Preston cotton lords reduced wages on a solemn
promise to restore them as soon as trade should have become
brisk. In 1853, the year of prosperity, they refused to keep their
word. The working men of four mills struck, and were supported
by the contributions of the remaining at work. The masters now
conspired together that they would lock their mills, and entered
each into a £5,000 bond to enforce their conspiracy.”” The
operatives then appealed for support to the other towns of
Lancashire, and that support was given. The employers had sent
emissaries to persuade and incite the cotton lords of other towns
to lock out their hands, and succeeded in their endeavor. Not
content with this, a vast subs[cription was] opened among them to
counterbalance the [subscription] of the operatives. When they
found that all these efforts were of-no avail, they sent their agents
far and near to induce laborers and their families, needlewomen,
and paupers from the workhouses of England and Ir[eland to
come] to Preston. Finding the surplus did not flow in fast enough
for their wishes, they tried to provoke the people to a breach of
the peace. They aggravated them by their insolence. They forbade
meetings in the Marsh, but the people held meetings in Blackstone
Edge and other interdicted localities. They introduced one
hundred new police, they swore in special constables,” they
turned out the fire-brigade, they kept troops under arms, and

* The premises of the workers’ committee during the Preston weavers’
strike.— Ed.

Below Marx uses data from E. Jones’ article “The Cotton Law of Preston.

Who Are the Real Conspirators?”, The People’s Paper, No. 99, March 25, 1854.— Ed.
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went so far as to read the riot act® in order to provoke a riot.
Such was the conspiracy of the masters [but] they were defeated in
each of their attempts. Notwithstanding these facts, an indictment
of conspiracy is charged, not against the masters, but against the
men. Besides, there is a special case bringing the masters under
the law of conspiracy. The men of a certain factory resumed the
work. The masters’ committee and the men’s committee alike
called for explanations. The men published a placard to the effect
that they had gone to work on condition of payment at a certain
rate. The masters’ committee threatened proceedings against the
master® of that mill to recover £5,000 as penalty on a bond given
to support the masters’ strike. The mill-owner thereupon said
something which, being a flat contradiction of men’s statement,
occasioned them all to withdraw. If [making] of this bond of
£5,000 was a conspiracy in the terms of the law, the menace to
enforce it was still more so. But this is not all. The very indictment
of the men’s leaders was brought about by a conspiracy committed
by the magisterial benches at Preston. According to The Times®
itself, the magistrates got up evidence, sought for it, brought up
their surplus slaves® in cabs to their courncil chamber, dreading the
publicity of the town hall, there to arrange their evidence, and
there, in the dead of night to pounce on their intended victims.

The expectations of these little Napoleons of Lancashire [were,]
however, set at naught by the good sense of the working people,
who neither allowed themselves to be provoked into a breach of
peace, nor to be frightened into[submission] to the dictates of the
Preston parvenus.

A public meeting was held in London on Wednesday night in
St. Martin’s Hall, Long Acre, for the purpose of affording the
working classes of the metropolis an opportunity of expressing
their opinion on the conduct of the Preston masters. The
following two resolutions were unanimously accepted:

“That the present Lord Chancellor of England, when Baron Rolfed, [and] in his
capacity of judge, laid down the law thus:

“That if there were no other object than to persuade people that it was their
interest not to work except for certain wages, and not to work under certain
regulations, complied with in a peaceful manner, qt was not illegal.

“That the operatives of Preston have for a period of thirty weeks been engaged

? John Swainson.— Ed.
b “The Wages” Movement”, The Times, No. 21694, March 21, 1854.— Ed.
¢ Recruited workers.— Ed.

Rolfe, Robert Monsey, Baron Cranworth.— Ed.
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in a contest with their employers, and during the whole of that time have
conducted themselves in the most peaceable and orderly manner.

“That, notwithstanding these facts, four® members of the Operatives’ Commit-
tee have been committed to take their trial at the present Liverpool Assizes on a
charge of conspiracy, although neither violence nor intimidation has been proved
or even charged against them.

“This meeting is therefore of opinion that the conduct of the manufacturers
and magistrates of Preston is reprehensible; that they have been guilty of an
unwarrantable assumption of power; that they have destroyed at once the equality
of the law and personal freedom; and that such proceedings ought to be
condemned by the unanimous voice of the people.

“That the sympathy and help of the entire of the working classes of the United
Kingdom should be devoted to the vindication of justice and the maintenance of
right. This meeting, therefore, pledges itself to an extraordinary and continuous
support of the Preston operatives in their present trying position, and earnestly
exhorts all who have an interest in the elevation of labor to join with them in
supporting its best interests.”

[The] London press generally condemn the proceedings [of the]
Preston masters, not from any sense of justice but [from fear] of
the probable results. They apprehend that [the] working classes
will now understand that the indivi[dual] capitalist who oppresses
them is backed by the whole machinery [of state], and that in
order to hit the former they [must] deal with the latter.

Written on March 31, 1854 Reproduced from the newspaper

First published in the New-York Semi-
Weekly Tribune, No. 929, April 21, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx

? The People’s Paper has “eleven”.— Ed.

The resolution is given according to the article “Prosecution of the Lancashire
Leaders” (The People’s Paper, No. 100, April 1, 1854). The People’s Paper for April 1,
1854 came out in the evening of March 31 as was then the custom and was used by
Marx for this article.— Ed.
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Frederick Engels

THE RUSSIAN ARMY

TO THE EDITOR OF THE DAILY NEWS®

Sir,—It is getting high time that we should look our enemy
straight in the face, to see what sort of an opponent he may turn
out to be. The most contradictory opintons are afloat as to the real
military strength and capabilities of Russia. Overrated by some,
underrated by others, the reality appears still to be hidden by a
veil, removable, not by any “Revelations of Russia,”* but by the
actual events of war only.

" Yet there exists a good deal of valuable matter in our western
literatures which requires nothing but sifting and combining.
Russia herself has contributed plenty of such matter. For Russian
military literature makes as much, if not more, use of the French
and German languages than of its own. Witness Major Smitt’s
valuable work on the Polish campaign of 1831, and Col. Tolstoi’s
account of the invasion of Hungary. The military works written in
Russian are decidedly inferior to those written in foreign
languages by officers of the Russian army. Mikhailovsky-
Danilevsky’s and Buturlin’s Campaigns of 1812, Lukianovich’s
Campaign of 1828-29, and similar works, too much resemble the
accounts of campaigns which we generally meet with in second-
rate French historical works. The sobriety of facts is drowned in
floods of inflated bombast, events are distorted according to the
exigencies of national vanity, the victories achieved on the field of
battle are put into the shade by greater victories achieved on
paper by the authors, and detraction from the character of the
enemy, whoever he be, predominates from beginning to end.

% Ch. F. Hennigsen, Revelations of Russia, Vols. 1-11, London, 1844.— Ed.

\
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There is little of that soldierly feeling which knows that there is
more merit in defeating a brave than a cowardly enemy, and
which makes, for instance, Sir W. Napier’s Peninsular War so
pre-eminently the production, not only of an “officer,” but of a

“gentleman” also. The necessity of keeping up warlike ardour
amongst the Russian population may explain the existence of such
a style of writing history. But as soon as a western language is
chosen, the thing is different. Europe, then, is to judge, and the
publicity of the west would soon scatter to the winds assertions
which, in Russia, pass off for gospel truth, because there the
opponent has not the right of reply. The tendency to glorify Holy
Russia and her Czar remains the same, but the choice of means
becomes more limited. Accuracy of fact must be more strictly
adhered to; a more sedate and businesslike diction is adopted; and
in spite of attempts at distortion which generally betray themselves
soon enough, there remains at least enough of positive informa-
tion to make such a book in many eases an important historical
document. If, besides, it should happen to have been written by a
man in a relatively independent position, it may even be excellent
as a military history, and this is actually the case with Smitt’s
History of the Polish War.

The composition and organisation of the Russian army is known
well enough to military men all over Europe. The extreme
simplicity of this organisation, as far at least as the “army of
operation” is concerned, makes it easy to understand it. The
actual difficulty is merely to know how far this organisation has
been really carried out, how much of this army exists not merely
on paper but can be brought forward against a foreign foe. It is
on this point that these Russian military writings in western
languages are principally important. National pride prevents their
authors, wherever the enemy has been partially successful and
offered a lively resistance, from overrating the numbers of
combatants on the Russian side. In order to guard the honour of
the Russian arms, they must unveil the differences between the
real and nominal strength of Russian armies. Smitt’s work, which
gives the official muster-rolls, is particularly useful for this
purpose. Tolstoi’s Hungarian Campaign, on the contrary, quite in
harmony with the proceedings of the Russians in that country,
appears to be intended to show off not so much the valour as the
formidable and overwhelming numbers of the Russian armies,
ready to be launched upon the revolutionary west.

But if we can arrive at something like certainty regarding
that part at least of the Russian army which more directly menaces
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the rest of Europe, it is far more difficult to ascertain the real state
of the fleet. We shall, later on, collect whatever information we
have met with, but must wait for something more definite until
“Charley”® gives a better account of it, or sends a few specimens
over for home inspection.

The fortificatory system, the preliminary preparation of the
theatre of war for defence and attack, is of course very difficult gf
access in a country like Russia. The coast defences are to a certain
degree delineated in charts and plans, and cannot, from their very
nature, be kept entirely hidden. Kronstadt and Sevastopol,
although many details of military importance are not well known,
are yet not half as mysterious places as they appear to some
parties. But of the fortifications of Poland, of that very group of
fortresses the very existence of which proclaims intentions of
offensive war and of conquest, very little is known besides the
spots upon which they have been built.” Some European war
offices may have obtained, by dint of gold, plans of these
fortresses from Russian employés; if so, they have kept the
information for themselves. If the Polish Emigration could
procure such plans, which to them should not be impossible, they
might, by publishing them, do to Russia a great deal more harm
than ever they did.

The Russian army is made up of four great divisions: the great
army of operation, the reserves for it, the special and local corps,
the Cossacks (amongst which are here comprised all irregular
troops, whatever be their origin).

The peculiar circumstances in which Russia is placed require a
military organisation totally different from that of all other
European countries. While on the south-east, from the Pacific to
the Caspian Sea, her frontiers, guarded by deserts and steppes,
are exposed to no other irruptions but those of nomadic robber
tribes, who on such ground are best met by troops somewhat
similar to themselves; while on the Caucasus she has to struggle
against a hardy race of mountaineers, best combated by a
judicious mixture of regular and irregular forces; her south-
western and western frontiers require the immediate presence of a
large army organised upon the most regular European footing
and equipped with arms equal to those of the western armies it
may have to fight. But as it is impossible to maintain permanently

* Charles Napier.— Ed.
For details see this volume, p. 502.— Fd.
€ For details see this volume, pp. 498-501.— Ed.
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upon the war footing such an army in a country the resources of
which are only very partially developed, part of the soldiers have
to be dismissed on furlough, to form a reserve for the war. Thus
arise the four great divisions of the Russian army.

This organisation of the Russian army, the origin of which may
be traced back as far as the first partition of Poland,® has been
successively developed by the succeeding partitions of that
country, the conquests on the Black Sea, the great wars with
France; it has been brought to its present state of perfection after
the Polish revolution of 1830.

The Great Army of Operation, which is almost exclusively
stationed on the European frontier of Russia, is more especially a
production of the partition of Poland, the wars with France, and
the Polish revolution. Its object is twofold—to maintain in
subjection the western, more civilised, and non-Russian portions of
the empire, and to hang like a threatening cloud over the west of
Europe, ready to come down upon it with thunder and lightning
at a moment’s notice. How far this object has been, or rather has
not been, obtained during the past, is a matter of notoriety. How
far it may in the present war be carried out, we shall have to
consider by and by.

The grand army of operations or active army (deistvuyushtsheye
voisko) consists of eleven corps d’armée, the corps of guards, the
corps of grenadiers, six corps of infantry, and three corps of
cavalry of reserve.

This whole organisation is imitated from the system introduced
by Napoleon. The eight first named corps correspond exactly to
the- army corps of the French during the great war. The guards
and grenadiers appear specially destined to form the general
reserves of the army, while the cavalry corps are expected to
produce those special decisive effects for which Napoleon always
kept in reserve large masses of that arm and of artillery. Thus
all the first named eight corps, although called infantry corps,
are provided by their very organisation with cavalry and a
numerous artillery. They have each a complete staff, engineers,
pontoon and ammunition trains, parks of artillery, and every
other requisite of an army destined to act independently. The
guards and grenadiers are rather weaker in infantry than the
other corps, their regiments having each three battalions only
instead of four. The guards are, on the other hand, considerably
stronger in cavalry and artillery; but it may be expected that in
order of battle the greater part of this will be joined to the general
cavalry and artillery reserve. The first and second cavalry corps
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consist of heavy cavalry and horse artillery exclusively (the light
regular cavalry is attached to the infantry corps); the third cavalry
or dragoon corps has an especial organisation, as these dragoons
are intended, same as was the fashion formerly, to fight both as
infantry and cavalry, and thus to form a corps of reserve of all
arms, having at the same time the mobility and rapidity of
locomotion exclusively possessed by cavalry. Whether this will have
been attained remains to be seen; the experience of all other
armies, resulting in the almost complete and general conversion of
dragoons into simple cavalry, is of no very favourable augury.
This idea has even been carried to the extent of attaching both to
the dragoon corps and to the guards battalions of mounted
sappers, miners, and pontonniers—an institution highly lauded by
the admirers of the Russian system, but equally wanting, as yet,
the test of actual experience.

It may be added that this organisation in eleven corps, with
their divisions, brigades, regiments composing each, does not
merely exist on paper or for mere administrative purposes. On the
contrary, the last Turkish war, 9 the Polish campaign, the
Hungarian invasion, and the present Turkish war have shown the
dispositions prevailing during peace to be so entirely calculated for
war that no division, brigade, or regiment has to be separated
from its corps, and to be attached to another whenever the
movement towards the frontier begins. This is a great military
advantage, resulting from the almost constant state of impending
war in which Russia is accustomed to find herself. Other more
peaceable states find, on a war approaching, every wheel and
pulley of their war-machinery covered with rust, and the whole
gearing out of trim; the organisation of army corps, divisions,
brigades, complete as it may appear, has to be revolutionised in
order to bring troops quick enough to the menaced frontiers;
commanders, generals, and staffs are appointed afresh, regiments
are shifted from brigade to brigade, from corps to corps, until,
when the army is assembled for active operations, you have a
motley reunion of commanders more or less unknown to each
other, to their superiors, and to their troops; most of them,
perhaps, big with a good deal of wounded vanity; and yet you
must rely upon this brand-new machinery working well together.
The disadvantage is undeniable, although in an army like those of
the West it has far less importance than in a Russian one. It is a
disadvantage not to be avoided except in an army on a permanent
war footing (such as the Austrian army has been since 1848, in
consequence of which its corps are also pretty firmly organised);
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but for all that the higher degree of industrial perfection existing
in western countries makes up, even in a merely military point of
view, for this and any other disadvantage which the exigencies of
their civilisation may impose upon them.

Written between April 3 and 12, 1854 Printed from the original proofs
First published in: Marx and Engels, Published in English for the first
Works, Second Russian Edition, Vol. 44, time

Moscow, 1977
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Karl Marx and Frederick Engels

THE EUROPEAN WAR®

The most important feature of the news from Europe, brought
by the Arctic which arrived yesterday morning, is the certainty that
the Russians have crossed the Lower Danube, some 50,000 strong,
in three corps under the immediate command of Prince
Gorchakoff, Gen. Luders and Gen. OQOushakoff, and have
occupied a part of the Turkish district of Dobrodja. This district
belongs to the province of Bulgaria, and is a narrow plain inclosed
on the west and north by the Danube,—which bends northwardly
at Chernavoda, and makes a large detour before reaching its
mouth,—and on the east by the Euxine. A large part of the
district 1s marshy and liable to be overflowed; it contains several
fortresses, such as those of Babadagh, Isaktsha, Matchin and
Tultcha, which it is stated have been captured by the Russians, but
this report our well-informed London correspondent pronounces
a mere stock-jobbing invention. Between the plain of the Dobrodja
and the interior of Turkey the Balkan stretches its protecting
chain. The Russians are no nearer Constantinople than they were
previous to this movement, and have gained by it no new
advantage over the Turks. In fact, it seems perfectly clear that it is
merely a defensive movement, indicating simply their intention to
withdraw from the most western portions of Wallachia. Their
entire force in Wallachia mustered seven divisions of infantry, one
reserve division at Ismail, and further back the corps of
Cheodayeff, numbering three divisions, which is now supposed to
have reached Jassy. The eight divisions, together with the cavalry,
are hardly above 110,000 strong. Considering the possibility of the
landing of an Anglo-French corps on the north-western shores of
the Black Sea, menacing the Russian rear, it is plain that the object



130 Karl Marx and Frederick Engels

[of the] occupation of the Dobrodja is to secure the Russian flank
with the smallest possible sacrifice of ground. There were but two
means of securing a position which would guard them against the
danger of being cut off,—either a direct retreat upon the Sereth,
making the Lower Danube their line of defense, with Fokshani,
Galatch and Ismail as supporting points; or to dash at the
Dobrodja, with their front leaning upon Kustendje, Hirsova,
Oltenitza and Bucharest; the wall of Trajan, the Danube and the
Argish to be the first, Buseo the second and the Sereth the third
line of defense. The latter plan was decidedly the best, as for the
terrain abandoned on the one side a new one is gained on the
opposite flank, which gives to the retreat the character of an
advance, and saves the military point d’honneur of the Russians.
The possession of the Dobrodja shortens the Russian front,
allowing them, in the worst case, to retire upon Chotin on the
Dniester, even if a landing should take place at Akerman or
Odessa. For the details of the maneuvers by which this change in
the Russian position has been effected, we have yet to wait.
Next in interest is the moral certainty that the Greek insurrec-
tion will be supported by what influence belongs to the monarchy
of Greece, the King and Queen® both having gone to the frontier
to encourage the insurgents. In this emergency, war between
Greece and Turkey, backed by the allies, is nearly inevitable,
adding to the complications if not seriously increasing the dangers
of the general conflict. On the other hand we have the news of
another proposal of peace from the Czar himself, communicated
by way of Prussia.” Nicholas offers to settle the quarrel if the allies
wili obtain from Turkey an act of complete emancipation for all
her Christian subjects. In that case he will evacuate the Prin-
cipalities when the allied fleet passes the Dardanelles. Had these
terms been openly proffered sooner they might have greatly
diminished the chances of the war, as there is no doubt that the
allies mean to procure just such an emancipation, and refusal to
admit at least a part of it has already led to the dismissal by the
Sultan ' of two important members of his government.® But the
offer cannot probably now prevent the war; for to the allied fleet
a French and English army is now added, while Sir Charles Napier
will have probably attacked and taken Aland before new orders
could be sent out and reach him. Still this proposal may have
a greater importance than we are inclined to attribute to it; on

* Otto 1 and Amalie.— Ed.
Rifaat Pasha and Arif Hikmet Bey.— Ed.
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that head we shall doubtless have full information by the next
steamer.

Amid all this confusion and uncertainty, one thing alone seems
clear, and that is the extinction of the Moslem power as a distinct
polity in Europe. The emancipation of the Christians of Turkey,
whether effected by peaceful concession or by violence, degrades
Islamism from a political authority to a religious sect, and utterly
uproots the old foundations of the Ottoman Empire. It not only
perfectly recognizes the truth of the Czar’s statement that the
Ottoman Porte is laboring under a dangerous malady, but cuts the
patients’ throat by way of medication. After that operation the
Sultan may possibly be retained as a political fiction upon the
throne of his fathers, but the real rulers of the country must be
looked for elsewhere. It is clear why in such a case the Russian
autocrat should be willing to settle quietly with his western
antagonists. They will have effected in Turkey the most complete
revolution conceivable, and effected it wholly in his interest. After
such a dissolution of the present ruling authority, his relations to
the Greek Church in the country, and to the Slavonians, will really
endow him with the supreme power over it; he will then have the
oyster while the western governments are obliged to content
themselves with the 'shells. Such a consummation, though now
improbable, is not impossible. But we may be sure there are plenty
of elements, not yet developed, which will presently rush in to
exercise a powerful influence on the progress of this great
struggle. Among these how far the long-slumbering European
Revolution is to play a leading part is a question which the
statesmen of that hemisphere affect to ignore, but of which they
may soon be unpleasantly reminded.

Written on April 3 and 4, 1854 Reproduced from. the New-York

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

Tribune, No. 4055, April 17; reprinted
in the New-York Weekly Tribune, No. 658,
April 22, 1854 as a leader
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Karl Marx
THE WAR DEBATE IN PARLIAMENT @

London, Tuesday, April 4, 1854

A singularity of English tragedy, so repulsive to French feelings
that Voltaire used to call Shakespeare a drunken savage,” is its
peculiar mixture of the sublime and the base, the terrible and the
ridiculous, the heroic and the burlesque. But nowhere does
Shakespeare devolve upon the Clown the task of speaking the
prologue of a heroic drama. This invention was reserved for the
Coalition Ministry. Mylord Aberdeen has performed, if not the
English Clown, at least the Italian Pantaloon. All great historical
movements appear, to the superficial observer, finally to subside
into the farce, or at least the common-place. But to commence
with this is a feature peculiar alone to the tragedy entitled, War
with Russia, the prologue of which was recited on Friday evening®
in both Houses of Parliament, where the Ministry’s address in
answer to Her Majesty’s message® was simultaneously discussed
and unanimously adopted, to be handed over to the Queen
yesterday afternoon, sitting upon her throne in Buckingham
Palace. The proceedings in the House of Lords may be very
briefly delineated. Lord Clarendon made the Ministerial, and Lord
Derby the Opposition statement of the case. The one spoke as the
man in office, and the other like the man out of it.?

Lord Aberdeen, the noble Earl at the head of the Government,
the “acrimonious” confidant of the Czar, the “dear, good, and

? Voltaire. Dissertation sur la tragédie ancienne et moderne (Preface to the tragedy
Se’mbiramis).— Ed.
March 31, 1854.— Ed.
¢ See this volume, p.- 100.— Ed.
4 Marx analyses the debate in Parliament according to the report published in
The Times, No. 21704, April 1, 1854.— Ed.
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excellent” Aberdeen of Louis Philippe, the “estimable gentleman”
of Pius IX although concluding his sermon with his usual whinings
for peace, caused, during the principal part of his performance,
their lordships to be convulsed with laughter, by declaring war not
on Russia, but on The Press® a London weekly periodical. Lord
Malmesbury retorted on the noble Earl; Lord Brougham, that
“old, foolish woman,” as he was styled by William Cobbett,
discovered that the contest on which they were engaged was no
“easy” one; Earl Grey, who, in his Christian spirit, had contrived
to make the British Colonies the most miserable abodes of the
world, reminded the British people that the tone and temper in
which the war was referred to, the feeling of animosity evinced
against the Czar and his Cossacks, was not the spirit in which a
Christian nation ought to enter upon war. The Earl of Hardwicke
was of opinion that England was weak in the means she possessed
for dealing with the Russian navy; that they ought not to have a
less force in the Baltic than 20 sail of the line, well armed and well
manned, with disciplined crews, and not begin, as they had done,
with a mob of newly raised men, a mob in a line of battle-ship
during an action being the worst of all mobs. The Marquis of
Lansdowne vindicated the Government, and expressed a hope as
to the shortness and ultimate success of the war, because (and this
is a characteristic mark of the noble lord’s powers of conception)
“it was no dynastic war, such a war involving the largest
consequences, and which it was the most difficult to put an end
to.”

After this agreeable conversazione in which everybody had given
his sentiment, the address was agreed to nemine contradicente.

All the new information to be gathered from this conversazione is
limited to some official declarations on the part of Lord
Clarendon, and the history of the secret memorandum of 1844.

Lord Clarendon stated that “at present the agreement with France
consists simply of an exchange of notes containing arrangements
with respect to military operations.”

Consequently there exists, at this moment, no treaty between
England and France. In reference to Austria and Prussia he stated
that the former would maintain an armed neutrality, and the
other a neutral neutrality; but that “with such a war as is now
about to be waged upon the frontiers of both countries, it would

* The reference is to Lord Russell’s polemic with the London Press on the
history of the 1844 memorandum.— Ed.
Without opposition.— Ed.
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be impossible for either power to preserve a neutrality.” Finally he
declared that the peace to be brought about by the impending
war, would only be a glorious peace “if they did secure equal
rights and immunities for the Christian subjects of Turkey.”

Now we know that the Sheik-ul-Islam* has already been deposed
for having refused to sanction by a fetva the treaty granting this
equalization of rights; that the greatest excitement exists on the
part of the old Turkish population at Constantinople; and by a
telegraphic dispatch received to-day we learn that the Czar has
declared to Prussia that he is willing to withdraw his troops from
the Principalities if the Western Powers should succeed in
imposing such a treaty upon the Porte.” All he wants is to break
the Osman rule. If the Western Powers propose to do it in his
stead, he, of course, is not the madman to wage war with them.

Now to the history of the secret memorandum, which I collect
from the speeches of Derby, Aberdeen, Malmesbury and Gran-
ville. The memorandum was

“intended to be a provisional, conditional and secret arrangement between
Russia, Austria and England, to make certain arrangements with respect to Turkey,
which France, without any consent on her part, was to be obliged to concur in.”

This memorandum, thus described in the words of Lord
Malmesbury, was the result of private conferences between the
Czar, the Earl of Aberdeen, the Duke of Wellington and Sir
Robert Peel. It was by the advice of Aberdeen that the Czar
addressed himself to the Duke and to Sir Robert Peel. It remains a
matter of controversy between Lord Aberdeen and his opponents,
whether the memorandum was drawn up by Count Nesselrode, on
the return of the Czar to St. Petersburg subsequently to his visit to
England in 1844, or whether it was drawn up by the English
Ministers themselves as a record of the communications made by
the Emperor.

The connection of the Earl of Aberdeen with this document was
distinguished from that of a mere Minister with an official
document as proved, according to the statement of Malmesbury, by
another paper not laid before the House. The document was
considered of the greatest importance, and such as might not be
communicated to the other powers, notwithstanding Aberdeen’s

* Arif Hikmet Bey.— Ed.
Telegraphic dispatch from Berlin of April 3. The Times, No. 21706, April 4,
1854.— Ed.
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assurance that he had communicated the “substance” to France.
The Czar, at all events, was not aware of such a communication
having been made. The document was sanctioned and approved
by the Duke of Wellington and Sir Robert Peel. It was not brought
under the cognizance and consideration of the Peel Cabinet, of
which Lord Derby was at that time a member. It remained not
with the ordinary papers of the Foreign Office, but in the private
custody of each successive Secretary of State, with no copy of it
whatever in the Foreign Office. When Lord Derby acceded to
office, he knew nothing of it, although himself a member of the
Peel Cabinet in 1844. When the Earl of Aberdeen left office, he
handed it over in a box to Lord Palmerston, who handed the box
of Pandora over to his successor, Earl Granville, who, as he states
himself, at the request of Baron Brunnow, the Russian Embas-
sador, handed it over to the Earl of Malmesbury on his accession
to the Foreign Office. But, in the meantime, there appears to have
been an alteration, or rather a falsification in the original
indorsement of the document, since the Earl of Granville sent it to
the Earl of Malmesbury with a note stating that it was a
memorandum drawn up by Baron Brunnow, as the result of the
conferences between the Emperor of Russia, Sir Robert Peel and
Lord Aberdeen, the name of the Duke of Wellington not being
mentioned at all. No other motive can be supposed for this false
allegation but the anxiety to conceal the importance of the
memorandum by describing it as a mere annotation of the
Embassador, instead of an official document issued from the
Chancellory at St. Petersburg.

Such was the importance Russia attached to this document that
48 hours after Lord Malmesbury  had been in office, Baron
Brunnow came and asked him whether he had read it; but
Malmesbury had not then done so, it being not forwarded to him
till a few days after. Baron Brunnow urged on him the necessity
of reading this document, which he stated constituted the key of all
conferences with Russia. From that moment, however, he never
mentioned the document again to the Derbyites, apparently
judging the Tory Administration too powerless or too transitory
for carrying out the Russian policy. In December, 1852, the Derby
Government went out, and shortly after the intelligence of the
formation of the Coalition '”* reaching St. Petersburg, on Jan. 11,
the Czar again opened this question—a sufficient evidence this
that he thought the cabinet of all the talents ready to act on the
basis of this memorandum.

Here, then, we have the most compromising revelatior»\;s made in
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the House of Lords by the most irreversible witnesses, all of them
having been Prime or Foreign Ministers of Great Britain. An
“eventual engagement”—the expression used in the memoran-
dum—is secretly entered into with Russia by an English Foreign
Minister, not only without the sanction of Parliament, but behind
the backs of his own colleagues, two of them only having been
initiated into the mystery. The paper is for ten years withheld
from the Foreign Office and kept in clandestine custody by each
successive Foreign Minister. Whenever a ministry disappears from
the scene, the Russian Embassador appears in Downing-st. and
intimates to the new-comer that he had to look closely at the bond,
the secret bond, entered into not between the nation as legally
represented, but between some Cabinet-Minister and the Czar,
and to act according to the line of conduct prescribed in a Russian
memorandum drawn up in the Chancellory of St. Petersburg.

If this be not an open infraction of the Constitution, if not a
conspiracy and high treason, if not collusion with Russia, we are at
a loss to understand the meaning of these terms.

At the same time we understand from these revelations why the
criminals, perfectly secure, are allowed to remain at the helm of
the State, at the very epoch of an ostensible war with Russia, with
whom they are convicted to have permanently conspired, and why
the Parliamentary opposition is a mere sham, intended to annoy
but not to impeach them. All Foreign Ministers, and consequently
all the successive Administrations since 1844 are accomplices, each
of them becoming so from the moment he neglected to accuse his
predecessor and quietly accepted the mysterious box. By the mere
affectation of secrecy each of them became guilty. Each of them
became a party to the conspiracy by concealing it from Parliament.
By law the concealer of stolen goods is as criminal as the thief.
Any legal proceeding, therefore, would ruin not only the
Coalition, but their rivals also, and not only these Ministers, but
the Parliamentary parties they represent, and not only those
parties, but the governing classes of England.

I may remark, en passant, that the only speech delivered in the
House of Lords worth mentioning is that of the Earl of Derby; but
his criticism of the memorandum and the secret correspondence —
and I may say the same with respect to the debate in the
Commons—contains nothing that I have not stated before in the
full analysis I gave you of that fatal memorandum and that
extraordinary correspondence.?

?* See this volume, pp. 73-83 and 84-99.— Ed.
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“The power of declaring war is a prerogative of the Crown, a real prerogative;
and if Her Majesty summons her Parliament, and informs them that she has found
it necessary to engage herself in war, it is not an occasion when the Commons enter
on the policy or impolicy of the war. It is their duty, under such circumstances, to
rally round the throne, and to take a proper, subsequent and constitutional
occasion of commenting on the policy which may have led to the war.”

So said Mr. Disraeli in the sitting of the Commons, and so said
all the Commoners, and yet The Times fills seventeen columns with
their comments on that policy. Why was this? Even because it was
not the “occasion,” because their talk would remain resultless. But
we must except Mr. Layard, who stated plainly:

“If it should be the feeling of the House, after what he should state to them,
that the conduct of the Ministers should force the subject of a Parliamentary
inquiry, he should not shrink from the duty thus imposed upon him, and would be
ready to ask the Ministers to fix an early day on which the matter might be
brought forward.”

You will comprehend now the reason why The Times begins to
doubt the justice of the Assyrian discoveries of Mr. Layard.?

Lord ].Russell, who introduced the address in the House of
Commons, distinguished himself from Lord Clarendon only by his
intonation of the words integrity, liberty, independence, civiliza-
tion, whereby he secured the cheers of his more common
audience.

Mr. Layard, who rose to reply to him, committed two great
blunders, which disfigured his otherwise remarkable speech. In
the first place, he sought to establish the existence of opposite
elements in the Coalition, the Russian element and the English
element, the Aberdeen fraction and the Palmerston fraction, these
two fractions possessing no other distinction than their language
and their modes of subserviency to Russia. The one is a partisan
of Russia, because he does not understand her, and the other
although he understands her. The former is, therefore, an open
partisan, and the other a secret agent. The former, therefore,
serves gratuitously, and the latter is paid. The former is less
dangerous because placed in.open antagonism to the feelings of
the English people; the latter is fatal, because he makes himself
pass for the incarnation of the national animosity against Russia.
With Mr. Layard we must presume that it is ignorance of the man
whom he places in opposition to Aberdeen. For Mr. Disraeli, who
employed the same contrast, there is no such excuse. No man
knows Lord Palmerston better than that chief of the Opposition,

* The Times, No. 21705, April 3, 1854, leader.— Ed.
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who declared already in 1844, that no foreign policy of any
Minister had ever been so fatal to British interests as that of the
noble Lord. The second blunder committed by Mr. Layard was his
argument that The Times was the direct organ of the Aberdeen
party because the secret and confidential correspondence, two or
three days after arrival, furnished materials for its leading articles,
which endeavored to bring the country to consent to the nefarious
transaction intended at St. Petersburg, especially its articles during
February and March of last year. Layard would have done better
to conclude with Lord Palmerston that those materials were
furnished by the Russian Embassy at London, when he would
have been able to charge both The Times and the Foreign Office
with being the organs of the St. Petersburg Cabinet.

Holding the opinion that The Times is, in fact, a greater power
than the Coalition not as to its opinions but as to the data which
constitute the treasonable character of this secret correspondence,
I subjoin the whole statement of Mr. Layard against that paper:

“The first of these secret dispatches was received in this country on the 23d of
January, 1853, and on the 26th of the same month appeared in The Times the first
of those articles to which he had referred. The next dispatch was received on the
6th of February, 1853, and on the 11th of the same month, four days afterward,
there appeared an extraordinary article in The Times, from which he would now
quote. In one part of the article it was stated:

““We do not suppose that it is the intention or the policy of Russia to accelerate
a catastrophe in the East, and the good offices of this country will again be
employed to lessen the perils of a situation which is becoming critical. We cannot,
however, forget that the attempt to prolong the brutal and decrepit authority of
the Turks in Europe is purchased by the surrender of fine provinces and a large
Christian population to barbarous misgovernment; and we shall rejoice when
civilization and Christianity are able to repair the injuries of the Ottoman
conquest.’ }

“Again, it was stated in The Times on the 23d of February, 1853, after various
comments on the exhausted state of Turkey:

“‘With the utmost political caducity, with a total want of ability and integrity in
the men who are still its rulers, with a declining Mussulman population, and an
exhausted treasury, the Porte unites as if by way of derisory contrast a dominion
over some of the most fertile regions, the finest ports and the most enterprising
and ingenious people of Southern Europe.... It is hard to comprehend how so
great a positive evil can have been so long defended by politicians as a relative
good; and, though we are not insensible to the difficulties attending any change in
the territories of so huge an empire, we are disposed to view with satisfaction
rather than with alarm the approach of a period’”

How did The Times know the period was approaching?
“‘when it will be impossible to prolong the dominion of such a Government as
that of the Porte over such a country as that which is now subject to its authority.
Perhaps that period is less distant than is commonly supposed; and it may be the
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part of wise statesmen to provide against such a conjuncture, which it is beyond
their power indefinitely to postpone. We do not believe, and we do not mean to
imply, that any combination of Austria and Russia, hostile to the territorial claims
of the Ottoman Empire, is now in existence, or is likely to be formed without the

(R

knowledge of the other European powers. We have strong grounds to believe’” —

When The Times says that we know what it means—

e

that Prince Menchikoff is sent from St. Petersburg to Constantinople upon a
special embassy, for the express purpose of declaring, in the name of the Emperor
Nicholas, that as head of the Greek Church he cannot submit, or allow the Eastern
Church to submit, to the conditions of the firman recently obtained by the French
Embassador with reference to the Holy Shrines in the Holy Land.’

“Now, the first intimation of Prince Menchikoff™s mission was contained in Sir
H.Seymour’s dispatches, received February 14 and February 21. It was important
to observe that on the 6th of March, 1853, arrived the dispatch giving the whole of
the Emperor of Russia’s plan for the partition of Turkey. The answer to it, as he
had before said, was not returned before the 23d of March, and no Cabinet
Council was held until the 13th of March, though certain members of the
Government had seven days previously received the Emperor’s proposal. That
proposal was not submitted to their colleagues till the 13th of March, but it had
been previously submitted to The Times, for on the 7th of March, the morning
following the receipt of the dispatch, which then could not have been known to
more than two or three members of the Cabinet, and which could not then have
been seen by any clerk in the Foreign Office, there appeared a particular article in
The Times. (Hear, hear) The article said, among other things, that

“‘The state of the Turkish Empire and the relations of the European Powers to
the East are subjects on which it may be useful for reflecting politicians and the
independent press to form and express opinions, though the consummation to
which these opinions point be still unwelcome and remote. Statesmen, bound to
transact the business of the day, and to recognize at every turn the obligations of
what is called State necessity, are restrained within narrower limits, and would
probably be unable to give effect to any novel or original conception if it had not
previously been entertained by the mind and reason of the public.’

“He entreated the noble Lord to mark the words which followed, for they
referred to the objection which he had offered.

“‘We are therefore by no means surprised that, in adverting to the differences
which have recently taken place in Turkey, and especially on its European
frontiers, Lord John Russell should have expressed his dissent from the opinions
which have been recently put forward on this subject, and should have repeated in
his place in Parliament, speaking under the weight of official responsibility, the old
story of the integrity and independence of the Ottoman Empire. We ourselves,
however, are not affected by similar considerations.’

“How did the writer know that the noble Lord dissented? (Hear.) The article
proceeded:

“‘We do not, therefore, concur in the opinion of Lord J.Russell that no greater
calamity could occur to Europe at the present time than the necessity of
considering what ought to be done in such a case as the dismemberment of that
empire.’

“Let the House mark the following words, for they were almost identical with
those of the Emperor of Russia:

“‘It would, we think, be a far greater calamity that the dismemberment
commenced before any such consideration had taken place.’
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“(Hear, hear.) They were the very words. The writer went on thus:

“‘And here we must be allowed to express our surprise that any statesman
should, for an instant, confound the policy which it might be proper to pursue in
the event of a dissolution of the Turkish Empire with that which led to the
partition of Poland. No doubt the argument of State necessity still remains to
support the integrity and independence of the Turkish Empire; but that argument
stands alone against a host of evils, and it means, in reality, no more than the fear
of dealing with a momentous and uncertain question. Yet, so strange are the
prepossessions on this subject which have been fostered, especially of late years,
that an attempt to discuss this question on its own merits is viewed in some quarters
as an act of political depravity, and a violation of all the laws which bind nations
together.’

“The next article appeared on the 10th of March. The House might, perhaps,
have been of opinion that hitherto he had not shown that the writer in The Times
employed the exact words used in the dispatches; but the article he was about to
rcad would remove all doubt upon that point. On the 10th of March an article
appeared in The Times commencing with these words:

“‘Prince MenchikoIf arrives in a more strictly diplomatic capacity, and we have
reason to believe that his instructions are more conciliatory than those of Count
Leiningen.’

“A similarity of expression would be found in Sir H. Seymour’s dispatch of the
21st of February:

“‘His Excellency (Count Nesselrode) wished to assure me that the instructions
with which Prince Menchikoff would be provided were of a conciliatory nature.’

“The article continued:

“‘We must venture to say that it implies some penury of resources in modern
statesmen that, when they have to deal with a question which involves the
civilization of great provinces, the restoration of Christianity itself to that
supremacy which it once enjoyed in all parts of Europe, and the progressive
welfare of millions of human beings, the only expedient on which they can agree is
to dress up a Turk’s head in a turban, and agree to treat it as if it was still a symbol
of force and empire.’

“A Cabinet Council was held on the 19th of March, at which the dispatch
received on the 6th of that month was discussed, and an answer to it was returned
on the 23d of March, containing this passage:

“‘Although Her Majesty’s Government feel compelled to adhere to the
principles and the policy laid down in Lord John Russell’s dispatch of the 9th of
February, yet they gladly comply with the Emperor’s wish, that the subject should
be further and frankly discussed.’

“On the same day an article appeared in The Times, in which some of the
phrases used in Lord Clarendon’s dispatch might be found. The article commenced
thus:

“‘The opinions we have expressed on the present condition and future
prospects of the Ottoman Empire do not coincide with the views entertained by
Lord J.Russell, and communicated by him to the House of Commons; they differ
from the course of policy which this country has pursued in former times and on
several occasions; and they are entirely at variance with the system which a large
numerical proportion of the London press is attempting, not very brilliantly or
successfully, to defend.

“Honor to the British press that, though wanting the brilliant epigrammatic pen
which had shaken a Colonial Minister and almost upset a Cabinet, it did not
support the views of The Times. The Times added near the end of its article:
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“‘He (the Emperor) has said that it is an object of his ambition to stand well
with this country, and to deserve its confidence. His proceedings on this occasion
will bring that assurance to the test, and he can give us no greater proof of
moderation and good. faith toward Turkey and the rest of Europe than a
willingness to cooperate on these subjects, as he has before done, with the British
Government.””

“On the same day on which The Times announced that its endeavors to
reconcile the British public to the partition of Turkey had failed, the answer to the
dispatch which had been delayed for 16 days was sent to St. Petersburg. (Hear,
hear.) He need not trouble the House with further extracts from The Times.”

Mr. Bright supported the character of Mr. Cobden, in order to
afford another opportunity to Lord Palmerston to gather popular-
ity by abuse of Russia and sham-energetic defense of the
war-policy. Among other things Palmerston stated:

“Now, it is known, I think, to those who have given their attention to the affairs
of Europe for a considerable time past, that the views of Russia upon Turkey are
not of yesterday, or indeed of any recent date. (Hear.) It is known that for a great
length of time it has been the standing and established policy of Russia to endeavor
to obtain possession of at least the European part of Turkey, and subsequently of
Asiatic Turkey. This policy has been pursued with undeviating and systematic
perseverance. It has been ever kept in view. When opportunities have offered,
steps in advance have been made, and when checks have been experienced, those
steps have been withdrawn; but only for the purpose of taking advantage of the
next opportunity which offers. (Hear, hear) Delay has been no element in
mitigating or in inducing Russia to abandon its schemes. Its policy has been to keep
one object in view—not to hurry, not to lose its object by prematurely grasping at
its possession, but to watch the course of the other Governments of Europe, and to
take advantage of every opportunity which might present itself, by which it could
get even the slightest advance toward the ultimate object of its ambition.”

Now compare this declaration of Lord Palmerston with those he
made in 1829, ’30, '31, ’33, ’36, '40, '41, '42, 43, ’46, '48, ’49, and
you will find that the above is less a reply to Mr. Bright than to his
own former policy.'” But while this cunning foe, by such
onslaughts upon Russia, conciliates the sympathies of the public,
he on the other hand secures favor with the Czar, by the following
observation:

“Now, Sir, do I blame the Russian Government for entertaining such a policy?
A policy of aggrandizement pursued by legitimate means is a policy which you may
condemn as dangerous to yourselves, which you may oppose as destructive of the
independence and the liberties of other States, but which is not a reproach to the
Government which pursues it, provided it be pursued by open, undisguised, and
avowed means, without concealment, without subterfuge, and without fraud. Now,
the course which, I am sorry to say, the Russian Government has pursued in all
these recent transactions has not been that open and straightforward course which
would justify it in avowing and in boldly declaring its policy.”
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But the only reproach to be made against the Russian
Government was just, as Mr. Disraeli termed it, her fatal frankness.
Palmerston, accordingly, by disapproving only of what Russia did
not do, justifies entirely that which she really has done.

Mr. Disraeli’s criticism of the secret papers was clever, as usual,
but missed its effect by his declaration that it was out of place, and
that his only intention in addressing the House was to support the
address. It is painful to see a man of his genius cajoling a
Palmerston, not only in the House, but also in his reputed organ,
The Press, from so sordid a motive as the politics of place and
party.

In yesterday’s sitting of the House, Sir J.Graham stated that he
had received intelligence that the fleet had entered the Black Sea,
and was in the neighborhood of Varna.®

In the House of Lords, Lord Aberdeen gave notice that on
Tuesday, the 11th, he should move the adjournment of the House
till Thursday, 27th inst.

Written on April 4, 1854 Reproduced from. the New-York
. . . . Daily Tribune

First published in the New-York Daily
Tribune, No. 4055, April 17; reprinted in
the New-York Weekly Tribune,
No. 658, April 22, 1854

* Sir ]J.Graham’s speech in the House of Commons on April 3, 1854. The
Times, No. 21706, April 4, 1854.— Ed.
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[RUSSIA AND THE GERMAN POWERS.—
CORN PRICES]'*®

London, Friday, April 7, 1854

Lord Clarendon declared last might in the House of Lords that
“he had reason to believe” that the news of the landing of 4,000
Russians in the Dobrodja by means of transports from Odessa was
untrue. He was not aware that the Russian fleet had left
Sevastopol which point had been watched, now and then, by
English and French steamers. With regard to the alleged inactivity
of the fleets, he begged to say that a blockade of Sevastopol and
Odessa could only be undertaken by the whole of the combined
squadron, which would have been a dangerous undertaking
during the bad season. He believed, therefore, that it had been
politic to retain them at Beikos. The Vienna correspondent of The
Times concurs in this view of Lord Clarendon, and moreover,
states the true motives of his policy.* The apprehension of riots at
Constantinople has never been more justified than since the
negotiations for “Christian emancipation” have become known,
and it would have been highly “impolitic” to move the fleets from
the Bosphorus before the arrival of a sufficient land force, i.e.,
sufficient to put down the Turks.

In the House of Commons Lord John Russell said the
responsibility for the Greek insurrections rested with the Court of
Athens, which had favored them at first secretly, and now openly.®

The debates of the week offer nothing of interest, except that
on Mr. Moore’s motion for a Select Committee to take into

* Report from the Vienna correspondent of April 2. The Times, No. 21709,
Aprll 7, 1854.— Ed.

Lord John Russell’s speech in the House of Commonﬁ on April 6, 1854. The
Times, No. 21709, April 7, 1854.— Ed.
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consideration the case of the appointment of H.Stonor to the
office of a Judge in the colony of Victoria,” the said Stonor having
been reported by a Committee of the House to have been guilty of
bribery at the elections in the borough of Sligo in 1853, the
appointment of the Committee was granted. The prosecution of
Mr. Stonor is, however, a mere pretext for renewing, on fresh
ground, the battle between the two fractions of the broken
Irish Brigade.'™ To what degree the sanctimonious clique of
Mr. Gladstone and his co-Peelites are involved and comprised in
these Irish scandals, may be judged from the following remark
of The Morning Post:

“In the letters that have been produced, the gossip that has been retailed and
the evidence which has been given before Parliamentary Committees within the last
few weeks, there is much calculated to give strength to the suspicion that the
Peelite section of the coalition have, for some time past, systematically employed
agents to influence many of the Irish elections, and that they have supplied them
largely with money for the purpose. The Duke of Newcastle is especially
compromised.... There certainly appears to have been a conference of preferment
upon individuals conducting election business, seemingly under his instruction.”

The Daily News of to-day publishes the treaty between France,
England and Turkey, which, however, merely contains the arrange-
ments for military action. The western powers are careful not to
bring the real conditions of their “assistance to the Sultan” into
the form of a treaty. These are imposed by Lord Stratford de
"Redcliffe and his minatory apparatus in loco,° and made to appear
as the voluntary act of the Turkish Government.

The peace mission of the Prince of Mecklenburg to Berlin had
no other object in view but to furnish the King of Prussia® with
a new pretext for keeping aloof from the Western Alliance. I am
informed from Berlin that Russia would only acknowledge the
Swedish declaration of neutrality after the King® had bound
himself to re-issue to the commandants of the Swedish harbors the
old regulations, according to which no more than four foreign
men-of-war are allowed to anchor within the range of the guns of
any port. As this order considerably departs from the stipulations
of neutrality agreed upon between Sweden and Denmark, new

* The debates in the House of Commons on Mr. Moore’s motion are given
according to The Times, No. 21709, April 7, 1854.— Ed.

The Morning Post, No. 25043, April 7, 1854, leader——Ed

On the spot.— Ed.

4 Frederick William IV.— Ed.

¢ Oskar I.— Ed.
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negotiations between the Scandinavian powers on the one hand,
and the western powers on the other hand, are to be anticipated.
It is generally believed at Stockholm that the Russians will
abandon their occupation of Aland, and raze their fortifications on
that island, carrying away the guns and other material of war. A
telegraphic dispatch received to-day states that this step had
already been carried out.?

The Austrian corps d’observation in the south-eastern portions of
Hungary is now on a complete war footing, and drawn up in the
different positions allotted to it. The concentration required from
ten to twelve days. The German papers generally assume that this
army would be destined to take the Turkish army in the flank, in
case of Austria joining actively with Russia, and there would be no
difficulty in doing so. But the Austrians can only enter Turkey
either by Mehadia, when they would have the Turkish army in
their front, or by Belgrade, when they would find themselves in a
line with the extended left flank of the Turks. It is much more
probable, therefore, that if the Austrians enter Turkey with hostile
intentions, they will march from Belgrade upon Sofia by
Kruschevatz and Nissa; but even in that case the Turks would
have a shorter way to Sofia, by marching from Vidin in a direct
line southward.

The report of the Prussian Loan-Committee in the Second
Chamber contains an account of the policy pursued by Prussia in
the Eastern Question, and publishes several diplomatic documents
which have not yet found their way into the English press. 1
propose, therefore, to give you some important extracts from that
report.”

At the end of January the Russian Embassador at Berlin®
handed a proposition to the Prussian Government, simulta-
neously with the propositions made by Count Orloff to the Austrian
Court, according to which the three Courts of Prussia, Austria
and Russia were to sign a joint protocol. In the preamble to the
draft of this protocol it is stated that the motive of this com-
mon engagement was the desire to draw closer the alliance of
the three powers, in view of the dangers threatening the peace of
Europe, and to regulate the relations both between them and with

* This erroneous telegraphic dispatch from Berlin of April 5 was published in
The Times, No. 21709, April 7, 1854.— Ed.

P The reference is to “FErster Bericht der Kommission zur Vorpriifung der
Gesetz-Entwiirfe, betreffend die Kredit-Bewilligung....”— Ed.

¢ A.F.Budberg.— Ed.
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the western powers under the impending juncture. This draft
contained the following three points:

1. The two German powers bind themselves formally, in the
case of an active participation by England and France in the
Russo-Turkish war, to observe the strictest neutrality; and declare
if they should be again pressed or menaced by the western
powers, that they are resolved to defend their neutrality, in case of
need, with arms.

2. The three powers will consider any attack by France or
England on the respective territories of Austria, Prussia, or any
other German State, as a violation of their own territory, and will
defend each other, as circumstances may require, and in
accordance with a common military understanding (now arranged
between General Hess and the Prussian Minister of War?® at
Berlin).

3. The Emperor of Russia repeats his assurance that he intends
to bring the war to a close as soon as compatible with his dignity and
the well-understood interests of his empire. Considering, however, that
the ulterior development of events is likely to alter the existing
state in Turkey, His Majesty obliges himself, if he should come to
any understanding on that point with the naval powers, to take no
definitive resolution without previous concert with his German
allies.

This draft was accompanied by a dispatch from Count
Nesselrode, in which the Chancellor reminds Prussia and Austria
of the importance of that triple alliance which had so long been
the shield of Europe. In sight of the impending war his imperial
master considered himself obliged to earnestly appeal to his
friends and allies. Their common interest made it necessary to
define the position which they had now to occupy under these
grave eventualities. Pointing out the one-sided advance of the
western powers, he called attention to their want of consideration
for the interests of the German powers. Russia acted differently.
She was prepared to submit alone to the burdens of war, and
would ask neither sacrifices nor aid from her friends and allies.
The welfare of both powers and of Germany depended on their
union. In this way they would succeed in preventing the crisis
from extending, and perhaps shorten it. The Russian dispatch
next proceeds to examine the three alternative positions open to
the German powers: Common action with Russia against the naval

* Ed. Bonin.— Ed.
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powers; alliance with the latter against Russia, or lastly, a strict
neutrality. As to an alliance with Russia, the Czar did not require
it; and as to an action against him, it was impossible if the German
powers would not submit to the menace of the western powers.
This would be the acknowledgment of a disgraceful necessity to
the end of bringing about a deplorable future. Russia, inattackable
in her own territory, apprehended neither military invasions nor
the more pernicious invasions of the revolutionary spirit. If her
allies deserted her, she knew how to restrict herself to her own
resources, and would arrange herself so as to dispense with them
in future. (M. de Nesselrode writes his dispatches in German
taking care that translation into another language becomes a
matter of downright despair. As a specimen of his German
exercises I give you the last sentence in the original words: Wenn
seine Alliierten es verlieflen, so wiirde es sich gesagt sein lassen, sich auf
sich selbst zuriickziehen und sich so einrichten, threr in Zukunft entbehren
zu  konnen.) But the Czar had full confidence in the known
sentiments of his friends and allies, and in their gallant armies,
which had been connected long since with those of Russia by the
baptism of blood (Bluttaufe), and by an identity of principles not to
be denied. The third alternative only the Russian Cabinet thinks
worthy of the German Courts, as corresponding with their interests,
and appropriate; by continuing their parts as mediators, to realize
the particular desires of Russia. It must, however, be understood
that this neutrality could not be an indefinite one, or merely
provisional, or an expectant one, because such an attitude would
be construed as hostile by either belligerent, especially by Russia.
That neutrality should rather be founded on the principles (of the
Holy Alliance) which, during many trials, had secured the general
tranquillity and the peace of the world. It was the duty of the
German powers to give effect to this basis of their policy, if need
be, by arms. If the one (France) of the two maritime powers
should meditate or venture upon an attack of Germany, the other
one (England) would instantly change her position. At all
instances, if such an event should occur, Russia was ready to come
forth and support them with all the forces at her command.
This proposition was declined at Berlin, and some days later at
Vienna too. Manteuffel then still played the independent states-
man, and declared in a dispatch to St. Petersburg that, by the
desire of a renewed triple alliance, Russia, which pretended not to
require the aid of Prussia, yet asked for it, though in an indirect
form. “With regard to the revolutionary spirit, which Russia did
not fear, he would observe that Prussia, too, had subjected it
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without foreign aid.” The independent minister, who “saved”
Prussia by putting himself at the head of the counter-revolution,
cannot suppress his irritation at seeing Prussia, which had no
Hungary, placed in a line with Austria.

While Prussia thus boasts of her security, the other documents
alluded to in the report prove that in the last days of February
Austria submitted to Prussia the draft of a convention to be
concluded between the four powers.'” Prussia declined it in a
dispatch dated the 5th of March. But it is characteristic of this
power that it declares at the same time that the Government of
Frederick William IV still considered the concert of the four
powers as the best means to arrive at a satisfactory solution of the
complication. Austria, consequently, was forced also to drop the
convention which would have put an end to the equivocal position
of both German powers.

A Prussian dispatch of March 16 contains the following
important passage:

“The Prussian Cabinet had noticed the measures taken by Austria with a view
to maintain her interests on the south-eastern frontiers. It was true that Prussia,
like all other German States, had to protect its own particular interests; but this
should not exclude an understanding with Austria. On the contrary, Prussia was
ready to enter into a concert, as far as the maintenance of German interests
required. From this motive she looked forward to communications on the following

oints:
P “1. Whether Austria was prepared, in order to secure the tranquillity of her
own frontier provinces, to occupy the contiguous Turkish provinces?

“2. Whether she would take possession of the latter, and hold them as a pledge,

till the restoration of peace?
“3. Whether she intended to participate actively in the war?”

It would wholly depend on the answer to these several questions
for Prussia to come to a conclusion as to what the maintenance of
German interests would require, and whether she could do
anything to mitigate the pressure applied to Austria by the western
powers (not by Russial).

On March 14, the Prussian Government addressed a circular
Note to the German Courts in the one sense, and the Austrian
Government in the opposite sense. The Prussian circulaire says the
impending war will be of a purely local character. Austria, on the
contrary, maintains that the struggle is likely to take a turn which
would intimately affect her own relations. As long as circumstances
should permit, she would not participate in the war; but she had
to consider also the eventuality of a participation in it. The
interests involved in this question were likewise those of the
German States. The Imperial Cabinet, therefore, trusted that in
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such a contingency Prussia and the other German Courts would
join their forces with those of Austria. The German Confederation
would then be called upon to show that, beyond its present
defensive attitude, it knew also how to fill an active part in this
question. Austria would make a further declaration as soon as the
war between the western powers and Russia should have been
actually declared. If there were yet any means to prevent the
increase of those dangers which now threatened Europe, it would
be found in the common action of Austria and Prussia, joined by
their German confederates.

The last, but not least remarkable information contained in the
report, is the melancholy answer given by M. de Manteuffel to a
question of the Committee members, viz: That Russia had made
no communication whatever of her partition schemes to the
Prussian Government.

In conclusion, we learn from this document that the juggle of
the Vienna Conferences has not at all come to an end. On the
contrary, it states, on the authority of the Prussian Premier, that a
new protocol was about to be drawn up, which would establish the
continued understanding between the four powers.

The corn market is again rising. The cause of the late fall in
France and England was the pressure acting upon speculators
who, for want of sufficient capital and in a tight money market,
were driven to forced sales which overstocked the markets.
Another cause was the fact that the dealers, miillers and bakers
allowed their supplies to run out, in the belief that enormous
cargoes were on the way to the European ports. I am, therefore,
still of opinion that prices are yet far from having reached their
maximum. It is certain that in no previous year were such
erroneous and illusory speculations about the probable and
possible supply of the corn market entertained as in the present
year, illusions which are to a great extent encouraged by the cant
of the free-trade papers.

Written on April 7, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York
. . . . Daily Tribune

First published in the New-York Daily

Tribune, No. 4059, April 21 and in the

New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune, No. 929,

April 21, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx
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POSITION OF THE ARMIES IN TURKEY'”

When the intelligence of the Russian occupation of the Dobrodja
was first received, and long before the real intentions of the Russians
in passing the Danube could be developed by their acts, we stated our
opinion that the leading idea of the movement could not be any
other than the improvement of their defensive position.? That this
was actually the case is shown by all their steps since, and by those of
their opponents also. The Russians sent from 40,000 to 50,000 men
into the Dobrodja, who have not, as far as reliable information goes,
passed the line from Chernavoda to Kustendje. They appear to have
sent an equal if not a superior number to Kalarash, opposite Silistria,
with the intention of menacing, or under favorable circumstances, of
attacking that fortress. They have withdrawn all their troops west of
Bucharest with the exception of a rear guard, which, incapable of
holding out any longer in front of Kalafat, has, it appears, made an
excursion upon the opposite Servian shore of the Danube, for the
purpose apparently of showing the contempt of the Russians for
Servian neutrality, and trying what effect the presence of a few
Russian uniforms would produce among the Servian peasantry—or
even perhaps to furnish occasion for the occupation of the country
by Austria.

There is no doubt that we shall very shortly hear of the whole of
Lesser Wallachia being abandoned by the Russians, and what, then,
will be their position? Their line will extend from Tirgovest by
Oltenitza and Kalarash to Chernavoda and thence, crossing the
Danube, to the Black Sea near Kustendje. It is, in fact, a position

# See this volume, pp. 129-30.-— Ed.
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which sacrifices more ground than it gains. This is the case
notwithstanding [that] this shortening of the Russian frontis in itself
an advantage. At the same time it is 2 movement toward their left, by
which their line of retreat, formerly in the direction of the
prolongation of that front, is now placed perpendicularly behind it.
Two months ago Omer Pasha could have cut off their retreat by
merely passing the Danube at any point between Silistria and
Hirsova; but now that cannot be done, except, perhaps, by landing
troops near the mouth of the Dniester. And it is in this that the great
advantage of the movement lies—an advantage not even balanced
by the risk encountered by placing the corps in the Dobrodja in an
oblong rectangle, one side of which is closed by the strong position of
the enemy, another by the sea, and the other two by the two bends of
the Danube with no more than three bridges for communication,
reenforcements or retreat.

But here ends the advantage gained by the Russians. They have
obtained a position from which they can retreat, but not one from
which they can advance. Before them, from Oltenitza to Chernavo-
da, is the Danube, passable at a few points only, and those points
defended either by strong batteries on a commanding shore, or, as at
Silistria by a regular fortress. Further on, from Chernavoda to the
sea are the lakes and morasses of Karasu, the Wall of Trajan,
(refitted for defense on the points of passage) the fortress of
Kustendje, and the allied fleets on their flank in the Black Sea.
Beyond the Danube, as well as beyond Trajan’s Wall, stretches a
comparatively barren country, generally of high ground, intersected
in every direction by precipitous ravines formed by numerous rivers,
none of which are bridged over. This country is certainly not
impassable for an army, but can only be traversed by a force which
may safely expect to find a good position, a weak enemy, and plenty
of provisions and forage on the other side. But here just the reverse
is the case. If the Russians advance from Trajan’s Wall and from
Oltenitza or Turtukai toward Bazardjik and Rasgrad, they must
leave troops behind them to blockade Silistria and to observe
Rustchuk. Thus weakened, they pass the difficult country to Rasgrad
and Bazardjik, and where do they arrive? Why, before the first
advanced range of the Balkans, which runs right across their line of
operations, and which must be passed in detached corps on different
and diverging roads. Supposing this to be attempted, their divided
corps risk being beaten in detail by a concentrated force emerging
from Shumla, the retreat of which they cannot in any case cut off.
But supposing even that they should overcome all these difficulties,
and should appear, say 100,000 men strong, in the neighborhood of
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Shumla and Varna—what then? Shumla is a position which not only
can be held by 40,000 men against 100,000, but in which the smaller
force cannot be kept in check by the larger. At the same time, it
covers Varna, which on the other flank is covered by the allied fleets.
And Varna and Shumla form, combined, a line far stronger than
Verona and Legnago formed, in 1848, upon the Adige for
Field-Marshal Radetzky, when he was pressed on all sides by the
Piedmontese and insurgent Italian troops.* Moreover, Shumla and
Varna have as their complements Rustchuk and Silistria, both of
which are situated in the direction of the enemy’s flank, and which,
weak as they may appear in themselves, cannot successfully be
attacked as long as the main force of the Turkish army is capable of a
sally from Shumla in either direction. Both fortresses are situated on
the Danube, Silistria in front of the right center of the present
Russian position, Rustchuk on its right flank. They must be
blockaded on the right bank of the river; that is to say, the
blockading force must take its station directly between the fortresses
and Shumla, where, according to all appearances, Omer Pasha is
concentrating the bulk of his troops. Any force, blockading Rustchuk
and Silistria, must, therefore, be of sufficient strength to resist at
least two-thirds of the Turkish army concentrated at Shumla, with
the garrisons of these fortresses besides. On the other hand, if the
Russian force advances by way of Bazardjik, it must also be strong
enough to resist two-thirds of the army of Shumla in open battle.
Besides, troops must be detached to blockade Varna at least on the
north side, and if possible on the south side also; for unless Varna is
blockaded it cannot be taken, and unless it is taken, the Russians
cannot pass the Balkans. If, beside all these requirements, we take
into consideration the detachments necessary to keep up the
communication between the different corps on the long line from
Rustchuk to Varna, and to secure the arrival of supplies, there is no
doubt that in order to make a successful advance upon Shumla and
Varna, the two decisive points of the defense of the eastern Balkans,
the Russians must have more than double the force which the Turks
can concentrate at Shumla.

From these facts we see that the Turks have acted very wisely. The
abandonment of the Dobrodja is the first positive and undeniable
proof of good generalship on the part of Omer Pasha. The country
and its fortresses are not worth holding. Instead of incurring defeats
and losses of men and material, the Turkish General at once ordered
his troops to abandon all points as soon as it could be done with

? The reference is to the revolution of 1848 — Ed.
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safety for the retreat of all, and to fall back on Trajan’s Wall. Thus
the Russians obtained an easy apparent triumph, while the Turks did
them serious damage in the process, and gained their true position
of defense before the enemy could retaliate. The Turks have no
garrisons except in important places, and where the main army or
the fleets in the Black Sea can support them. Thus they will be able to
bring together at least 80,000 or 90,000 men in case of need, between
Shumla and Varna, a force which might be increased by the speedy
recall of some of the troops that a political panic, without any real
reason, sent to Kalafat. And that the Russians should bring twice as
many, or even more men, across the Danube is impossible, at least
during this campaign. In saying this, we are supposing that they
actually intend to carry forward a vigorous offensive, and we leave
out of the account the arrival of the Anglo-French auxiliary troops,
whose presence would make any passage of the Balkans an act of
folly. We have considered the subject in this light, because it is quite
as well to know the real state of the present combatants. The truth is,
that if the Russians and the Turks alone had to fight the matter out,
even after the superiority required for offensive action has been lost
to the Turks by diplomatic delays, Constantinople is, for the present
year at least, safe enough from a Russian invasion.

Written on April 13, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

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

Tribune, No. 4065, April 28; reprinted in
the New-York Weekly Tribune,
No. 660, May 6, 1854 as a leader
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[RESHID PASHA’S NOTE.—AN ITALIAN NEWSPAPER
ON THE EASTERN QUESTION]'®

London, Tuesday, April 18, 1854

The Governments of England and France are said to have at
last exchanged copies of an offensive and defensive treaty,
comprising Five Articles. The contents are not yet known.

The treaty between Austria and Prussia is not yet concluded, the
point of dissension being the occupation of the frontiers touching
on Russian Poland, which the Prussian Court partly declines.

On the 6th April a Te Deum was celebrated at Athens in honor
of the anniversary of Greek Independence. It was not attended by
the Embassadors of the Western Powers. On the same day the
Observer of Athens® registered sixteen royal ordonnances accepting
the resignation of twenty-one generals, colonels, and other officers,
all of whom were about to join the insurgents. On the day
following the news reached Athens that the insurgents had been
fearfully beaten near Arta. The very place where the battle was
fought denotes that the insurrection had made not the slightest
progress, and that its only victims until now have been the Greek
peasants themselves who inhabit the frontier districts of the
kingdom of Greece.

You will remember that in 1827 the Embassadors of Russia,
England and France demanded that the Sublime Porte should
recall every Turk from Greece, whether settled there or not. The
Turks refusing to acquiesce, obedience was enforced by the battle
of Navarino.'” A similar order has now been issued against the
Greeks, on the part of the Sublime Porte; and as neither the letter

* L'Observateur d’Athénes. The report is given as reprinted in L’Indépendance
belge, No. 108, April 18, 1854.— Ed.
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of Reshid Pasha to Mr. Metaxas, the Greek Embassador, nor the
circular of Lord Stratford de Redcliffe to the British Consuls, has yet
been published in the London papers, I give you a translation of
each from the jJournal de Constantinople of April 5%

“Answer of Reshid Pasha, Minister of Foreign Affairs,
to the note of M. Metaxas

“Constantinople, 3d Redjeb, 1270 (Ist April, 1854)

“I have taken cognizance of the note which you addressed to me on March 26, with
respect to your resolution to quit this capital. The Government of the Sublime Porte
not having obtained from that of Greece due satisfaction in return for its just
reclamations, with respect to the actual events, and the Chargé d’Affaires” of the
Sublime Porte being obliged to quit Athens in conformity to his instructions, it is
proper, Sir, that you also quit this city. I remit you, accordingly, in compliance with
your demand, your passports. As from this day the diplomatic relations as well as the
commercial ones are broken off between the two countries, we have come to the
decision that the Hellenic Chancelleries established in the different provinces of our
empire, as well as all the Greek Consuls, are to return immediately to their country.
The merchants and other Hellenic subjects residing in Turkey must likewise withdraw
from Constantinople; but in order to protect the interests of Greek commerce, we will
grant them a delay of fifteen days. As to those who are established in the provinces,
this delay will only be counted from the day of reception of the order for their
departure. It is proved by positive statements that it is not in consequence of any
neglect, but rather of the tolerance of the Greek Government, that our frontier
provinces have been invaded. Although the Imperial Government has unquestionably
the right to stop and confiscate all vessels found in our harbors, as pledges of the very
considerable expenses incurred by us, my august master thinks it corresponds better
with his sense of moderation not to inflict any losses on Greek subjects in a question
only regarding the Greek Government. When that government shall have returned to
more equitable sentiments, taking into its consideration international rights and the
rules of the jus gentium then the occasion will have arrived for examining the
question of the expenses caused by this insurrection. All Hellenic ships are, therefore,
allowed to return without any hindrance, during the term fixed for them, to their own
country. It has been enjoined on the proper authorities to facilitate the departure of
those Greek subjects who are poor and destitute, and to use as much indulgence as
possible toward the sick and infirm.”

(The most Christian and civilized Government of Austria manages
these things in a different style—witness the expulsion of the
Ticinese.)''°

“I think it expedient to repeat once more that the Hellenic Government alone has
enforced upon us this decision, and that all the responsibility consequent upon it must

entirely rest with Greece.
“Reshid Pasha™

? These documents are given according to L’Indépendance belge, No. 108, April
18, 1854.—Ed.
Nesset Bey.— Ed.
¢ International law.— Ed.
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According to this order 3,000 Greeks embarked at Constantinople
on the 5th of April, and we hear that the Pasha of Smyrna has
already published the order for the Greeks inhabiting that city.?

The circular addressed by Lord Stratford de Redcliffe to the
British Consuls in Turkey and Greece, runs as follows:

“Constantinople, Saturday, April 1, 1854

“Sir: It has come to my knowledge that the Hellenes who have invaded the frontier
provinces of Turkey are exciting the Greek subjects of the Sultan to revolt, by
declaring that the Governments of France and England are ready to support them in
overthrowing the authority of the Sultan. I am also informed that similar maneuvers
are employed with a view to persuading people that the French and English
Embassadors will give protection to all the Hellenic subjects in Turkey, as soon as the
Porte—in consequence of its diplomatic and commercial rupture with Greece—shall
notify its intention to expel them from the States of the Sultan. Whereas such
suppositions have a tendency to encourage false hopes, to mislead well-disposed men
and to aggravate, criminally, the evils inseparable from a state of war, I hasten to give
you the assurance that these assertions have no foundation at all. Those who for one
moment rely on falsehoods so transparent and so incompatible with common sense
and facts, must be very ignorant and credulous indeed. But such is unfortunately the
case everywhere, in countries where the means of publicity are only imperfectly
developed. You know as well as I do, that England and France are entirely with the
Sultan in the noble resistance he opposes to a violent and unjust aggression. It
necessarily follows that the two allied Governments cannot view, but with painful
feelings of indignation and reprobation, a movement calculated only to benefit Russia,
without even having the merit of being spontaneous, and which must ultimately
embarrass the Porte and its allies, while it offers no other prospect but the ruin of
those who thus expose their lives for so chimerical an illusion. We must pity the
innocent families unfortunately implicated in the consequences of a brutal and
unprincipled policy; but on our part there can exist no relations with the leaders, nor
any dissimulation of the sentiments which the conduct of a senseless party cannot fail
to inspire. I have to recommend to you not to neglect any opportunity of making
known the contents of this circular to all those who may be disposed to allow
themselves to be misled by the false assertions which it denounces.

“Stratford de Redcliffe”

The populations most immediately interested in the issue of the
eastern complications are, besides the Germans, the Hungarians and
Italians. It is of some consequence, therefore, to know the intentions
of the diverse parties-of these nations with regard to their relations
toward one another. The following article from the Turin Unione,
which I translate for this purpose, will show you the views of the
constitutional party in Italy,'"’ which seems to be quite prepared to
sacrifice Hungary in order to recover Italian independence. The

* Report from the Constantinople correspondent of April 3. The Times,
No. 21718, April 18, 1854.—Ed.
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secret of the duration of the Austrian Empire is no other than this
provincial egotism which blinds each people with the illusion that
they can conquer their liberty at the sacrifice of their fellow-people’s
independence.

“The English journals take great pains to give the impending war with Russia a
character of liberty and European independence, while, in fact, they have nothing in
view but their own commercial interests; in proof of which Lord John Russell
recommends us Italians to remain quiet, and gives us to understand that Austria may
one day or other become more humane. Thus he recognizes, at least, that at present
she has nothing humane at all about her. Nevertheless, philanthropic England is
trying to secure her alliance for the ‘triumph of the liberty and independence of Europe.
As to the French press, it is not free, and under the dread of receiving warnings for
the first time and being suspended for the second one, it cannot but make itself the
echo of what is desired by the Government. Besides, the French papers are not
accustomed to consider the questions of the day on a grand scale, and undergo too
much the impulse of fashion. The German liberal papers write under the pressure of
the immense fear which Russia causes them and justly so, if we consider the influence
she has already acquired over the two principal powers of Germany. But what do we
want? The independence of Italy. As long, however, as there is talk about the
territorial _integrity of Turkey and European equilibrium as based on the treaty of
Vienna, " it is quite natural that we should continue to enjoy that identical status quo
so contradictory to our wishes. What does Russia pretend to? To get rid of the
Ottoman Empire and consequently of the equilibrium of the status quo and to revise
the map of Europe. This is the very thing which we want. But it will be said that Russia
wants to revise it in her own fashion. It is exactly this which may turn to our benefit,
because neither France, nor England, nor Germany can tolerate this new
aggrandizement of the territory or influence of an Empire that possesses already too
much of both, and thus they will be forced to look out for a bulwark against her. This
bulwark can be no other State but Austria, toward whom the occidental States are
obliged to show generosity and to give her the whole Valley of the Danube, from
Orsova to the Black Sea and below the Danube, the Dobrodja and the keys of the
Balkans. Austria would then possess:

“l. A vast territory, with a population kindred to her own.

“2. The whole course of a great river, so necessary to the commerce of Germany.

“In such a case Austria would no longer want Italy, as far at least as her defense is
concerned, and she would concentrate about six millions of South Slavonians and four
millions of Daco-Romanians, in order to associate them with three other millions of -
the former and about as many of the latter, who are already subject to her dominion.

“Integrity and Independence of Turkey! Two solemn paradoxes. If you
understand by independence the liberty enjoyed by a nation to govern itself according
to its own principles, and without the right of any foreigner to intermeddle, that
independence was already much compromised by the treaty of Kainardji, =~ and
received its death-blow (colpe di grazia) from the recent treaty with the Occidental
Powers.” = Consequently it is no longer the Sultan who governs Turkey, but the
European Powers; and from the moment that Mussulmans and Christians,
conquerors and conquered, are subjected to an equality before law; from the moment
that the rayahs—forming four-fifths of the population—are to have arms in their
hands, Turkey no longer exists, but a transformation is set on foot that cannot realize
itself without violence and the most serious disorders, and without the two sects who,
during four centuries, have been accustomed to detest each other, coming to blows.
Then let us hear no more of the independence of Turkey, except as a fable.

’
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“And the territorial integrity! Was it then not France and England which, in
agreement with Russia, wrested from Turkey the Greek Kingdom, viz: the
Peloponnesus, Attica, Boeotia, Phocis, Acarnania, Aetolia, the Island of Negropont,
etc., with a million of inhabitants? Was it not they? Is it not the French who took
Algiers? Was it not France, England and Russia who gave to Egypt a
half-independence? Was it not the Englishman who, fifteen years ago, seized upon
Aden, on the Red Sea? Is it not also the Englishmen who covet Egypt? "~ And Austria
that covets Bosnia and Servia? Why then speak of preserving a state of things against
which all conspire, and which is unable to continue by its own force?

“We conclude, therefore, that Russia, while intending the overthrow of Turkey, is
intending a good thing; that also the western Powers are justly inspired, if they intend
to oppose the encroachments of Russia, but if the latter powers want to gain their
object, they must dispense with the diplomatic hypocrisy in which they have enveloped
themselves, and must be resolved to undo Turkey and revise the map of Europe. That
is the point they must come to.”?

Written on April 18, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York
Daily Tribune

First published in the New-York Daily

Tribune, No. 4068, May 2 and in' the

New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune, No. 932,

May 2, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx

* L’Unione, No. 138, April 12, 1854.— Ed.
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[GREECE AND TURKEY.—
TURKEY AND THE WESTERN POWERS.—
FALLING OFF IN WHEAT SALES
IN ENGLAND] '

London, Friday, April 21, 1854

We are informed by the Prussian Correspondence® that the famous
Chevalier Bunsen is not recalled, but has only obtained, on his
own demand, a lengthened leave of absence. Count Bernstorff is
designed as his temporary locum tenens.

The Commission of Constitution of the Swedish Diet has decided,
by a majority of 12 to 11, that the ministers should be impeached
before the High Court of the Kingdom, for their conduct in the
affair of the simplification of the taxes which has lately been
under consideration.

According to a report from Mr. Meroni, Consul at Belgrade, the
Austrians must be prepared to meet the armed resistance of the
Servians, in case they should march their armies into Servia.

On the 3d inst., Mr. Metaxas left Constantinople, to be followed,
within a delay of less than fourteen days, by 40 to 50,000 of his
compatriots. No embassy was willing to act as his temporary
substitute for carrying on the current business. The Austrian
Embassador declined, because, England and France being the
protecting powers of Greece, it was the duty of their Chancelleries
to represent Greece in the interim. Prussia would not accept,
because Austria had declined. The Embassadors of England and
France declared the time rather unseasonable for constituting
themselves the representatives of Mr. Metaxas. The Charges
d’Affaires of the smaller powers thought fit anxiously to avoid
making any manifestation either of sympathy or antipathy. Thus
Mr. Metaxas was obliged to leave behind an Attache of his own. But

* Preussische Lithographische Correspondenz.— Ed.
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it was soon discovered that his substitute, abusing the power
granted to him by the Porte, busily engaged himself in distributing
passports among the Greek Rayahs, in order to enable them to
join the insurgents in Albania. Consequently, the functions of ‘the
Greek Chancellery have been altogether suspended, the issuing of
passports being now devolved on a commission consisting of two
Turks and two.Rayahs.

Simultaneously, a notice was posted up that any subject of the
- Kingdom of Greece, who wished to become a subject of the Sultan,
might be allowed to do so on finding two respectable persons to
guarantee his good conduct. As the Hellenic inhabitants of
Constantinople had uttered loud threats of setting Constantinople
on fire and pillaging it before their marching off, extraordinary
measures have been taken by the Government. The Turks patrol
by day and night, and on the promenade of Pera'' fifty cannons
are mounted. From sunset to midnight every one walking or
riding through the streets or the field must be provided with
a lantern; after midnight all circulation is forbidden. Another
edict prohibits the export of grain. Greeks confessing the Latin
religion have been allowed to remain on the responsibility of the
Latin Bishops of Pera. For the greater part, these natives from
Tinos, Andros, and Syros, belong to the servant class. The inhabi-
tants of the Isle of Hydra have addressed a petition to the
Porte, sharply censuring the Greek insurrection, and entreating
the Government to except them from the general measure.
There has also arrived a deputation of the Greek subjects of
the Porte from Trikala in Thessaly, requesting it to protect them
energetically against the Hellenian robbers, as whole villages had
been laid in ashes by them, and their inhabitants, without distinc-
tion of sex or age, dragged to the frontiers, there to be tormented
in the most cruel manner.

A feeling of doubt, mistrust and hostility against their western
allies is gaining possession of .the Turks. They begin to look on
France and England as more dangerous enemies than the Czar
himself, and the general cry is— “they are going to dethrone the
Sultan, and divide the land—they are going to make us slaves to
the Christian population.” Landing south of Constantinople
instead of north of Varna, the allies are fortifying Gallipoli against
the Turks themselves. The tract of land on which the village is
situated is-a long peninsula joined by a narrow isthmus to the
continent and admirably adapted for a stronghold for invaders. It
was there the Genoese of old defied the Greek Emperors of
Constantinople.'’® Besides, the appointment of the new Sheik-ul-
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Islam?® fills the orthodox Moslems with indignation, since they
regard him as little better than a tool of the Greek priesthood, and
a strong feeling begins to pervade the Turks that it was better to
yield the one demand of Nicholas than be made the plaything of a
knot of greedy powers.

The opposition to the Coalition Ministry and the popular
indignation at their manner of carrying on the war has grown so
strong that even The Times is obliged to choose between damaging
its own circulation and its subserviency to the Cabinet of all the
Talents, and has thought fit to make a furious onslaught on them
in its Wednesday’s number."

The Quebec correspondent of The Morning Post writes:

“Our fleet in the Pacific is quite strong enough to capture the whole of the
Russian forts and posts along the coasts of Russian America (and they have none in
the interior) and those which they possess here and there among the Fox, Aleutian
and Kurile Islands, the whole forming a chain from the American coast to Japan.
With the capture of these islands, which are also very valuable in furs, copper, in
the mildness of their climate and in some of them containing excellent harbors
near the Asiatic main shore, where no good harbors exist, and of Russian America,
our influence in the Pacific would be materially increased, at a period when the
countries of that ocean are likely to become of that importance which has long
been their due. The greatest resistance which would be offered to our fleet would
be at New-Archangel, in the Island of Sitka, which, besides being strong by nature,
has been completely fortified, and has now some 60 or 70 guns mounted. There
are about 1,500 persons there, the garrison being about 500, and there is a
dockyard where many vessels of war have been built. At most of the other posts
there are but from 50 to 300 persons and few of them have works of any
importance. Should France desire to acquire territory as a set off to this conquest,
should we make it, she might be allowed to possess herself of Kamchatka and the
neighboring coast.”*

The Gazettés returns of wheat sold in the market towns of
England and Wales exhibit a remarkable falling off as compared
with those of the corresponding period of 1853, and this may be
taken as a criterion of the quantity grown in each of the preceding
harvests. The sales were, in

January February March
qrs. 532,282 345,329 358,886
qrs. 266,477 256,061 227,556

The last weekly return is 36,628 quarters against 88,343
quarters in the corresponding week of 1853. These returns, then,

* Arif Bey.— Ed.
b The Times, No. 21719, April 19, 1854, leader.— Ed.
¢ The Morning Post, No. 25055, April 21, 1854.— Ed.
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show for the three months a falling off of about half a million of

quarters, when compared with the corresponding months of 1853,

afford the most striking proof of the deficiency in the last crop.
The Mark Lane Express says:

“The liberal character of the foreign supply has thus far prevented the
shortness of the home deliveries being severely felt, and there are still considerable
quantities of wheat and flour on passage from different quarters to this country;
but can we expect that the importations during the time which must necessarily
elapse before the next crop can be rendered available will be on an equally liberal
scale? America has drained her ports on the seaboard to furnish what we have
received from thence; and, though we do not doubt that she has still considerable
stores in the far west, it will need high prices to cover the expenses of transporting
the same to the east coast, and from thence to England. The northern ports of
Europé have been nearly cleared of previous accumulations, and the war with Russia
cuts off further supplies from the Black Sea and Azoff.”?

We offer the foregoing for the consideration of our readers,
without further comment.

Written on April 21, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York
Daily Tribune

First published in the New-York Daily

Tribune, No. 4072, May 6; reprinted in the

New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune, No. 934,

May 9, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx

* This quotation is given as reprinted in The Morning Post, No. 25052, April 18,
1854.— Ed.
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THE TURKISH WAR'®

On the Danube there is nothing new except the complete
evacuation of Lesser Wallachia by the Russians, and their
preparations to storm the fortress of Silistria. With a view to this
they had concentrated a large force of artillery on the opposite
bank, and were, as it is reported, about to fling across some 30,000
men for the assault. It remains to be seen how far this report is
true, but at any rate such a plan is not improbable. Its success is
another question. It is certain that Silistria is the weakest of all the
great Turkish fortresses, commanded within comfortable dis-
mounting and breaching range by hights which have not, that we
are aware, been fortified since the last war.'” But this same
Silistria, which fell in 1810 after four days’ attack, sustained in
1828-29 two blockades of ten months’ duration, and held out
thirty-five days after the opening of a regular siege, and nine days
after the completion of a practicable breach in the main wall. A
fortress which has undergone such varying fates may well be said
to be beyond any reasoning as to its strength and defensibility.

But supposing Silistria to be carried by storm by an overwhelm-
ing superiority of force, it by no means follows that the road
to Constantinople is clear for them. In order to advance on Shum-
la and Varna, they must leave at least 6,000 men behind at
Silistria, which would then have to serve them as bridge-head for
another and more conveniently situated bridge. Shumla they could
hardly attack; for even if they took this famous intrenched camp,
they would simply deprive the enemy of a good position

? For details see this volume, pp. 239-40.— Ed.
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without gaining one for themselves. Shumla shuts against the Rus-
sians the passage of the Balkans, but if taken it does not open that
passage to them.

The importance of Shumla consists in the fact that Varna is the
key to the Lower Balkan, and Shumla is the key to Varna.
Whatever may be the defects of the fortifications of Varna—and
they are many-—if fully garrisoned it requires a siege-corps of
20,000 to 30,000 men; and unless there remain troops enough,
after deducting these, to cover the siege against any sallies from
the intrenched camp of Shumla, where the Turks can concentrate
all their forces, the siege cannot be carried on successfully. Varna
held out, in 1828, three weeks after two practicable breaches had
been made in its ramparts, and that at a time when the Russian
fleet commanded the Black Sea, and the Turks had hardly the
shadow of an army to attempt an attack upon the besiegers. Now,
supposing Silistria taken, the various and very difficult river-lines
before Varna and Shumla forced, and Varna blockaded, is there a
chance that enough Russian troops would remain to neutralize
Shumla? For the Turks at Shumla could act not only against the
besiegers of Varna, but in the direction of the Danube, and at
least one of the lines of communication of the Russians, so as to
force them to detach more and more troops from their main
body, which ultimately might be weakened to a dangerous extent.

And if Varna should fall what would Paskievich do if Omer
Pasha sullenly remained in his stronghold of Shumla, ready
to profit by the very first mistake the Russians made? Would he
dare to push on toward Constantinople with but a single line of .
communication, which at the same time would be hemmed in and
menaced by the Shumla army on one side, and by the allied fleets
in the Black Sea on the other? Not he, indeed, if we are to judge
from his exploits in Asia and Poland. He is an almost over-
cautious general, a sort of military slow-coach, with nothing of the
Radetzky in him. And if he had he would find that maneuver
extremely hazardous, for he knows very well what a plight his
predecessor Diebich was in when he arrived, in 1829, at
Adrianople. Thus, even without taking into account the Anglo-
French troops landing in Thrace, and making no more of the
allied fleets than what they have justified us in, namely, supposing
they will do next to nothing, we find that it is not such an easy
thing for the Russians to march straight ahead to Constan-
tinople with banners displayed and bands playing. That against
Turkey unaided they were sure ultimately to get there no one ever
denied except those new-fangled military writers who form their
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judgment not from facts but from a conviction that “right against
might” is necessarily victorious, and that in a “good cause” no
blunders can possibly be committed.?

We may add that the British forces in the Baltic have done
even less so far than those in the Black Sea.

Written on April 24, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York
Daily Tribune

First published in-the New-York Daily

Tribune, No. 4080, May 16; reprinted in

the New-York Weekly Tribune, No. 662, May

20, 1854 as a leader

2 Arnold, “The Coming War”, The Leader, Vol. V, No. 200, January 21, 1854,
pp- 59-60.— Ed.
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[THE GREEK INSURRECTION.—
THE POLISH EMIGRATION.—THE AUSTRO-
PRUSSIAN TREATY.—RUSSIAN DOCUMENTS]'*

London, Friday, April 28, 1854

The last authentic news from Turkey fully confirms the views of
The Tribune, with respect to the retreat of the Russians from
Kalafat, the occupation by the Russians of the Dobrodja, and the
character of the Greek insurrection.?

The Lloyd confirms the report that the Russians have raised the
investment of Kalafat, and that the evacuation of Lesser Wallachia
is now complete. The latest news received at Constantinople states
that the Russians do not advance, but, on the contrary, are
fortifying the Dobrodja.”

With regard to the Greek insurrection, the following letter from
Vienna, of the 21st April, appeared in yesterday’s Moniteur:

“The Greek insurrection does not make any progress in Epirus, but begins to
show itself in its true character. If anybody could have thought that the interests of
Christianity and nationality were anything else than a vain pretext, the acts of the
chiefs of the Hellenic bands from the kingdom of Greece must dissolve all such
doubts. The altercations which, since the commencement of the struggle, have
taken place between Grivas and Tsavellas, with respect to the chief command of
the insurgents, are known. These two chiefs continue to act separately, and make
no scruple of taking advantage of any opportunity to injure each other. Grivas,
especially, has only carried pillage and incendiarism to the Christian Rayahs, of
whom he pretends to be the liberator. The Suliotes,” who- have come to the
resolution to interdict the access to their territory to several Hellenic chiefs,
particularly denounce Grivas. At the beginning of last month, this chief went to
demand hospitality of the Greek Primate, Deventzista, and left the day after, but
not until he had pillaged his house, and carried off his wife by force. The Primate -
has gone to Abdi Pasha and asked permission to serve under his orders with a view

See this volume, pp- 65-69, 70-72 and 129-31.— Ed.
® Der Lloyd’s report is given as reprinted in The Morning Post, No. 25061, Apnl
28, 1854: “Withdrawal of the Russians from Kalafat. Vienna, April 26”, and in Le
Moniteur universel, No. 116, April 26, 1854.— Ed.
¢ Population of Southern loannina (Yannina) (Ancient Epirus).— Ed.
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to revenge himself for this savage act. It is, however, at Mezzovo where Grivas
distinguished himself by his skill in plundering. That town, misled by the Russian
propaganda, spontaneously opened its gates to ‘generallissimus’ Grivas. His first act
was to impose upon the Christian population a ‘patriotic’ contribution of 200,000
piasters. The sum not being extravagant, it was paid. But Grivas did not stop there.
He called by turns, individually, on all the principal inhabitants, and all those in
comfortable circumstances residing in the town, asking them to deposit, likewise as
an offering, all articles of luxury in gold or silver which might be at their disposal.
This mode of extortion excited murmurs, and it appeared neither expeditious nor
very productive. It was then that Grivas took it into his mind an idea which seems
to us a masterpiece of brigandage. Taking as a pretext the approach of the
Ottoman troops which were marching on Mezzovo, he announced that the defense of
the place necessitated the almost general burning of the town, and, in consequence, he
invited the inhabitants to assemble with their families in the principal church of
Mezzovo, where nearly 4,000 persons soon after collected. Grivas had anticipated that
they would bring their money with them, as also their jewels and their most valuable
articles, and thus he would get into his power all the wealth of Mezzovo. He then let
them out in small numbers, and handed them over to his followers, who robbed them
without ceremonies. Such are the exploits of the Greek chief, who has, up to this
moment, played the most prominent part in the insurrection of Epirus. Grivas then
only opposed a feeble resistance to the Turks. After setting the town on fire, he retired
toward Archelous, in the direction of Rodovizzi. Mezzovo, previously the most
flourishing city of Epirus, next to Yannina and Buat, is now a mere heap of ruins, and
the inhabitants are reduced to misery. Only about 100 houses remain standing.”?

Reshid Pasha has declared, on the unfounded rumor that Kossuth
and Mazzini proposed to come to Constantinople, that he would not
permit them to enter the Turkish territory.

The formation of a Polish Legion is said to have found no
opposition from the Embassadors of France and England, but to
have met with obstacles of a different nature. General Wysocki
submitted to the Porte and to Lord Redcliffe a document covered
with several thousands of signatures, authorizing him to act in the
name of a large portion of the Polish Emigration. On the other
hand, Colonel Count Zamoiski, nephew of Prince Czartoryski,
presented a similar document, also covered with many signatures,
by which another fraction of the same Emigration authorize him
to act on its behalf. In consideration of their divisions, in order to
conciliate the alternative pretensions and rivalries, and in order to
combine the services of both Wysocki and Zamoiski, the Ambas-
sador of England advised the formation of two Polish Legions
instead of one.'” ‘

Marshal Paskievich arrived on the 17th April at Jassy, and
proceeded on the same day on his journey to Bucharest.

* Report from Vienna of April 21, 1854. Le Moniteur universel, No. 116, April
26, 1854.— Ed.
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According to the Hannoversche Zeitung the following are the
main stipulations of the treaty of offensive and defensive alliance
concluded between Austria and Prussia.”

“1. Austria and Prussia guarantee to each other their German dominions and
others (in und ausserdeutschen Besitzungen) in such manner that an attack
directed against either of the two powers shall be considered as an attack directed
against itself.

“2. Austria and Prussia mutually oblige themselves to support each other, and
if need be, to proceed to a common aggression, as soon as one or the other of the
contracting parties shall consider the interests of Germany as compromised, in
which view they will agree with each other. The particular cases in which support is
to be given, are provided in a separate stipulation, forming an integral portion of
the convention. In order to secure its efficacy, the adequate military resources shall
be placed on the necessary footing at certain provided epochs. The time, the extent
and the employment of the troops, are reserved for special arrangement.

“3. All the members of the German Bund® are invited to accede to this
offensive and defensive alliance, and to support it in conformity with the obligations
imposed upon them by the federal act.”

On comparison, you will find that these stipulations closely
resemble the terms in which Count Nesselrode made his proposi-
tions of neutrality to the Prussian Court.® It is to be observed also
that, practically, the convention is only adapted to the exigencies
of a defensive policy, while with regard to the eventuality of an
offensive policy, everything is reserved to the several Courts.

The First Chamber of Prussia passed, on the 25th inst., a vote of
credit for thirty millions of dollars, in conformity with the
recommendations of its Committee. The ministerial explanations
given on this occasion by Herr von Manteuffel are so characteris-
tic of that Prussian diplomacy which affects to conceal its intrinsic
impotency under patriotic flourishes and nonsensical sublimity,
that I will give you the document in extenso. Herr von Manteuffel
says:

“The complications which have occurred between Russia and Turkey, and then
extended to the Occidental powers, are generally known. The Prussian Govern-
ment thought it expedient, in view of its position and interest, to unravel
these complications and to arrange this difference. All its efforts and labors have
proved abortive. Some fatality seems to have controlled this affair. Many attempts,
which were likely to contribute to the reestablishment of peace, have resulted in
nothing— perhaps because they were not made at the opportune moment and in a
suitable manner. Thus the difficulties have been pushed to the extremity of war.

The._efforts of Prussia and of Austria to insure the maintenance of peace afford, as
it were, a leading-string to which to tie again negotiations. Such was the great end

? Signed on April 20, 1854. Hannoversche Zeitung, No. 187, April 22, 1854.— Ed.
® Confederation.— Ed.
¢ See this volume, pp. 148-47.— Ed.
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aimed at by the Vienna Conference. In this Conference the Government has not
ceased to make the utmost efforts for the maintenance of peace. It has acted in a spirit
of conciliation”

as the “Angel of Peace” of the Emperor Nicholas

“but always in a firm and decided manner, and with the consciousness of its
position as a great power”

in the same manner in which the Emperor of Russia expressed
it in his secret correspondence.

“It is precisely because it is uninterested”

about its becoming a Russian province and changing decora-
tions

“and because its disinterested (uninteressiert) position has been acknowledged
by the other powers, that it was able to speak frankly and energetically. Its offers
and its efforts have been received by the two parties alternately with gratitude and
with regret. But the Government did not allow itself to be drawn from its career.
The first condition for the existence of a great power is independence. This
independence the Prussian Government has known to uphold, by taking steps in
the interest of peace, without troubling itself by a doubt whether they would be
agreeable to this or that power,”

altogether a fine definition of what is to be understood by the
independence of a great power.

“When circumstances became more threatening, the Government thought that,
besides its generous efforts for the preservation of peace, it was its duty to
consider, above all, the Prussian and German interests. With this view, a
Convention has been entered into with Austria. The other States of the German
Confederation will adhere to this alliance. Consequently, we may be sure of
cooperation with Austria and the whole of Germany. According to the Govern-
ment, the most certain and efficient guarantee of the German powers, consists in
this cooperation. Besides this intimate union, the anterior concert of Prussia and
Austria with the Occidental powers on the basis of the Vienna Conference, = will
continue. Prussia has not estranged itself from the Occidental powers, notwith-
standing the assertions of the contrary in the English press. This concert with the
Occidental powers still exists. The protocol manifesting this concert, has already
been signed by the Embassador of Prussia; but this protocol cannot be laid before
the Chamber. The respective positions of the four powers up to this day, and their
efforts for the restoration of peace, will continue, although two of these powers
have commenced operations of war—"

a proof that the war is a sham, and peace-negotiations the real
business of the western Cabinets.

“As far as Russia is concerned, the Cabinet of St. Petersburg has recently made
more favorable and more conciliatory overtures, and though they hold out only
weak hopes of peace at present, they give, nevertheless, the point of issue for new
negotiations of peace. The Prussian Government has shown its readiness to hope in
peace until the last moment. As long as there will remain only a spark of hope for
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peace, Prussia will continue its efforts and pains (Mithen). When the decisive
moment shall arrive for Prussia”,

Trema, Byzantium!?

“the Government will act without delay, without hesitation, and with energy.
Prussia must prepare for that moment. Its words will have the greater weight,
because it will be ready to draw the sword. When the conflict between Russia and
Turkey broke out, the Occidental powers exhibited firmness and strengthened the
Ottoman Porte. Prussia had not then the mission to play the part of an umpire. It
considered, besides the violated right of a third power, above all the welfare of its
own subjects. Its own interest in the Oriental question is more remote than that of
Austria, which has a more direct interest in it, and Austria has urgently begged of
Prussia not to refuse her cooperation. Prussia and Austria have pursued the object
of moderating, on both sides, the pretensions pushed too far, and rendering
difficult the work of pacification. It was their efforts that led to the Vienna
Conference, justly considered as a fortunate event. Our Government cannot
abandon a situation which still permits it to exercise a salutary influence”

for Russia

“on the Occidental powers. It is the mediating link for those powers, and may
serve as a support for the hopes of peace. As to the project of note communicated
by the four powers to the Russian Government, you must not forget that Russia
never acknowledged the conference, and also that this project, in consequence of
new circumstances, ceased to be acceptable to Turkey. The new Vienna protocol”

and this is a very important revelation on the part of Herr von
Manteuffel,

“affords new means toward a general peace, and at all events to keep the war
aloof from Prussia and Germany. With regard to the anterior demand on the part
of Austria to propose to the German Diet a strict neutrality, binding for Prussia,
too, the government acting spontaneously was unable to consent to it. It was unable
to compromise its position as a great independent power, and the liberty of its
resolutions. Besides, by such a neutrality we should have afforded to the other
powers a pretext for assuming a hostile attitude, if these powers should consider
such an attitude consonant with their interests. To-day the situation of the

.Occidental powers is essentially altered by their engagement,”

Vienna Protocol.

“In the most unfavorable case peace will not be obtained, but in the most
favorable case all the great calamities which are the consequences of war will be
diverted from our fatherland; and this is an immense and inappreciable
advantage.”

If anybody can make anything out of this alternative, I
congratulate him on his acuteness.

“The military events which may take place in the Baltic and Black Seas between
Russia and the Occidental powers have forced Prussia, in consequence of her
geographical position as a great power”

* “Tremble, Byzantium!”
marano, Act II, Scene 3.— Ed.

G.Donizetti’s opera Belisario, libretto by S.Cam-
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rather longer than great

“to prepare the means required for the defense, if need be, of its interests with
arms in hand. At all events, the government has not shrunk before the past,”

meaning, perhaps, if anything, that it is not ashamed of its
past,

“and is glad to have found an occasion for publicly explaining its views.”?

The Committee, it is needless to say, found these explanations
exceedingly gratifying.

The following new documents have been published by the
Journal de St.-Pétersbourg:

“Ordre du Jour of the Commissioner of Police

April 15, 1854

“His Majesty, the Emperor, has been pleased to order the extension to the men
retired from the Marine, and the train of the Guards who feel yet able-bodied and
zealous to enter a second period of service the advantages granted to the
pensioners of the Guards and of the army, etc.

“Aide-de-camp—General Galakhoff.”

“Ukase addressed to the Directing Senate

“In order to increase the means of defense of the coasts of the Gulf of Finland,
we have thought fit to form a reserve-fleet of oar-boats, and order:

“l. The organization of four new legions of rowers.

“2. These troops will be formed by an appeal for voluntary service, made in the
Governments of Petersburg, Novgorod, Olonez and Tver.

“3. The measures to be taken for the organization of this corps are intrusted to
a Committee composed of His Imperial Highness, the Grand Duke Constantine,
Director of the Ministry of the Marine, and of the Ministers of the Imperial
domains and apanages of the interior, etc.?

“April 14, 1854 “ Nicholas”

“A Regulation concerning the Maritime Armament

“I. Object of the institution and composition of the maritime armament:

“1. The maritime armament is made with a view to complete the reserve flotilla
of oar-boats destined to defend the coasts of the Gulf of Finland.

“2. This armament is composed of four legions, the formation and organization
of which are left to the Minister of the Marine.

“3. Individuals of all conditions are allowed to enter the corps of this
armament.

? Manteuffel’s speech at a sitting of the First Chamber of the Prussian Diet on
April 22, 1854.— Ed.
b p.D.Kiselyev, L. A. Perovsky, D.G. Bibikov.— Ed.
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“II. Enlistment:

“4. Persons desirous of entering the maritime corps must be provided with
legal passports, and serfs must have a special authorization from their proprietors.

“5. At St. Petersburg the volunteers have to present themselves to the
department of inspection of the Ministry of the Marine, in government towns to
the Governors, and in district towns to the police authorities.

“6. The passports will be deposited in exchange for a ticket of an appointed
form. The passports will be transmitted to the department of inspection, where the
bearers have to present themselves. At the same time they will receive, if they
demand it, one month’s pay, to be marked on the ticket.

“7. The police are to watch the departure of the volunteers for St. Petersburg,
and to give them all aid and protection for facilitating their journey. In case of
sickness of a volunteer, he is to be taken care of.

8 and 9 are without interest.

“III. Conditions of service:
“10. Those who wish to enter the oar-marine shall receive on the day of their
inspection:
“A. Eight rubles silver per month.
“B. Ammunition and provisions like the regular soldiers of the marine.
“C. A peasant’s suit of clothes. The volunteers may wear their beards and hair 4
la paysanne.”
“11. The term of expiration of the service is to be the 1st November, 1854.
“12. After this day no volunteer will be retained for service.
“13. Those who shall distinguish theinselves will be rewarded like the regular
troops.
“14. In case of ‘prizes’ being made with the assistance of the gun-boats the
oar-volunteers are to have their shares according to the laws of distribution.
“15. In case of their being wounded the volunteers acquire the rights enjoyed
by the soldiers.
“16. Their families are to be provided for by the, local authorities and
corporations.
“Constantine
“Count Kisseleff
“Count Perowski
“Dmitry Bibikoff”®

It would have been impossible to give a better bird’s-eye view
of Russia than is offered by the preceding documents: the
Emperor, the bureaucracy, the serfs, the beards a la paysanne, the
police, the oar-marine, the corporations, the lands and the
seas— “‘all the Russias.”

Written on April 27 and 28, 1854 Reproduced from the newspaper

First published in the New-York Daily
Tribune, No. 4079, May 15, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx
* In peasant style— Ed.

Marx cites these documents according to Le Moniteur universel, No. 117, April
27, 1854.— Ed.
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Karl Marx

[THE BOMBARDMENT OF ODESSA.—GREECE.—
PROCLAMATION OF PRINCE DANIEL

OF MONTENEGRO.—MANTEUFFEL'S SPEECH]'*

London, Tuesday, May 2, 1854

The bombardment of Odessa, so many times performed by a
boastful imagination, has at length been realized. But the
telegraphic dispatches hitherto received are too meager and
deficient in detail to deserve a commentary. According to the most
trustworthy news, the bombardment began on the 22d, was
suspended on the 23d (a summons to surrender being sent to the
Governor of the place'”), and recommenced on the 24th April.
On one side, it 1s affirmed that a great portion of the town was
laid in ruins; on the other, that only the forts were destroyed by
rockets and shells. In some quarters it is even asserted that the
bombardment had remained without any effect whatever. Several
dispatches announce the destruction of eight Russian vessels—
merchant vessels, of course, as there were no Russian men-of-war
at Odessa. The latest dispatch—dated Odessa, 26th April—states
that the whole of the combined fleet had taken its departure on
that morning.”

In order to prepare the public mind for this event, the French
Government had just published in the Moniteur an extract from
Admiral Hamelin’s latest report to the Minister of the Marine,” in
which he states:

“The English steam-frigate Furious had gone on the 6th of April to Odessa, in
order to claim and take on board the Consuls and such French and English
subjects as might wish to quit that town on the approach of hostilities ... that, in
spite of the flag of truce which she had hoisted, and which her landing-boat also

a Telegraphic dispatch from Odessa of April 26. The Times, No. 21731, May 3,
1854.— Fd.
> Théodore Ducos.— Ed.
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bore, the Russian batteries treacherously fired seven shots upon this boat a few
moments after it had left the pier. ..Admiral Dundas and himself were
deliberating on the measures of retribution required by such a barbarous
proceeding.”®

The Russians give a different version of the affair. They allege
that the sending of a flag of truce was only a pretext for
examining their works of defense. The fact of the ship Retribution,
having entered the port of Sevastopol, some time ago, under
pretext of remitting dispatches, but with the real object of making
drawings of the interior batteries, had highly irritated the
Czar—the more so, as the noise made about this achievement by
the English press had confirmed this supposition. Orders had
consequently been given to the effect that in future all vessels
presenting themselves before a Russian port should be received
with cannon-shots. The Indépendance belge publishes a letter
illustrating these circumstances, apparently by a Russian officer at
Odessa, but probably having no other author than M. de Kisseleff
himself.

“On the 27th of March (8th of April) at 6 o’clock a.m., the Furious, a steamer of
the English royal fleet, approached the pier of the quarantine-port of Odessa
without hoisting the flag of truce. Although the captain of the port had orders to
fire a rocket over any English man-of-war, he resolved nevertheless to abstain from
executing his orders at once, admitting that the steamer might not yet be aware of
the English declaration of war. The Furious cast anchor, lowered her boat, and sent
it on shore with a flag of truce. The captain of the port immediately dispatched his
aide-de-camp to meet the officer of the boat. This officer declared that he came
with the mission to fetch the Consuls of France and England. He was answered
that these gentlemen had quitted Odessa a long time since, and was consequently
invited to remove instantly; whereupon the boat was taken on board the
pyroscaphe, the flag of truce being removed. But instead of weighing anchor, the
officers of the steamer set about taking drawings of the batteries. It was then that,
in order to prevent the Furious from doing this, blind shots were fired over her.
The Furious taking no notice of them, a ball was sent into one of her wheels. The
Furious immediately withdrew.”®

It is certainly ridiculous that the English and French fleets had
to wait to be furnished with “reasons” by the Russians before
entering upon the hostilities now directed against a Russian port,
and not then even to take it but merely to launch a few broadsides
into it.

About the same time when the Furious was dispatched on her
mission, the letters received from Odessa at Constantinople

* Hamelin’s report to the Minister of the Marine of April 10, 1854. Le Moniteur
universel, No. 120, April 30, 1854.— Ed.

b L’Indépendance belge, No. 121, May 1, 1854.—Ed.
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affirmed that the Russian Government had seized all grain in
bond, without any respect for the private property of foreign
merchants The quantity confiscated amounted to 800,000 chet-
verts.*'? Besides, the Russian Government had enjoined the
foreign merchants to supply 150,000 sacks and 15,000 waggons
for transporting to the interior the confiscated grain. All
reclamations were met by the Governor® with the declaration that
the policy of the western powers reduced the Russian Government
to such extremities, and that in seizing their property they only
saved it from the plunder of an exasperated population. On the
reclamations of the neutral consuls remaining at Odessa, the
Governor at last consented—not to pay for the seized goods—but
to issue simple receipts to the owners.
The following is an extract from a Stockholm paper:

“The whole town swarms with fugitives from Finland; many, too, come from
Aland,” (which seems to be still occupied by the Russians,) “in order to escape the
Russian press-gangs. The Russian fleet is in great want of seamen, and the
authorities lay violent hands on young and old. In the dead of the night fathers of
families are hurried off without a moment’s grace, and the result is that whole
households fly to Sweden, with bag and baggage, in order to escape from such
tyranny.” ¢

The Journal de St.-Pétersbourg of the 23d ult. contains a
proclamation from the Czar to his subjects, representing the war
against the Occidental powers as a war of the orthodox church
against the heretics, and aiming at the liberation of its suppressed
brethren in the Ottoman Empire.

The Paris Presse of to-day has the following article:

“One of our correspondents at Constantinople has sent us important details on
the Russian complot which was discovered some time ago, and the inquiry into
which has just terminated. This inquiry clearly proves that Russia has long been
preparing the crisis which was to carry off the sick man under the very hands of
his physicians. The inquiry proves that Baron Oelsner had feigned to place himself
at the service of the Turkish Police in order the better to deceive his surveillants. He
was in the receipt of 1,000 piasters per month. Notwithstanding his astuteness, his
double game was detected in the following manner: He had entered into relations

* An old Russian measure of liquid and dry substances. It equals 2.099

hectolitres.— Ed.
N.N. Annenkov.— Ed.

€ The name of the newspaper has not been established. Marx quotes from the
item “Sweden” in The Times, No. 21723, April 24, 1854.— Ed.

4 Marx took the report about the manifesto of April 23 (11), 1854 from the
telegraphic dispatch “Turkey and Russia” in The Times No. 21731, May 3,
1854.— Ed.
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with Mr. Aska, a physician in the Turkish service, and believing that he could trust
him, he avowed to him that, although paid by the Turkish Police, he had never
ceased to serve Russia. According to Mr. Oelsner, Russia proposed to recruit
among the Greeks and the Slavs in Turkey an army of 60,000 conspirators ready
to rise at a given signal. The decisive blow was to be struck at Constantinople. The
chief of the complot in that city was an Englishman, a certain Plantagenet
Harrison. Mr. Aska feigned to enter into the views of Oelsner, and gave a hint to
the Turkish Police. The police, having suspected Oelsner for a considerable time,
caused him to be watched with increased care, and discovered that he was in the
habit of sending regular reports to Prince Gorchakoff. Finally they succeeded in
intercepting one of these reports. Oelsner, though very cautious on the whole, had
the unlucky idea of showing the above report to Mr. Aska, who immediately
informed Mr. Palamari, the secret agent of the Turkish Police, and contrived to
give it in his presence to Radschiskz, an Austrian Slavonian who was in
communication with Qelsner and his accomplices. The letter was seized upon this
individual and forms one of the pieces of conviction. It was also averred that
Oelsner had established a concert with Constantinos, captain of a Greek merchant
ship, and that they had arranged for the affiliation of forty other captains of Greek
ships who, at a given day, were to arrive at Constantinople, provided with
ammunition and furnishing the materials for raising in rebellion the Greek
population of the metropolis. Constantinos was in permanent relation not only with
Oelsner, but also with Mr. Metaxas, the Greek Embassador at the Porte.
Bodinaroff, a Russian Colonel, afforded the means of communication between
Oelsner and Prince Gorchakoff.” 127

There has appeared in the Augsburger Zeitung a series of articles
extremely hostile toward Russia, which have created a great
sensation in Germany, as that journal was, until now, the most
ardent partisan of Russian interests, and is known, at the same
time, to receive its inspirations from the Austrian Cabinet. Austria
is represented in these articles as released from her obligations
toward Russia, in consequence of the revelations contained in the
confidential correspondence of Sir H. Seymour. In one of these
articles it is said:

“When the proceedings of Russia rendered it necessary to make representations
at St. Petersburg, they were received in so peremptory a manner, and the Vienna
Cabinet was treated so unceremoniously, that every new dispatch from Constan-
tinople evoked painful presentiments. This want of respect, of consideration,
engaged Count Mensdorff to ask for the command of a brigade, in order to be
relieved from his post at St. Petersburg, although personally he had no cause for
complaints.”

Consequently he was replaced by Count Esterhazy. In another
article there occurs this passage:
“When the Emperor of Russia came to Olmiitz,128 his conduct toward Count

Buol-Schauenstein was so improper, not to say offending, that it was remarked by
everybody, and that Nesselrode and Meyendorf were embarrassed by it.”
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Let me remind your readers that it is a habit of Nesselrode to
provoke such arrogant behavior of his august master in order to
deplore it afterward.

“The young Emperor,” witnessing these proceedings against his minister, has not
forgot[ten] them. The letters of Sir H. Seymour could only accelerate the fixed
resolution of His Majesty”

to oppose the encroachments of Russia upon Austria herself.

“During his stay at Vienna, Count Orloff refused to engage himself, in the
name of his sovereign, to respect under all circumstances the integrity of the
Ottoman Empire.”

The Constantinople correspondent of The Times lays a special
accent upon the statement that the Greek insurrection would
infallibly lead to a revolution in Greece, that is, a struggle between
the national party and the partisans of Russia. On the other hand,
it appears that the cruelties of the Pasha’s bayonets in Bulgaria are
disposing the population in favor of Russia. Let me illustrate by a
few facts the position of Greece toward the Occidental powers. We
read in the Nouvelliste de Marseille, dated Constantinople, April 17:

“The European residents at Athens have to undergo all sorts of insults. They
are even assailed with sticks, no obstacle being opposed by the Greek gendarmerie.
On the 15th ult. Mr. Gaspari, a member of the French Embassy, and the son of an
old French Consul at Athens, received blows and was knocked down in the
presence of three gendarmes, who remained indifferent witnesses of this scene. On
the same day other Frenchmen received warnings that a list of ninety-six Franchi
destined for ‘chastisement’ had been drawn up. In consequence of these excesses a
collective note of the French and English Representatives® was addressed to the
Government of King Otto, informing him that any violence committed against the
persons of French and English residents would immediately give occasion for an
indemnity of 25,000 drachmas. On the 12th of April a new ultimatum was
transmitted to the Greek Government, in which a delay of only five days was given,
expiring on the 17th. This ultimatum calls upon King Otto to redress the wrongs
suffered by the French, to pronounce in a categorical manner against the
insurrection, and to retrieve the evils done and permitted. No satisfactory answer
was expected on the part of the King. In case of a negative answer, the
Embassadors had resolved to break off completely all relations with the
Government, and at the same time to constitute themselves, in the collective name
of France and England, as the Administrators of Greece, according to the provisions
of the protocol establishing that kingdom. =

* Francis Joseph 1.— Ed.

> Marx gives the material published in the Augsburger Zeitung according to The
Times, No. 21731, May 3, 1854, except for the last sentence which is taken from Le
Moniteur universel, No. 122, May 2, 1854.— Ed.

¢ Rouen and Wyse.— Ed.
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The Greek Government has addressed circulars to its foreign
agents, in apology of its conduct during its recent quarrel with the
Porte, the latest measures of which, against Greek subjects, says
Mr. Paikos, arise from the resentment of Turkey at having no
longer the privilege of considering Greece as a Turkish province,
and which form merely the keystone of twenty years’ intrigues
against Greece, with the insurrections in Thessaly and Epirus as
pretexts.

The Wiener Presse® of 28th April publishes the following
proclamation of Prince Daniel® to the Montenegrin chiefs:

“I wish that you, too, Czernogoras (Montenegrins), now as before prove
yourselves as heroic as the Greeks and other nations, after the example of our
victorious ancestors who bequeathed us the liberty of which we are so proud in the
eyes of the world. It is, therefore, that I desire to address the soldiers who have
already entered their service, in order that I may know whether I can depend
upon them, and I order the chiefs to assemble each his tribe. Each soldier is to
declare spontaneously whether he is ready to march with me against the Turk, the
common enemy of our faith and of our land. You, Captain, are to receive every
volunteer, and- report to me at Cettinie. But I conjure all those who are not ready
to brave death, to stay at home. Whoever wishes to march with me must forget his
wife and his children, and all he loves in this world. I tell you, my brave people,
and you, my brethren, that whoever desires not to die with me, need not stir;
because I know that whoever marches with me into war is worth more than fifty
cowards. Thus I invite all gallant men whose hearts are not cold, and who do not
hesitate to spill their blood for their country, the orthodox church and the holy
cross, to share with me in the glory and the honor. We are, indeed, the sons of the
old Montenegrins who vanquished three Turkish viziers, defeated French troops,
and stormed the fortresses of the Sultan. Let us not betray our fatherland, nor

disown the glory of our ancient friends, and let us meet to fight, in the holy name
of God.

“Cettinie, March 16, 1854
“ Daniel”

We read in the Agramer Zeitung that in consequence of this
appeal to the pious freebooters of Montenegro, the chiefs called
together, in each of the Montenegrin clans, the young warriors
and communicated this proclamation, when 4,000 men swore, at
the altar, to conquer or die under the .flag “For Faith and
Fatherland.” It is impossible not to recognize the interesting
affinity of this movement with the phrases and hopes of the
Prussian war of independence, whose memory is so faithfully kept
up by Gen. Dohna at Konigsberg, and the Prussian Treubund ™
generally. The attack of the Montenegrins against Herzegovina,

* Die Presse.—Ed.
® Danilo 1 Petrovié Njegoi.— Ed.
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by way of Nixitshy, will be commanded by Prince Daniel himself.
The attack in the south (toward Albania), by way of Zabliak, will
be led by the Woywode George Petrovié.

“The mountaineers,” says the Agramer Zeitung, “are well provided with
ammunition, and each of the two corps will have twelve three-and-a-half-pounders
at their disposal.”” '

The signal for opening the hostilities will be given by Col.
Kovalevsky, who receives his instructions direct from St. Peters-
burg.

Herr von Manteuffel, having got his $30,000,000,> has sent the
Chambers home with a speech from which I extract the following
eminently characteristic passage:

“Gentlemen: By granting the credit you have given the Government the means
to proceed on the way it has hitherto pursued, in entire union (in voller Einigkeil)
with Austria and the whole of Germany, and in concert with the other great
powers, and to preserve to Prussia the position due to her in the solution of the
great European question of the day.”¢

Let me observe, that [in] the telegraphic report of this speech,
given by the English papers, the “concert with all the other great
powers” was falsely translated into a “concert with the Occidental
powers.” Prussia has chosen a higher aim. She wants, in concert
with both parties apparently at war, to arrange measures of
peace—with whom?

Herr von Manteuffel, on the same day on which he dismissed
the Chambers, had the good fortune to deliver a second speech, in
a réunion of his party, a speech far more precise and eloquent than
the above official slang. That speech is the most eminently
Prussian production of modern times. It is, as it were, Prussian
statesmanship in nuce®:

“Gentlemen,” said he, “there is a word which has been much abused — this
word bears the name of liberty. I do not disown the word, but my motto is another
one; my motto is the word service. (Dienst.) Gentlemen, all of us who meet here
have the duty to serve God and the King, and it is my pride that I am able to serve
that King. That word service holds together the Prussian State, scattered as it lies
throughout German lands (in deutschen Gauen). This word must unite us all in the

# Marx quotes the Agramer Zeitung according to The Times, No. 21731, May 3,
1854.— Ed.
See this volume, p. 168.— Ed.
¢ Manteuffel’s speech at a sitting of the two Chambers of the Prussian Diet on
April 29, 1854.— Ed.
In a nutshell.— Ed.



180 Karl Marx

different situations we hold. The word service to the King is my standard, it is the
banner of all those who have met here, and in this lies the salvation of these times.
Gentlemen, the service of the King shall live.”

Manteuffel is right: there is no other Prussia than that which
lives upon service of the King.

Written on May 2 and 3, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

First published in the New-York Daily Daily Tribune
Tribune, No. 4080, May 16; reprinted in

the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune, No.

937, May 19 and the New-York Weekly

Tribune, No. 662, May 20, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx
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Frederick Engels

NEWS FROM THE EUROPEAN CONTEST ¥

Our journals and letters by the FEuropa contain a positive
confirmation of the reported bombardment of Odessa. The
present advices on that subject are official and leave no possibility
of doubt as to the event. The works of the harbor have been
destroyed, two powder magazines blown up, twelve small Russian
vessels-of-war sunk and thirteen transports captured, all with the
loss of eight men killed and eighteen wounded in the allied fleet.
This trifling loss of men proves that it was [by] no means a
formidable achievement. After it was done the fleet sailed away
for Sevastopol, the destruction of which we fancy they will find to
be a different sort of work.

From the Danube there is a new report of a decisive victory
gained by Omey Pasha over Gen. Liders, but of this affair we
have nothing beyond a telegraphic dispatch by way of Vienna,* the
great manufactory of stock-jobbing hoaxes. The story runs that
the Turks, 70,000 strong, overhauled Liiders somewhere between
Silistria and Rassova, the latter being a place on the Danube some
ten miles above Chernavoda, and that while Omer Pasha was
pressing the Russians in front, another corps, sent around for the
purpose, fell upon their flank, and so between the two fires they
were used up. This is not an impossible thing, but we do not see
how Omer Pasha could concentrate so large a force at any point
below Silistria with such rapidity as to take Liiders unprepared."?
According to the last previous advices, the gross of his army,—
which altogether cannot be more than 120,000 strong, including

* “Defeat of the Russians”, The Times, No. 21732, May 4, 1854.— Fd.
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the garrisons that must be provided for along his extended
line,—was being collected at Shumla, some hundred miles from
the scene of the reported battle, and it is not an easy thing to
surprise an enemy at such a distance where 70,000 men have to be
brought upon the field to do it. Still we repeat, it is possible; the
next steamer will probably inform us whether it is true.'”

The Greek insurrection has suffered another defeat, but that it
is extinguished by the disaster it would be impossible to believe.
Men and leaders will no doubt appear to renew the contest and
carry on a harassing guerrilla war at least against the Turkish
forces on the frontiers. Whether it will become anything more
serious must depend upon circumstances; as our readers will see
in another column'* an extensive conspiracy of Greeks and
Russians came near exploding in the midst of Turkey; accident
put the whole into the hands of the Porte,'* but other such
conspiracies may occur without any interposing event to hinder
their course. Meanwhile the allied powers ply the Greek Court
with menaces, and land troops in Turkey as if to take final
possession of the country for themselves. Most of these forces still
remain near Constantinople, though at the instance of the French
Embassador,* a detachment has gone north to Varna, where there
is likely to be fighting any day. It is doubtful, however, whether
the body of the allied forces will so soon engage in the active work
of the campaign. This point cannot be determined till the
commanding generals arrive at Constantinople.”

In the Baltic Sir Charles Napier still remains in the vicinity of
Stockholm, attacking none of the Russian strongholds on the coast.
It appears that he is anxious with respect to the gun-boat flotilla
with which the Russians propose to operate against him in the
shallow waters and among the islands of the Gulf of Finland, and
has sent to England for small steamers of light draught, which can
pursue these boats to their places of refuge. On the other hand, it
is reported by the St. Petersburg correspondent of a journal of
Berlin¢ that the Russian Court is fearful that Kronstadt cannot
stand the onslaught which is expected from the British Rough and
Ready,? that the men-of-war in the harbor do not succeed well in

# Baraguay d’Hilliers.— Ed.

b Raglan and Saint-Arnaud.— Ed.

¢ The reference is to a report of the National Zeitung reprinted in The Times,
No. 21732, May 4, 1854.— Ed.

4 A nickname for British soldiers in the nineteenth century, which became
common after the battle of Waterloo when Colonel Rough distinguished himself.
The Duke of Wellington used to say to him “Rough and ready, Colonel”.— Ed.
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maneuvering and firing even for the purposes of a review; and
that preparations are even [in] making to resist the debarkatlon of
a hostile land force at that place.

It is not likely, however, that any attack will take place in the
Baltic until the French fleet has also arrived, and then Kronstadt
will very probably receive the honor of the first bombardment. Its
capture or destruction is another question; but before such means
of destruction as the allies will bring against it, its fall would not be
surprising.

The western powers flatter themselves that Austria is coming
over to their side, and derive encouragement from agreeable
things said to the Duke of Cambridge at the festivities of the
Emperor’s® wedding. But from Prussia there is no such pleasing
intelligence. Altogether, Germany stands just where she did
before, and the allies have no prospect of drawing her into any
engagement in their favor. There is no doubt that Austria will be
ready to occupy Serbia and Montenegro,—where a positive
rebellion has broken out against the Sultan,’—but such an
occupation, as we have previously shown,””® would only be another
step toward the partition of Turkey, and would be, in fact, more
favorable to Russia than to her antagonists.

Written on May 4, 1854 Reproduced from the newspaper

First published in the New-York Daily
Tribune, No. 4084, May 20, 1854 as a
leader

Francns Joseph 1.— Ed.
" On the rebellion in Montenegro see this volume, pp. 178-79.— Ed.



184

Karl Marx
BRITISH FINANCES 7

London, Tuesday, May 9, 1854

Although the bombardment of Odessa, which appears, after all,
to have been a very indifferent affair, highly excites the public
mind, there is another bombardment which, at this very moment,
works upon it still more powerfully—namely, the bombardment of
the public purse. Before entering into an analysis of the financial
statement made by Mr. Gladstone in yesterday’s sitting of the
Commons, we must cast a retrospective glance at his official
transactions hitherto.

Mr. Disraeli, when in office, had reduced the interest of
Exchequer Bills to 1'/,d. a day, which was lower than it had ever
been before; but Mr. Gladstone, anxious to improve upon his
predecessor, went on further, reducing it to 1d., neglecting to
notice the circumstance that when Mr. Disraeli reduced the
interest of Exchequer Bills money was abundant and cheap, while
it was scarce and dear when Mr. Gladstone undertook to surpass
his rival. Consequently, the great man was called upon to pay
three millions of money for Exchequer Bills, which, if left alone,
would have floated at the rate of interest at which he found them.
This was not all. Having hardly paid off the Exchequer Bills at
great public inconvenience, they had to be reissued again at a
higher rate of interest. This was the first proof of the transcen-
dent genius of the Oxford casuist, who was supposed to unite, as it
were, all the talents in his single person, the coalition of all the
talents having ejected the Tory Government upon their financial
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scheme, and thus proclaimed finances the strong point of their
policy.

Mr. Gladstone, not content with dealing with the floating debt,
made a still more curious experiment upon the funded debt. In
April, 1853, he went down to the House of Commons with a very
complicated scheme for the conversion of the South Sea stock and
other funds, with an arrangement which might compel him to pay
off nine and a half millions at the end of six months and twelve
months. It has been very justly remarked that when he did so he
had before him the secret dispatches of Sir Hamilton Seymour,
and the warnings of Col. Rose and Consul Cunningham,
communications which could leave no doubt of the hostile
intention of the Russian Government and the proximity of a
European war. But your readers will recollect that at the very
period when Mr. Gladstone proposed his scheme I foretold its
failure,” and the necessity in which it would place the Government
of borrowing, at the end of the financial year, to the amount of
five or six millions. I made this statement without any respect to
the Eastern complication. Besides, the scholastic air of Mr.
Gladstone’s scheme not being likely to seduce the stock-jobbing
mob of the Exchange, there was wanted no great sagacity to
foretell that the harvest must prove a failure, because the extent
sowed was far below the average on account of the very wet
season; that a bad harvest would cause a drain.of bullion; that a
drain of bullion could certainly not counteract the already existing
tendency to a rise of interest in the money market, and that, with
the general money market rising, it was absurd to suppose that the
public creditor would allow the interest of his stock to be reduced
or not eagerly grasp at the opportunity afforded him by Mr.
Gladstone’s experiment to insist on the repayment of his stock at
par in order to invest it the following day at a net profit. Indeed,
at the close of the financial year, Mr. Gladstone was obliged to pay
off at par six millions of South Sea annuities which, without his
intermeddling, would at this moment only command £85 for every
£100 of stock at the Exchange. Thus he not only made needlessly
away with six millions of the public funds, but the public incurred
by this brilliant operation an actual loss of at least one million,

* Marx; “The New Financial Juggle; or Gladstone and the Pennies”,
“Achievements of the Ministry”, “Feargus O’Connor.—Ministerial Defeats.—The
Budget”, “Riot at Constantinople.—German Table Moving.—The Budget”, “Soap
for the People, a Sop for The Times—The Coalition Budget” (see present edition,
Vol. 12).—Ed.
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while the balance in the Exchequer, which was in April, 1853,
£7,800,000, has been reduced in April, 1854, at a time of war, to
only £2,778,000, being a loss of more than £5,000,000. The
abortive conversion scheme of Mr. Gladstone is at the foundation
of all the monetary difficulties against which the Government has
now to contend. On the 6th of March, only 24 days before the
declaration of war, Mr. Gladstone laid down*® as the very basis of
all his operations that the supplies should be provided within the
year to pay the current expenses, and declared he had taken
measures to cast the burdens of war only upon the present, and
that a resort to the money market for a loan was out of question.
He repeated his statement again on the 22d of March, and even
on the 12th of April.” Yet on the 21st of April, when Parliament
was not sitting, an official notice appeared that a loan would be
required, and that Exchequer Bonds to the amount of six millions
would consequently be issued.® The Exchequer Bonds, you will
remember, are an invention of Mr. Gladstone, cotemporaneously
introduced with his conversion scheme.

The ordinary Exchequer Bill is a security for 12 months, and is
generally exchanged or paid off at the end of that time, and its
rate of interest fluctuates with the market rate of interest. The
Exchequer Bonds, on the contrary, bear a fixed rate of interest for
years, and are a terminable annuity, transferable from hand to
hand by a simple indorsement, without any cost whatever to either
buyer or seller. Upon the whole, they may be described as
imitations of railway debentures. When Mr. Gladstone first
invented them in 1853, he took power to issue 30,000,000, and so
proud he was of his invention that he thought the 30,000,000
would not be sufficient to answer the public demand, and that
they would be at a high premium. However, “the public were
glutted by very little more than £400,000, or about one-seventh of
the amount he expected would be required.” In order to raise his
loan of 6,000,000, Mr. Gladstone brought out three sorts of
Exchequer Bonds, such as have four years to run, such as have
five years to run, and such as have six years to run. To make them

? Mr. Gladstone’s speech in the House of Commons on March 6, 1854. The
Ttimes, No. 21682, March 7, 1854.— Ed.
This refers to Gladstone’s speeches in the House of Commons on March 21
and April 11, 1854 published in The Times, No. 21695, March 22 and No. 21718,
April 12, 1854.— Ed.
¢ Notice of the Exchequer dated April 21, 1854. The Times, No. 21722, April
22, 1854.—Ed. '
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more acceptable to the Exchange, he decided that the interest
would be allowed on installments not yet paid. He pretended to
issue them at par, with an interest of three and one-half per cent.,
considering the extraordinary advantages belonging to the new
form of securities as being equivalent to from 10 to 16 per cent.,
on the amount of the dividend. When the tenders were opened, it
was found that the amount bid for was but £800,000 of bonds of
the first series, to be paid off in 1858; while with respect to the
other series of bonds of 1859 and 1860 no offers were made at all.
This is not all. He was forced to issue his commodities at a
discount, selling them at the minimum of ninety-eight and
three-fourths, and throwing in a few months interest, so that he is
simply borrowing at four per cent. in exchange for the South Sea
Stocks, which were at three per cent. annuity, thus losing on the
capital fifteen per cent., and on the interest twenty-five per cent.
Notwithstanding all these concessions, his failure was complete, he
being obliged to extend the period for receiving tenders to the 8th
inst., and to come down from his demand of 6,000,000 to the
“ridiculously small sum” of 2,000,000. The failure was necessary,
because his commodity was neither well adapted for permanent
investment nor for temporary use, because the repayment in 1858
and 1860 appears, under the present circumstances, to be very
problematical, and, finally, because, with a rising market, bonds
with a fixed rate of interest for years cannot be as acceptable as
Exchequer Bills, of which the interest is sure to be raised if the
value of money increases.

Mr. Gladstone, not content to throw upon the market three
different sorts of Exchequer commodities, felt himself obliged to
bring to the House of Commons not one but two, and perhaps
three or four budgets. For contradistinction to the former Chan-
cellors of [the] Exchequer he made his financial statement on
March 6, before the termination of the financial year with the
view, as he said, to make the country clearly understand its
position. The House were then told that there was a surplus of
£3,000,000, but that in consequence of the perilous position in
which they were placed, they had to incur an increased
expenditure of £6,000,000, so that they were to be prepared for a
deficiency of three millions this year. Before eight weeks have
passed, he comes down to the House and asks for about seven
millions more, although certainly in March he ought to have
formed more correct estimates of the demands to be made upon
the public resources.

The new supplementary estimates he asks for are:
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The Navy oo et eee e e e—e bt eaeebe et beerr e eane e £4,550,000
- 300,000

650,000

Supplementary militia vote ... 500,000
Unknown charges ...........cccooveiiiiiiiiiiiiencce s 2,100,000
Total .o £8,100,000

The navy, army and ordnance estimates have already been
voted without division on Friday evening,” and I shall give a short
resumé of the different items on account of which they were asked
for, viz: £300,000 were voted for addition of the army by 14,799
men of all ranks, which would raise the number of land forces to
40,493 above that voted last year, -or 142,000 men. The
supplementary ordnance estimates amount in the whole to
£742,132. The supplementary navy estimates, amounting to
£4,553,731 and including a part of the supplementary ordnance
estimates, may be classed under the following heads:

I.

1. On account of wages to seamen and marines, 11,000 of whom
were added to the navy, 2,500 from the Coast Guard and 8,500 by

voluntary enliStNEnt ..........coocooioireiiirniriiiiiiee s £461,760
(a) To defray the charges of wages which will come in course
of payment in the year ending the 31st of March, 1854, for

5,000 seamen to be employed for 6 months additional ................ 110,000
(b) To meet the extra pay, beyond seamen’s pay, of the 2,500

coast guard men and seamen riggers now employed afloat ......... 51,700
(c.) Forraising 5,000 reserve Seamen ...........ccoocevueerurenieeueeneeneennens 220,000
(d.) For provisions of 5,000 men, for an additional period of 6

months to the 31st of March, 1855 ......cccoorvniiiiciinnniiecciiier, 80,000

(e)) For additional victualing, stores required for freight of
provisions, and for increase in the prices of several species of
stores and Provisions ...ttt 50,000

(f) For provisions, victualing, stores, etc., for an additional sum
of 5,000 men to be employed in the fleet for one year .................. 100,000
(g.) To provide for an additional number of clerks necessary in
consequence of the war at the establishments at Whitehall and

Somerset House 7" ... 5,000
(h.) For the additional expense to be incurred for salaries in the

several naval, victualing and medical establishments at home ..... 2,000
(i) For additional wages to artificers and others in the naval

establishments abroad ..o 1,000

* May 5, 1854.—Ed.
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2. £697,331 for naval stores:

(a.) For the purchase of coal and other fuel for steam vessels ............ 160,000
(b.) For the purchase of stores required to replace those issued to the
FLERE .ottt een 40,000

(c) For the purchase and repair of steam machinery, it having been
decided that the reserve fleet should have the advantage of
SECAITY 1ottt iee et rieenraaee et eeeaaasatrarneaasnssassensetnamnsmasanssnennrnnne 252,674

(d) For the purchase of steam vessels, gun boats, etc. ... 244,657
3. For new works, improvements and repairs in the yards 7,000
4. For medicines and medical stores 30,000

5. For miscellaneous services

SUM LOTAD .eeiiiiiiiiiir et

I1.

Items which, although included in the navy estimate, refer rather to the army
than the navy. Under this head demanded:

1. For freight of transports on monthly pay including steam vessels,
and for the purchase of the same, covering the hire of eight new

steam vessels and 86 sailing transports, of which 75 were frigates
WAt CAVAITY .ottt canes £2,610,200

2. For the freight of ships hired for the conveyance of troops
including rations, the Government having taken up 18 steam

vessels and 86 sailing transports for the entire year ......................... 108,000
SUM LOLAD oot £8,096,700
Grand total .......oiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e £4,563,731

Mr. Gladstone proposes to raise new taxes by continuing the
double income tax to the end of the war, by increasing the malt
duty from 2/9 to 4/-, by augmenting the duty on spirits 1/- per
gallon in Scotland and 8d. per gallon in Ireland, and by putting
off the fall upon the duty on sugar, which was to occur on the 5th
of next July. The resolutions respecting spirits, malt and sugar
were passed immediately.

The duty on spirits will cancel itself, because it will greatly
reduce the consumption of spirits. The duty on malt is a
punishment inflicted on -the licensed victualers and their custom-
ers, because their official organ, The Morning Aduvertiser, signalised
itself by sounding the trumpet of war. The duty on sugar is
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calculated to embitter the pickles and preserves of the current
year. As to the income tax, it is well-known that on the 18th of
April, Mr. Gladstone proclaimed its death at the end of seven
years,” only three days after having received the communications
from Col. Rose and Consul Cunningham describing the Russian
preparations for war. It is no less known that on the 6th of March
he declared it sufficient to double the income tax for half a year
only.> Mr. Gladstone is either the most improvident and short-
sighted Chancellor of Exchequer that ever existed, or it was his
deliberate plan to grope in the dark, to mislead, to bewilder and to
mystify the public.

The British public has not only to pay for the war against
Russia, and also for the quackery and the hair splitting ingenuity
of Mr. Gladstone, but besides it has to furnish the Czar with the
means of carrying on the war against itself, as Lord John Russell
declared on Friday evening, that the British Government would
continue to pay the principal and the interest of the debt called
the Russo-Dutch loan,'® inserted in the treaty of Vienna, one of
whose principal arrangements is that Poland should remain an
Independent Constitutional Kingdom, that Cracow should be
protected as a free town, and that the navigation of all European
rivers, consequently of the Danube, should be free.

The distrust in Irish loyalty must be very great, as Lord
Palmerston declared that during the present year Her Majesty’s
Government did not intend to enrol the Irish militia; the same
Palmerston having broken up the Russell Cabinet on the pretext
that Lord John exasperated Ireland by excluding it from his
Militia bill.

Ministers have sustained a virtual defeat on their Railway bill,
which contained only some enactments recommended by a
Parliamentary Committee sitting on that subject.? As the railway
interest is powerfully organized, the gallant Mr. Cardwell pre-
ferred, in the name of the Ministry, to withdraw his original bill and
to substitute for it one framed by the railway directors themselves,
which enforces nothing nor adds anything to the stringency of

? See this volume, p. 117.— Ed.
Mr. Gladstone’s speech in the House of Commons on March 6, 1854. The
Times, No. 21682, March 7, 1854.— Ed.
© Lord John Russell's speech in the House of Commons on May 5, 1854. The
Times, No. 21734, May 6, 1854.— Ed.
The debates on the Railway Bill are given according to parliamentary reports
in The Times, No. 21733, May 5, 1854.— Ed.
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already existing enactments. When -the bill was discussed there was
nobody present in the House except those railway directors who are
M.P.s.

“It appears,” says a weekly paper, “that Ministers and Parliament are not strong
enough to protect the property of shareholders and the pockets of travellers, or the
life and limb of the public, against the right which the railway companies claim to
dispose of those valuables at pleasure.”

Written on May 9, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York
. . . . Daily Tribune

First published in the New-York Daily

Tribune, No. 4086, May 23; reprint-

ed in the New-York Weekly Tribune,

No. 663, May 27, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx
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Frederick Engels

A FAMOUS VICTORY ¥

The English journals indulge in liperal bursts of derision at the
fact that the Czar has rewarded Gen. Osten-Sacken for his share
in the late fight between the allied fleets and the fortifications that
defend the port of Odessa. This fight they claim as altogether a
victory of their own, pronouncing the opposite exultations of their
enemy as but a new specimen of Muscovite braggadocio and
imperial lying. Now, while we have no special sympathy with the
Czar or with Osten-Sacken, though the latter is no doubt a clever
and resolute man (he is the brother of the General of the same
name '! commanding an army corps in the Principalities), it may
perhaps be worth while to look a little more carefully into the
merits of this victory at Odessa, and ascertain, if possible, on which
side the braggadocio and humbug really figure, especially as this is
the first and only battle between the allies and the Russians of
which we have yet received any report.

As appears by the official documents on both sides, the object of
the allied fleet in appearing before Odessa was to summon the
Governor 2 to deliver up, as reparation for the round shot fired
at a British flag of truce, all British, French and Russian vessels in
the harbor. Now they must have known that he would not make
any reply to such a summons, and must therefore have been
prepared to take by force what they had asked for in vain, and if
they failed in this object they suffered a genuine defeat, whatever
damage they may have done to the enemy.

What, then, were the odds? The very decree of the Russian
Government, which appointed Osten-Sacken to the command of
the vast territory he governs, situated immediately in the rear of
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the army of the Danube, and the fact of his selecting for his
residence the town of Odessa, shows the importance naturally and
justly attributed by the Russians to this point. Odessa is the place,
of all others, where a hostile landing might do them the most
harm. There the enemy would find not only all the resources of a
large town, but those, too, of the granary of all Europe; and there
they would be nearest to the line of communication and retreat of
the Russiun army in Turkey. Under these circumstances, the two
Admirals* must have known that they would find the place
defended by a numerous garrison, and that any attempt at
landing, with what sailors and marines they might have to spare
for that purpose, would at once be repelled. But without landing
and taking possession of the harbor, if not the town, at least for a
moment, they could not expect to liberate the British and French
ships now confined there. Their only remaining chance for
accomplishing their object would have been to bombard the town
itself most furiously, so as to make it unsafe for any body of
troops to remain in it, and then to attempt a rescue of the ships.
But it is doubtful whether that purpose could have been effected
by a bombardment upon a large town with very wide streets and
extensive squares, where comparatively little room is occupied by
combustible buildings. The Admirals, then, must have known that
if their demand on Osten-Sacken was refused, they had no means
of enforcing it. They thought, however, that after the firing on a
flag of truce, something must be undertaken against Odessa, and
so they went on their errand.

The approaches to Odessa, on the seaside, were defended by six
batteries, which must have been armed with some forty or fifty
guns of 24 and 48 pounds caliber. Of these batteries only two or
three were engaged, the attacking force keeping out of range of
the remainder. Against these batteries eight steam frigates
carrying about 100 guns were brought to act; but as from the
nature of the maneuver, the guns of only one side of the ships
could be used, the superiority in the number of the guns on the
part of the allies was considerably diminished. In respect of the
caliber, they must have been about equal, for if a 24-pound gun is
inferior to a long 32-pounder, a 48-pounder of heavy metal must
certainly be equal to 56- or 68-pound shell guns, which cannot
stand full charges of powder. Finally, the vulnerable nature of
ships, as compared with breastworks, and the insecurity of aim
produced by the ship’s motion, are such that even a still greater

? Dundas and Hamelin.— Ed.
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numerical superiority in the artillery of a fleet over that of
strand-batteries will leave some odds in favor of the latter. Witness
the affair at Eckernférde'®® in Schleswig (1849), where two
batteries with 20 guns between them destroyed an 84-gun ship,
disabled and captured a 44-gun frigate, and beat off two heavily
armed steamers.

The fight, as long as it was confined to artillery and to the eight
steamers, may therefore be considered a pretty equal one, even
allowing for the superiority of range and accuracy which, during
the struggle, the Anglo-French guns were found to possess. The
consequence was that the work of destruction went on very slowly.
Two Russian guns dismounted were the only result of several
hours firing. At length the allies came up closer and changed their
tactics. They abandoned the system of firing against the stone
walls of the batteries in order to send shells and rockets into the
Russian shipping and the military establishments in and around
the *harbor. This told. The object aimed at was large enough to
make every shell hit some vulnerable part, and the whole was soon
on fire. The powder-magazine behind that battery on the
mole-head, which had offered the most effective resistance and
had been principally attacked, blew up; this and the spreading of
the fire all around forced its garrison at length to retire. The
Russian artillerymen had shown on this point, as usual, very little
skill but very great bravery. Their guns and shot must have been
very defective and their powder extremely weak.

This was the only result of the whole action. Four Russian guns
had been silenced in the battery on the mole-head; all the other
batteries hardly received any damage at all. The explosion of the
powder-magazine cannot have been very severe; from its situation
close behind the battery, it is evident that it was the special
magazine of this battery containing merely the ammunition for a
single day, say 60 or 100 rounds for each of the four guns; now, if
we deduct the probable number of rounds already used in the
course of the day, there can hardly have remained more than 300
weight of powder. What the damage done to other establishments
may amount to, we have no means of judging; the allies, of
course, could not ascertain it, while the Russians put it down at the
very lowest figure.'** From the Russian report, however, it would
appear that the vessels burnt were not men-of-war, as the
Anglo-French reports state them to have been; probably they
were, besides some merchantmen, transports and government
passenger steamers. We have, besides, never received any previous
information that any Russian men-of-war were at Odessa.
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Two French and one or two English merchantmen succeeded
during the action in escaping from the harbor; seven British
merchantmen remain confined there to the present day. Thus the
“gallant” Admirals have not succeeded in enforcing their demand,
and as they had to retreat without obtaining any positive result,
without even silencing more than one out of six batteries, they
may consider themselves fairly beaten off. They lost very few men;
but several ships’ hulls were damaged and the French steamer
Vauban was once set on fire by a red-hot ball, and had to retire for
a while from the action.

This is the sum of what the British press calls “Glorious news
from Odessa,” and which in British eyes has wiped out all the
former shortcomings of Admiral Dundas. Nay, this action has so
much raised the public expectations in England that we are
seriously told, the Admirals, having now ascertained the excessive
superiority of the range of their guns over the Russian ones, have
positively resolved to try a bombardment of Sevastopol; indeed,
they did go there and fire a few shots. But this is the purest
humbug, for whoever has once looked upon a plan of Sevastopol,
knows that an attack, bombardment or not, upon that town and
harbor, unless it be a mere sham-fight outside the bay, must take
place in narrow waters and within range even of field guns.

We may properly add to this simple exposé, that the
gasconade ot our English friends about this action,—in which they
suffered a complete repulse and totally failed of their object—
does not vary much from the general tone of their previous
discussions and statements concerning the war. Whatever be the
result of the struggle, impartial history must, we think, place upon
her record that its early stages were marked by quite as much
humbug, prevarication, deception, diplomatic bad faith, military
bragging and lying on the side of England as on that of Russia.

Written on May 15, 1854 Reproduced from the newspaper

First published in the New-York Daily
Tribune, No. 4098, June 6, 1854 as a leader
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Karl Marx

[ATTACK UPON SEVASTOPOL.—
CLEARING OF ESTATES IN SCOTLAND]'®

London, Friday, May 19, 1854

The “first attack upon Sevastopol,” of which we have a
telegraphic announcement in to-day’s papers, seems to be about
the same glorious exploit as the bombardment of Odessa, where
both parties claimed the victory. The attack is described as havmg
been made by means of shells projected from“long-ranging” guns,
and directed against the outward fortifications. That you cannot
attack the harbor of Sevastopol or the town itself by guns of any
range without going up the bay and coming to close quarters with
the protecting batteries, and that you cannot take it at all without
the assistance of a considerable landing army, is evident from a
glance at the map, and is, moreover, conceded by every military
authority. The operation, if it has really taken place, is therefore
to be considered as a sham exploit, for the edification of the same
gobe-mouches® whose patriotism is elated by the laurels of Odessa.

The French Government has sent M.Bourrée on an extraordi-
nary mission to Greece. He goes accompanied by a brigade under
command of General Forey, and has orders to claim from King
Otto immediate payment of the whole interest on the one
hundred millions of francs advanced by France to the Greek
Government in 1828. In case of refusal, the French are to occupy
Athens and divers other points of the kingdom.

Your readers will remember my description of the process of
clearing estates in Ireland and Scotland,? *which within the first

; Simpletons.— Ed.
Marx, “Elections.—Financial Clouds.—The Duchess -of Sutherland and
Slavery”, “The Indian Question.—Irish Tenant Right” (see present edition, Vols.
11 and 12).—Ed.
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half of this century swept away so many thousands of human
beings from the soil of their fathers. The process still continues,
and with a vigor quite worthy of that virtuous, refined, religious,
philanthropic aristocracy of this model country. Houses are either
fired or knocked to pieces over the heads of the helpless inmates.
At Neagaat in Knoydart, the house of Donald Macdonald, a
respectable, honest, hard-working man, was attacked last autumn
by the landlord’s order. His wife was confined to bed unfit to be
removed, yet the factor and his ruffians turned out Macdonald’s
family of six children, all under 15 years of age, and demolished
the house with the exception of one small bit of the roof over his
wife’s bed.

The man was so affected that his brain gave way. He has been
declared insane by medical men, and he is now wandering about
looking for his children among the ruins of the burnt and broken
cottages. His starving children are crying around him, but he
knows them not, and he is left roaming at large unaided and
uncared for, because his insanity is harmless.

Two married females in an advanced stage of pregnancy had
their houses pulled down about their ears. They had to sleep in
the open air for many nights, and the consequence was that, amid
excruciating sufferings, they had premature births, their reason
became affected, and they are wandering about with large
families, helpless and hopeless imbeciles, dreadful witnesses
against that class of persons called the British aristocracy.

Even children are driven mad by terror and persecution. At
Doune, in Knoydart, the cottagers were evicted and took refuge in
an old storehouse. The agents of the landlord surrounded that
storehouse in the dead of night and set fire to it as the poor
outcasts were cowering beneath its shelter. Frantic, they rushed
from the flames, and some were driven mad by terror. The
Northern Ensign newspaper says: -

“That one boy is deranged; that he will require to be placed in confinement; he
jumps out of bed crying, ‘Fire! fire!’ and assures those near him that there are men
and children in the burning storehouse. Whenever night approaches, he is terrified
at the sight of fire. The awful sight at Doune, when the storehouse was in flames,
illuminating the districc—when men, women, and children ran about half
frantic with fear, gave such a shock to his reason.”

Such is the conduct of the aristocracy to the able-bodied poor
who make them rich. Listen now to their parochial mercies. I
extract the following cases from the work of Mr. Donald Ross, of
Glasgow, and from The Northern Ensign:

8*
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1. Widow Matherson, aged 96, has only 25 6d. per month from the parish of
Strath, Skye.

2. Murdo Mackintosh, aged 36 years, is totally disabled, by reason of a cart
falling on him fourteen months ago. He has a wife and seven children; the oldest
11 years, the youngest 1 year, and all that the parish of Strath allows him is 5s. per
month. :

3. Widow Samuel Campbell, aged 77, residing at Broadford, Skye, in a
wretched house, had Is. 6d. a month from the parish of Strath. She complained
that it was inadequate, and the parochial authorities, after much grudging,
increased it to 2s. per month.

4. Widow M’Kinnon, aged 72, parish of Strath, Skye, has 2s. 6d. per month.

5. Donald M’Dugald, aged 102 years, resides at Knoydart. His wife is aged 77
years, and both are very frail. They only receive 3s. 4d. each in the month from
the parish of Glenelg. '

6. Mary McDonald, a widow, aged 93 years, and confined to bed. Her
husband was in the army, and there he lost an arm. He died 20 years ago. She has
4s. 4d. in the month from the parish of Glenelg.

7. Alexander M’Isaak, aged 53 years, totally disabled, has a wife aged 40 years;
has a blind son aged 18 years; and four children under 14 years of age. The parish
of Glenelg allows this wretched family only 6s. 6d. per month between them, just
about 1s. each per month.

8. Angus M’Kinnon, aged 72, has a rupture; wife aged 66 years. They have 2s.
1d. each per month.

9. Mary M’Isaak, aged 80 years, frail and stone- blind, has 3s. 3d. a month
from the parish of Glenelg. When she asked more, the Inspector said: “You should
be ashamed to ask more when others have less;” and refused to listen to her.

10. Janet M’Donald, or M’Gillivray, aged 77 years, and totally disabled, has only
3s. 3d. per month.

11. Catherine Gillies, aged 78 years, and totally disabled, has only 3s. 3d. from
the parish of Glenelg.

12. Mary Gillies, or Grant, aged 82 years, and for the last elght years confined
to bed, gets twenty-eight pounds of meal and 8d. in the month from the parish of
Ardnamurchan. The Inspector of poor did not visit her for the last two years; and-
she gets no medical aid, no clothing, no nutrition.

13. John M’Eachan, aged 86 years, and bed-ridden, resides at Auchachraig,
parish of Ardnamurchan, has just one pound of meal a day, and 8d. of money in
the month from said parish. He has no clothing nor anything else.

14. Ewen M’Callum, aged 93 years, and has sore eyes, 1 found begging on the
banks of the Crinan Canal, parish [of] Knapdale, Argylishire. He has just 4s. 8d. in’
the month; nothing whatever in the way of clothing, medical aid, fuel or lodgings.
He is now a moving collection of rags, and a most wretched-looking pauper.

15. Kate Macarthur, aged 74, and bed-ridden, lives alone at Dunardy, parish of
Knapdale. She has 4s. 8d. per month from the parish, but nothing else. No doctor
visits her.

16. Janet Kerr, or M’Callum; a widow, aged 78 years, in bad health; has 6s. a
month from the parish of Glassary. She has no house, and has no aid but the
money allowance.

17. Archibald M’Laurin, aged 73, parish of Appin, totally disabled; wife also
disabled; have 3s. 4d. each per month in the name of parish relief—no fuel,
clothing or lodging. They live in a wretched hovel, unfit for human beings.

18. Widow Margaret M’Leod, aged 81 years; lives at Coigach, parish of
Lochbroom; has 3s. a month.
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19. Widow John Makenzie, 81 years, resides at Ullapool, parish of Lochbroom.
She is stone-blind and in very bad health, and has just 2s. a month.

20. Widow Catherine M’Donald, aged 87 years, Island of Luing, parish of
Kilbrandon; stone-blind and confined to bed, is allowed 7s. a month in name of
aliment; out of which she has to pay a nurse! Her house fell to the ground, and yet
the parish refused to provide a lodging for her, and she is lying in an open
out-house on the earthen floor. The Inspector declines doing anything for her.

But the ruffianism ends not here. A slaughter has been
perpetrated at Strathcarron. Excited to frenzy by the cruelty of the
evictions and the further ones that were expected, a number of
women gathered in the streets on hearing that a number of
sheriff’s officers were coming to clear out the tenantry. The latter,
however, were Excisemen, and not sheriff’s officers; but on
hearing that their real character was mistaken, these men instead
of correcting the mistake, enjoyed it—gave themselves out for
sheriff’s officers, and said they came to turn the people out and
were determined to do so. On the group of women becoming
excited, the officers presented a loaded pistol at them. What
followed we extract from the letter of Mr. Donald Ross, who went
over from Glasgow to Strathcarron, and spent two days in the
district, collecting information and examining the wounded. His
letter is dated Royal Hotel, Tain, April 15, 1854, and states as
follows:

“My information goes to show a shameful course of conduct on the part of the
sheriff. He did not warn the people of the intention on his part to let the police
loose on them. He read no Riot Act. ™ He did not give them time to disperse; but,
on the contrary, the moment he approached with his force, stick in hand, cried
out: ‘Clear the way,’ and in the next breath said: ‘Knock them down,” and
immediately a scene ensued which baffles description. The policemen laid their
heavy batons on the heads of the unfortunate females and leveled them to the
ground, jumped and trampled upon them after they were down, and kicked them
in every part of their bodies with savage brutality. The field was soon covered with
blood. The cries of the women and of the boys and girls, lying weltering in their
blood, was rending the very heavens. Some of the females, pursued by the
policemen, jumped into the deep and rapid-rolling Carron, trusting to its mercies_
more than. to that of the policeman or the sheriff. There were females who had
parcels of their hair torn out by the batons of the policemen, and one girl had a
piece of the flesh, about seven inches long by one and a quarter broad, and more
than a quarter of an inch thick, torn off her shoulder by a violent blow with a
baton. A young girl, who was only a mere spectator, was run after by three
policemen. They struck her on the forehead, cut open her skull, and after she fell
down they kicked her. The doctor abstracted from the wound a portion of the cap
sunk into it by the baton of the savage police. The marks of their-hobnails are still
visible in her back shoulders. There are still in Strathcarron thirteen females in a
state of great distress, owing to the brutal beating they received at the hands of the
police. Three of these are so ill that their medical attendant has no hopes whatever
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of their recovery. It is my own firm conviction, from the appearance of these
females and the dangerous nature of their wounds, coupled with medical reports
which 1 have procured, that not one-half of these injured persons will recover; and
all of them, should they linger on for a time, will bear about on their persons sad
proofs of the horrid brutality to which they had been subjected. Among the
number seriously wounded is a woman advanced in pregnancy. She was not among
the crowd who met the sheriff, but at a considerable distance, just looking on; but
she was violently struck and kicked by the policemen, and she is in a very
dangerous condition.”

We may further add  that the women who were assailed
numbered only eighteen. The name of the sheriff is Taylor.
Such is a picture of the British aristocracy in the year 1854.
The authorities and Government have come to an arrangement
that the prosecution against Cowell, Grimshaw and the other
Preston leaders shall be withdrawn, if the investigation against the
magistrates and cotton lords of Preston is withdrawn also. The
latter was accordingly done, pursuant to this arrangement. »
Mr. Duncombe’s postponement for a fortnight of his motion for
a Committee of Inquiry into the conduct of the Preston
magistrates is said to be in pursuance of the above arrangement.'*’

Written on May 19, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York
- . . Daily Tribu

First published in the New-York Daily. ay fmbune
Tribune, No. 4095, June 2; reprinted
in the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune,
No. 941, June 2, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx
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THE WAR'#®

At last, then, we have to report an exploit of the “British Tar.”
The fleet of Admiral Napier has destroyed, after eight hours’
bombardment, the fort of Gustavsvaern (which translated from the
Swedish means “Gustav’s defence, or stronghold,” “Gustav’s
Wehr”) and taken the garrison prisoners of war, to the number of
1,5600. This is the first serious attack upon Imperial Russian
property, and compared with the drowsy and torpid affair at
Odessa, shows at least that Charles Napier is not going to sacrifice
his own renown and that of his family if he can help it. The fort
of Gustavsvaern is situated on the extremity of a peninsula,
forming the south-west corner of Finland, close to the lighthouse
of Hango-Udd, well known as a landmark to all skippers going up
the Finnish Gulf. Its military importance is not very great; it
defends a very small area either of land or water, and might have
been left in the rear by the attacking fleet without any risk
whatever. The fort itself cannot have been large, as is evident
from the numbers of its garrison. But in the present blessed
ignorance existing even in the British Admiralty and War Office
as to the real strength and importance of the Baltic Coast defences
of Russia, we may be excused if we delay any comments upon the
tactical merits of the affair until fuller particulars have arrived. We
can, for the present, only say this much: the eight hours’ duration
of the cannonade proves a brave, if not over-skilful defence on
the part of the Russians, and forebodes a greater obstinacy than
may have been expected, in the defence of the first class fortresses
in that same gulf. On the other hand, the fifteen hundred
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prisoners of war are no appreciable loss at all to Russia (they make
up about two average days’ loss by sickness on the Danube), while
they must prove a serious embarrassment to Napier. What in the
world will he do with them? He cannot release them on parole; or
without parole; and there is no place nearer to bring them to than
England. For a safe transport of these 1,500 men he would
require at least three ships of the line or twice that number of
steam frigates. The very effects of his victory cripple him for a
fortnight or three weeks. Lastly, as he has no landing troops, can
he hold the ground he has conquered? I do not see how he could,
without again crippling his thinly-manned fleets by a further
weakening of each ship’s contingent of sailors and marines. This
circumstance brings us to a subject which is discussed with
great vehemence in the British press, although far too late as
usual.

The British press has, all at once, found out that a fleet,
however powerful, is of very little avail unless it has troops on
board, strong enough to go on shore and complete the victory
which ships’ guns, in the best case, can obtain only very
incompletely against land defences. It appears there was not a
man in the British official world directing the war, nor in the
official world directing British public opinion—who was ever
struck by this idea up to the end of last month. Now, all available
troops and means of transport are engaged for the Black Sea, and
the whole land force under orders for the Baltic, of which not a
man has been sent off, the very staff of which has not yet been
organised, consists of one brigade of 2,500 men!

As to the French, they are woefully limping® behind. Their
Baltic fleet—you recollect the pompous report of secretary Ducos:
“Your Majesty ordered the equipment of a third fleet; the orders
of your Majesty are executed”’—this splendid armament which
was to be ready for the sea by the middle of March to the tune of
ten ships of the line, has never consisted of more than five ships
of the line, which with frigates and small vessels, are at present
creeping slowly along the mouth of the Great Belt, to reach which
from Brest, it has taken them fully three weeks, westerly winds
prevailing all the time. The grand Camp of Saint Omer,° to

* The New-York Daily Tribune has: “lingering”.— Ed.

b Ducos, Report of the Minister of the Marine of February 25, 1854. Le
Moniteur universel, No. 57, February 26, 1854.— Ed.

¢ Department of Pas-de-Calais.— Ed.
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contain 150,000, in case of need, 200,000 troops pretended for a
Baltic expedition, has been formed, on paper, three or four weeks
ago, and not a brigade is, as yet, concentrated. The French,
however, might easily spare some 10,000 to 15,000 infantry and
field artillery from their coast garrisons, without the fuss and
pomp of a large theatrical camp demonstration, but where are the
means of transport? British merchantmen would have to be
chartered; they would, according to the rate of sailing of the
French fleet, require from four to six weeks to arrive, one by one,
on the scene of action; and where should the troops be landed,
the brigade and division concentrated, the staff and commissariats
organised? That is the vicious circle in which the allies move; in
order to have a land-army in the Baltic, they must first conquer an
island or peninsula where to concentrate and organise it for
attack; and in order to conquer this desideratum, they must first
have a landing force on the spot. There is no difficulty in getting
out of this scrape, as soon as you have a good admiral who knows
as much of land-warfare as is necessary to enable him to command
a land-force; and there is no doubt Charles Napier is quite up to
that, as he has fought a great deal on shore. But with an
Aberdeen® reigning supreme, with four different ministries
meddling with the fighting force, with the eternal antagonism of
army and navy, and with French and English forces combined,
and jealous of each other’s glory and comforts, how can you
expect anything like unity of action?

Then there cannot now be brought up any effective land-force
to the Baltic before the end of June; and unless the war is decided
and peace concluded in four months, the whole of the conquests
made will have to be given up, troops, guns, ships, provisions, all
will have to be withdrawn, or abandoned, and for seven winter
months the Russtans will be again in possession of all their Baltic
territory. This shows clear enough that all serious and decisive
attacks upon Baltic Russia are out of the question for the present
year; it is too late. Only when Sweden joins the Western Powers,
have they a base of operations in the Baltic which will admit of
their carrying on a winter campaign in Finland. But here again we
have a vicious circle, though vicious only, as the former one, to the
pusillanimous. How can you expect the Swedes to join you, unless
you show them by sending a land-force, and taking part of
Finland, that you are in earnest? And, on the other side, how can

? The New-York Daily Tribune has: “with an Aberdeen and Palmerston”.— Ed.
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you send that force thither without having made sure of Sweden
as a base of operations?

Verily, Napoleon the Great, the “butcher” of so many millions
of men, was a model of humanity in his bold, decisive,
home-striking way of warfare, compared to the hesitating “states-
man-like” directors of this Russian war, who cannot but eventually
sacrifice human life and hard cash to a far greater amount if they
go on as they do.

Turning to the Black Sea, we find the combined fleets before
Sevastopol amusing themselves with a little harmless long-range
exercise against some paltry outworks of that fortress. This
innocent game, we are informed, has been carried on for four
days by the majority of the ships, and during all this time the
Russians, having only twelve ships of the line ready for sea, did
not show their faces outside the harbour, to the great astonish-
ment of Admiral Hamelin (vide his report, May 1-5).* That heroic
sailor is, however, old enough to recollect the time when French
squadrons were not only blocked up, but even attacked in harbour
by English squadrons of far inferior strength *°; and certainly it is
expecting a little too much, that the inferior Russian squadron
should come out of Sevastopol to be shattered and sunk by twice
their number of ships, and thus offer themselves up in expiation
for the “hideous crime” of Sinope!

In the meantime, two ships of the line (screws) and seven
steam-frigates are on their road to Circassia. They were to explore
the coasts of the Crimea, and then to destroy the forts on thé
Circassian coast. But in this latter attack only three steam-frigates
were to participate, the remaining four being instructed to return
to the fleet as soon as the Crimea was duly reconnoitred. Now the
three forts the Russians still occupy on the Circassian coast, viz:
Anapa, Sukhum-Kaleh and Redut-Kaleh, are, as far as we know,
of considerable strength, built upon heights which entirely
command the offing (except Redut-Kaleh), and it may be doubted
whether the force sent will be sufficient to effect their purposes,
especially as it is not accompanied by landing troops. The
squadron, which is commanded by Rear Admiral Lyons, is at the
same time to communicate with the Circassians, and especially with
their chief, Shamyl. What Rear Admiral Lyons is to communicate
to him the report telleth not, but there is this certain that he

* Review of current events, May 20. Le Moniteur universel, No. 141, May 21,
1854.— Ed.
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cannot bring him what he wants most, viz: arms and ammunitions,
for men-of-war on active service have no room to spare for goods
shipped to order. Two paltry merchant brigs or schooners
freighted with these valuable articles would be far more acceptable
than all the moral but perfectly useless support of five men-of-
war. At the same time we learn that the Turkish fleet has sailed
for the same destination, this time carrying along with it the
articles required for arming the Circassians. Thus two allied fleets
are going on the same errand, the one not knowing of the other.
This is unity of plan and of action with a vengeance. May be,
each may take the other for Russians, and a famous sight it will
be for the Circassians, these two squadrons firing one into the
other!

The allied land-forces, in the meantime, fraternise at Gallipoli
and Scutari in their own way, annihilating enormous quantities of
the strong and sweet wine of the country. Those who happen to
be sober are employed upon the construction of field-works, so
situated and so constructed, that they will be either never attacked,
or never defended. If a proof was wanted that neither the British
nor the French Government have any intention of doing Friend
Nicholas any serious harm, it is given to the very blindest in their
way of spending the time of the troops. In order to have a pretext
to keep their troops away from the field of action, the allied
commanders set them to dig a continuous line of field-works
across the neck of the Thracian Chersonesus. Everybody, and
particularly every French engineer, knows that continuous lines of
defence are under almost all circumstances to be rejected in field
fortifications, but it was reserved to the Anglo-French army of
Gallipoli to employ continuous lines upon a ground, two-thirds of
which are commanded by heights, situated on the side where the
enemy is expected from. However, as the slow-coach system
cannot be carried on without making at least a snail-like sort of
progress, we are informed that 15,000 French are to go to Varna,
there to form what? The garrison of the place. And to do what?
To die of fever and ague.

Now, if there is any sense in this warfare, the chiefs must know
that what the Turks are deficient in, is the art of manoeuvring.in
the open field, in which again the Anglo-French troops are
masters, and that, on the other hand, the Turks are fit for the
defence of walls, ramparts, and even breaches, against stormers, in
a degree which neither the British nor the French can lay any
claim to. Therefore, and because Varna, with a Turkish garrison,
did that which no fortress before it had ever done, that is, held
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out for twenty-nine days after three practicable breaches had been
laid in the rampart—therefore® the half-disciplined Turks are
taken out of Varna and sent to meet the Russians in the open
field, while the well-drilled French, brilliant in attack, but unsteady
in lengthy defence, are sent to guard the ramparts of Varna.

Other reports inform us that all these movements are mere
gammon. They say that great things are in preparation. The
combined troops are not intended to act on the Balkans, but they
are to execute, with the help of the fleets, tremendous exploits in
the rear of the Russians. They are to land at Odessa, to cut off the
retreat of the enemy, and to combine in his rear with the
Austrians in Transylvania. They are, besides, to send detachments
to Circassia; they are, finally, to furnish 15,000 to 20,000 men for
the attack of Sevastopol on the land-side, while the fleets are to
force the harbour. If you cast a glance at the whole past history of
the war and the diplomatic transactions preceding it, you will no
doubt very soon dispose of these rumours. They came from
Constantinople, shortly after the arrival of Marshal Leroy,
commonly called Saint-Arnaud. Whoever knows the past history of
this worthy,” recognises in these bravadoes the man who blustered
himself up to the rank he occupies, although three times cashiered
as an officer of the army.

The long and the short of this war is this: England, and
particularly France, are being dragged ‘“unavoidably, though
reluctantly,” into engaging the greater part of their forces in the
East and the Baltic, that is, upon two advanced wings of a military
position which has no centre nearer than France. Russia sacrifices
her coasts, her fleets, and part of her troops, to induce the
Western Powers to engage themselves completely into this
anti-strategical move. As soon as this is done, as soon as the
necessary number of French troops are sent off to countries far
from their own, Austria and Prussia will declare in favour of
Russia, and at once march with superior numbers upon Paris. If
this plan succeeds, there is no force at the disposal of Louis
Napoleon to resist that shock. But there is a force which can
“mobilise” itself upon any emergency, and which can also
“mobilise” Louis Bonaparte and his minions as it has mobilised
many a ruler before this. That force is able to resist all these

) a.Thc words “Therefore and because”, “three practicable breaches had been

laid in the rampart—therefore” are italicised in the New-York Daily Tribune.—Ed.

ngge the New-York Daily Tribune has: “I shall send it you some of these
days.” 7" —Ed.
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invasions, and it has shown it once before to combined Europe,
and that force, the Revolution, be assured, will not be wanting the
day its action is required.

Written on May 22, 1854 Reproduced from The People’s
. . . Paper checked with the New-York
First published in The People’s Paper, Daily Tribune

No. 108, May 27, signed: K. M. and in
the New-York Daily Tribune, No. 4101,
June 9; reprinted in the New-York Semi-
Weekly Tribune, No. 941, June 13, 1854,
signed: Karl Marx
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THE PRESENT CONDITION OF THE ENGLISH ARMY
—TACTICS, UNIFORM, COMMISSARIAT, &c."!

London, Friday, May 26, 1854

If the war in the East is good for nothing else it will at least
demolish a portion of the military renown of the late Duke of
Wellington. Whoever knew England during the lifetime of this
much over-estimated General, will recollect that it was considered
an insult to the British nation to speak even of Napoleon as of a
soldier approaching in any way the invincible Iron Duke. This
glorious Duke is now dead and buried, after having had the
command of the British army, at least virtually, for the last forty
years. Never was a man more independent or irresponsible in the
exercise of command. The “Duke” was an. authority above all
authorities, neither king nor queen® daring to contradict him in
professional matters. Well, after enjoying many a year of those
honors and comforts which usually fall to the lot of happy
mediocrity, and which so strongly contrast with the tragic
revulsions generally belonging to the career of genius— Napoleon
for instance—the Iron Duke died, and the command of the
British army fell into other hands. About eighteen months after
his death, the British army is called upon to enter on a campaign
against the Russians, and before the first regiment is ready to
embark, it is found that the Iron Duke has left the army in a state
entirely unfit for active service.

The “Duke,” in spite of his generally sound English sense, had
but a small and narrow mind in many respects. The unfairness
with which he habitually alluded to the part his German allies bore
in the decision of the struggle at Waterloo, taking to himself all
the credit of a victory which would have been a defeat but for the
timely appearance of Bliicher, is well known. The pettishness with

? William IV and Victoria.— Ed.
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which he stuck to all abuses and absurdities in the English army,
replying to all criticism: “Those abuses and absurdities made us
victorious in Spain and Portugal”’—perfectly agrees with his
conservative notion that a certain degree of traditional absurdity
and corruption was essential to a proper working of the
“demonstrably best” of Constitutions. But while in politics he
knew how to give way upon important points in critical moments,
in military matters he clung all the more stubbornly to antiquated
notions and traditional Tory fooleries. There was not one single
important improvement introduced into the British army during
his lifetime, unless it was in the purely technical department of the
artillery. Here it was simply impossible that the rapid progress of
manufacturing industry and mechanical science should have been
left entirely unnoticed. The consequence is, that though the
British army has the best artillery material in existence, the
organization of that artillery is as clumsy as that of the other arms;
and that in the dress, general armament, and organization of the
British forces there is not a single item in which it is not inferior
to any civilized army in Europe. ’

I must again call the attention of your readers to the fact that
the direction of military affairs is not confided, as in other
countries, to a single branch of the administration.* There are four
departments, each clashing with and independent of the other.
There is the Secretary of War, a mere paymaster and accountant.
There is the Commander-in-Chief at the Horse Guards,'*? who has
the infantry and cavalry under him. There is the Master-General
of the Ordnance, who commands the Artillery Engineers, and is
supposed to have the general direction of the materiel of the army.
Then there is the Colonial Secretary, who apportions the troops to
the various foreign possessions, and regulates the distribution of
war-material to each. Beside these, there is the Commissariat
Department; and lastly, for the troops in India, the Commander-
in-Chief of the Army in that empire. It is only since the death of
Wellington that the absurdity of such an arrangement has been
publicly alluded to, the report of the Parliamentary Committee of
1837 having been superseded by the Duke’s authority. Now that
war has begun, its inefficiency is felt everywhere; but change is
deprecated as being liable to upset all possibility of order and
regularity in the transaction of the business.

As an instance of the confusion created by this system, I
mentioned, on a former occasion, that there are hardly two articles

? See this volume, p. 203.— Ed.
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for which a regiment is not obliged to apply to different and
independent administrations. The clothing is supplied by the
Colonel, but the great-coats by the Ordnance; the belts and
knapsacks by the Horse Guards; but the fire-arms again by the
Ordnance. On any foreign station, military officers, ordnance
officers, storekeepers and commissariat employers are all more or
less independent of each other, and responsible to distinct and
independent boards at home. Then there is the nuisance of the
“clothing colonels.” Every regiment has a titular colonel, a general
officer, whose duty it is to pocket a certain government allowance
for clothing his regiment, and to spend a portion only for the
purpose. The balance is considered as his wages for the trouble.

There is the sale of commissions, which puts all the higher posts
in the army at the almost exclusive disposal of the aristocracy.
After a few years’ service in the capacity of lieutenant, captain,
and major, an officer is entitled, on the first vacancy occurring, to
buy up the next rank which becomes vacant, unless there should
be an officer of the same rank, and of older standing, inclined to
anticipate him. The consequence is, that a man with ready money
can advance very rapidly, as many of his seniors have not the
means to buy the vacancy as soon as it occurs. It is clear that such
a system greatly narrows the class of useful men from which the
corps of officers is recruited, and the advancement or active
employment of general officers being subject almost exclusively to
seniority or aristocratic connection, the circle from which these are
drawn must necessarily exclude a large mass of talent and
knowledge from the higher commands. It is, no doubt, attributa-
ble to this system chiefly that the mass of British officers are so
lamentably deficient in the general and more theoretical branches
of military science.

The number of officers is disproportionately large for that of
the men. Gold lace and epaulettes abound in a British regiment to
an extent unknown anywhere else. Consequently, the officers have
nothing to do, and their esprit de corps hardly admitting of any
degree of study, they pass their time in all sorts of extravagant
amusements, trusting that if it comes to fight, native bravery and
“Her Majesty’s regulations” will be quite sufficient to carry them
through all difficulties. Yet when the Chobham camp'® was
formed, the helplessness of very many of the officers was
conspicuous enough to anybody who could judge a little better of
the maneuvers than the poor enthusiastic penny-a-liners who, with
true cockney spirit, admired everything in the strange spectacle
which they saw for the first time of their lives.
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The drill regulations and system of exercise are of the most
old-fashioned character. The maneuvering is exceedingly clumsy,
all the movements being complicated, slow, and pedantic. The old
system of movements in line, which has been maintained in the
British longer than in the Austrian army, as the grand form of all
tactical maneuvers, has a few well-known advantages where the
ground allows of its application; but there is more than one way to
counterbalance this, and above all it is applicable under very
exceptional circumstances only. The system of evolutions in
column, especially in small columns of companies, as introduced
into the best regulated continental armies, insures a far grea-
ter mobility and an equally rapid formation of lines when re-
quired.

The armament of the British soldier is of good material and
capital workmanship, but disfigured in many cases by old-
fashioned regulations. The old muskets of smooth bore are well
made, of large caliber, but rather more heavy than is necessary.
The old Brunswick rifle was good of its kind, but has been
superseded by better arms. The recently introduced Pritchett rifle,
considered an improvement upon the French Minié rifles, appears
to be a capital weapon, but it has only been after a hard struggle
that this arm has been forced upon the authorities. As it is, it is
very irregularly and unsystematically introduced; one-half of a
regiment carries muskets, and the other half rifles, thereby
deranging the whole armament. The swords of the cavalry are
good, of a better shape for thrust and sharp edge blows than those
of Continental armies. The horses are also first-rate, but the men
and equipments are too heavy. The materiel of the field artillery is
the best in the world, admirably simplified in some respects, but
indulging in too great a variety of calibers and guns of different
weight, by which different charges of powder are necessitated.

The dress, on the contrary, and the general accoutrement of the
British soldier is the greatest nuisance in existence. A high, tight,
stiff stock round the neck; a shabby-looking, close-fitting coatee
with swallow-tails, badly cut and uncomfortable; tight trousers;
disgraceful looking great-coats; an ugly cap, or shako; a system
of strapping and belting, of carrying ammunition and knapsack,
the like of which even the Prussians cannot show—all this has
been of late the theme of so many newspaper comments that a
mere allusion to it is sufficient. Besides the almost intentional
discomfort of the dress, it must not be forgotten that the British
soldier carries a far heavier weight than any other in the world;
and, as if to make mobility the ruling principle of the army, it has
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a far more considerable train of impediments dragging along with it
than any other. The ¢lumsiness of the commissariat arrangements
contributes a great deal to this, but even the regimental train, and
particularly the great amount of officers’ luggage, surpasses
anything known out of Turkey and India.

Now see how this army managed when the troops reached
Turkey. The French soldiers, having permanently incorporated
into their army system all the arrangements found to be of
practical utility in their Algerian campaigns, had no sooner landed
than they made themselves comfortable. They carried everything
with them which they wanted, little as it was, and whatever was
deficient was soon supplied by the inborn ingenuity of the French
soldier. Even under the joint-stock swindling Administration of
Louis Bonaparte and Saint-Arnaud, the system was found to work
smoothly enough But the English! They came to Gallipoli before
their commissariat stores had arrived; they came in numbers four
times greater than could encamp; there were no preparations for
disembarking, no portable ovens for baking, no properly responsi-
ble administration. Orders and counter-orders succeeded each
other, clashing most fearfully, or rather ludicrously. There was
many an old sergeant or corporal who had made himself
comfortable in the Kaffir Bush, or in the burning plains of the
Indus; but here he was helpless. The improved arrangements,
which each foreign commander on a campaign might have
introduced, were made for the duration of the campaign only; the
different regiments once separated Her Majesty’s old-fashioned
regulations were again the only rule, and the administrative
experience of the campaign was totally lost.

Such is the glorious system to which the Iron Duke stuck with
iron tenacity, and which was necessarily the best, because with it
he had beaten Napoleon’s generals in the Peninsula. The British
soldier, when strapped in his leather cuirasse, with 60 or 70
pounds weight to carry over the steppes of Bulgaria, creeping
along under occasional attacks of ague, badly supplied by
neglectful and unbusinesslike commissariat officers, may well be
proud of his glorious Iron Duke, who has prepared all these
benefits for him.

The mischievous results naturally flowing from the Dukes
traditionary routine are still aggravated by the oligarchic character
of the English Administration, which intrusts the most irhportant
offices to men who, although their parliamentary support may be
needed by the set of place-hunters just in power, are altogether
destitute even of elementary professional knowledge and fitness.
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Take for instance Mr. Bernal Osborne, the Coalition Clerk of
Ordnance.'®™ Mr. Bernal Osborne’s nomination was a concession
made to the Mayfair Radicals,'” represented in the ministry by Sir
W. Molesworth, the “humble” editor of Hobbes. Mr. Bernal
Osborne

“Pecks up wit, as pigeons peas,

And utters it again when Jove doth please:

He is wit’s pedlar; and retails his wares

At wakes, and wassails, meetings, markets, fairs.”?

But although a small trader in stale jokes, Mr. Bernal Osborne
is hardly competent to distinguish a common musket from a Minié
rifle, and, nevertheless, he is Her Majesty’s Parliamentary Clerk
of Ordnance.

Your readers will remember that some time ago he applied to
Parliament for a grant of money to enable the Board of Ordnance
to manufacture all the small arms required for the army and navy.
He asserted that in the United States of America, Government
manufactories supplied the arms at a cheaper rate than could be
done by private industry, and that on several occasions serious
difficulties had arisen from the contractors failing to deliver the
arms at the time agreed upon.

The vote of the House was, however, postponed on the motion
of M. Muntz, to appoint a Select Committee “to inquire as to the
cheapest, the most expeditious, and the most sufficient mode of
obtaining fire-arms for Her Majesty’s service.” The report of this
Committee is now before the public,” and what are the conclusions
it has come to? That the private manufacturers had failed to
supply the arms at the time contracted for,

“because of the vexatious manner of the view of their work, as required by the
Board of Ordnance, and its habit of employing different contractors for each
individual part of the numerous pieces which compose a musket.”

The report states further that

“the Board of Ordnance had scarcely any knowledge of either the price at
which muskets were made in America, or the extent to which machinery was used
in their manufacture, and had never seen any fire-arms which had been made at
any of the Government manufactories of that country.”

Finally, we learn from the report that

Shakespeare Love’s Labour’s Lost, Act V, Scene 2.— Ed.

P Report from the Select Committee on Small Arms; together with the
proceedings of the Committee, Minutes of Evidence, and Appendix, [London,]
1854.— Ed.
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“from the manufactory the Government intended to build, not a musket could
be issued for eighteen months.”

These extracts from the Parliamentary Report may suffice to
characterize the professional abilities of Mr. Osborne, the Coali-
tion’s own Clerk of Ordnance. Ex ungue leonem.

Written on May 25, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

Daily Trib
First published in the New-York Daily ay fridune

Tribune, No. 4102, June 10; reprinted
in the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune,
No. 944, June 13, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx

Ed.

? By his claw one may recognise the lion.
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[THE TREATY BETWEEN AUSTRIA AND PRUSSIA.—
PARLIAMENTARY DEBATES OF MAY 29]!¢

London, Tuesday, May 30, 1854

The Times is highly indignant that the British general has issued
an order prohibiting its “own correspondents” to accompany the
British army.® If the war were a bona fide® war, it would be absurd
to object to this measure, since the dispatches of the Duke of
Wellington repeatedly complain of the information about his
intended movements and-dispositions which Napoleon was able to
transmit to his peninsular generals through the columns of the
English newspapers. As it is, the object of the order can only be
to keep the English public in the dark about the treacherous de-
signs of their expeditionary troops, and receives a suitable
complement in the order just enforced upon the Sultan by the
heroes of the 2d of December '’ to forbid, by a decree read in all
mosques, any political conversation to the Turks. But why should
the Turks be better off in this respect than the English public
itself?

In yesterday’s sitting of the House of Commons® Mr. Blackett
asked Lord ].Russell whether, by the last Vienna protocol,"® Great
Britain had given any recognition or sanction to the first article of
the treaty of 20th April, 1854, between Austria and Prussia,
whereby the contracting powers

“reciprocally guarantee to each other the possession of their German and
non-German territories, so that any attack made upon the territory of the one, no
matter whence it may come, shall be regarded as a hostile attack on the territory of
the other.”

? The Times, No. 21753, May 29, 1854, leader.— Ed.
® In good faith.— Ed.
¢ The Duke of Wellington to the Earl of Liverpool, November 21, 1809 in:
Wellington, the Duke of, Selections from the Dispatches and General Orders of Field
Marshal the Duke of Wellington.— Ed.
Parliamentary debates of May 29 are reported according to The Times,
No. 21754, May 30, 1854.— Ed.
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Lord John Russell answered that

“the protocol does not contain any special recognition or sanction of that first
article of the treaty between Austria and Prussia.”

Special, or not special, we read in the French Moniteur of
yesterday that

“the last protocol of Vienna connects the Anglo-French Convention for the
present war with the Austro-Prussian treaty for the eventual war,”?

i.e. connects the actual Anglo-French war against Russia with the
eventual Austro-Prussian war for Russia, and is at all instances a
guarantee given by the western powers to Prussia and Austria for
their undisturbed possession of Posen, of Galicia, of Hungary, and
of Italy. Lord John Russell further avows that this protocol

“has a tendency to confirm and maintain the principles which are constituted by
the Vienna protocols—namely, the integrity of the Turkish Empire, and the
evacuation of the Principalities by the Russian forces.”

In fact, it is a fresh engagement to maintain the status quo ante
bellum. The western powers cannot pretend to have gained any
advantage over Russia by this protocol; for, the Austro-Prussian
treaty expressly stipulates:

“An offensive and defensive action on the part of the two contracting powers
would be occasioned, firstly, by the incorporation of the Principalities; and in the
second place, by an attack on, or a passage of, the Balkans by the Russians.”

These two conditions have manifestly been dictated by Russia
herself. From the very first, she declared that it was not her
intention to incorporate, but to keep the Principalities as a
“material guaranty” for the satisfaction of her demands. To cross
the Balkans in the face of some 89,000 French troops,’ is an idea
which never entered into the Russian plan of campaign, the only
object of which is to secure some of the fortresses on the right
bank of the Danube as tétes-de-pont® for her army, and as
constant facilities for an inroad into Bulgaria. Be it remarked, en
passant, that The Times, in noticing this new protocol, is content at
the best to hope that Austria may have been gained over to the
western powers, Prussia being ‘“notoriously” now governed by
“Russian agents;”“ while The Morning Chronicle even despairs of
any sincere adhesion of Austria. The great Napoleon would have

a Report from Vienna, Le Moniteur universel, No. 149, May 29, 1854.— Ed.
b Presumably a mistake—should be 29,000 (see this volume, p. 223).— Ed.
¢ Bridgeheads.— Ed.

4 The Times, No. 21753, May 29, 1854, leader.— Ed.
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forced Austria and Prussia into open alliance with Russia; the little
one permits Russia to impose upon him an alliance with the
German Powers which removes his army to the greatest possible
distance from its basis of operations.

On the interpellation of Mr. Milnes, Lord John Russell declared
that

“a force, consisting of about 6,000 men, had been sent from France with
instructions to occupy the Piracus. An English regiment of infantry which had left

this country about a week ago should likewise be posted in occupation of the
Piraeus.”

The cause of this measure was the conspiracy of the Greek
Government with Russia. The troops were to occupy Athens only
in certain contingencies. We read in the French papers of to-day
that

“King Otto has accepted the ultimatum, and promised the return of the
Maurocordatos Ministry, in case the occupation were suspended. I not, he was

decided to transfer his Government to the interior, and there to concentrate his
troops.”

That this alternative will not remain altogether a gratuitous
offer, follows from a further declaration by Lord J.Russell:

“If the King of Greece disapproves of the attempts of his people to violate the
duties of a neutral Power, he will find protection in the forces which have been
sent, and the means of compelling his people to observe those duties. If, on the
other hand, the protestations which we have received from the Greek Government
should turn out not to be sincere, those forces might prove useful in another way.”

Consequently, the Greek Government may do as it pleases,
Greece will be occupied.
The Times mentions with a certain moroseness that

“French troops form at this moment the larger portion of the garrisons of
Rome, Athens and Constantinople—the three great capitals of the ancient world.”*

Old Napoleon was in the habit of occupying the capitals of the
new world. Napoleon the Little, content with the theatrical show
of greatness, disperses his armies over insignificant countries, and
locks up the better portion of his troops in so many culs de sac.

The withdrawal of the Bribery Prevention bill in last night’s
House gave occasion to a highly amusing tournament between
Little Johnny, Disraeli, and Bright. Mr. Disraeli remarked that

“The Government had introduced, during the session, seven important bills.
Out of the seven, they had been defeated on three; three had been withdrawn, and

? The Times, No. 21754, May 30, 1854, leader.— Ed.
® Blind alleys.— Ed.
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on the seventh, they had suffered considerable, though partial, defeats. They had
been defeated on a bill for the entire change of the law of settlement 8 _on a bill
for public education for Scotland—and on a bill for the total reconstruction of
parliamentary oaths. They had withdrawn the present Bribery Prevention bill; they
had withdrawn a most important measure for the complete change of the civil
service, and they had withdrawn a measure for Parliamentary reform. The Oxford
University Reform bill would come out of the House in a very mutilated state.”

If they had not had a fair prospect of carrying these measures

they ought not to have been introduced.... They were told that the

- Government had no principles, but “all the talents,” and one
might have expected that, as every minister had made a sacrifice
of his private opinions, some public advantage should at least have
accrued from such heroism.

Lord John’s answer was not rendered less weak by his great
indignation. He exalts the merits of the bills defeated as well as of
the bills withdrawn. At all events, he adds, the House was not for
Mr. Disraeli and his friends. The latter had accused the
Government of credulity or connivance in the conduct of their
foreign policy, but he had never dared to take the opinion of the
House on that point. He had pretended an unwillingness to
disturb the Government in their arrangements for the war;
nevertheless, he had brought forward a motion to deprive them of
the means of carrying on the war. That motion had been defeated
by a majority of more than 100 votes. With regard to the Jews,''
whose emancipation he pretended to advocate, he gave or
withheld his support to that measure according to the conveni-
ences of the hour. ]

This answer drew upon the poor leader of the Commons a
fresh onslaught of his antagonist, much fiercer than the first.

“The noble Lord,” said Mr. Disraeli, “seems to think that I am surprised that
he has not quitted office; on the contrary, I should have been immensely surprised
if he had. [Loud laughter.] Many more defeats, if possible more humiliating, and,
if possible, more complete, must occur before the noble Lord will feel the necessity
of taking such a step as that. [Cheers.] I know the noble Lord too well; I have sat
opposite to him too long; I have seen him too often in the same position. Many a
time have I seen him experience the most signal defeats, and 1 have seen him
adhere to officc with a patriotism and a pertinacity which cannot be too much
admired. [Cheers and laughter.] With regard to the war, they had announced to
Parliament that they would lay on the table all the papers on the subject, while in
fact they kept back the most important part, and the country would have remained
in total ignorance of what was going on, except for the revelations in the St
Petersburg Gazette After these revelations he had to modify his opinion only so far
as to dispense with any hypothesis, and to positively declare that the Government

@ Journal de Saint-Pétersbourg.— Ed.
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can only have been guilty of connivance or credulity. He was quite convinced that
before long that would be the general opinion of the country.”

Mr. Disraeli then proceeded to defend the Government of Lord
Derby, and to show that Lord John’s opposition to it had been
“factious.” Lord John had made great sacrifices:

“He parted from the colleagues of his life, who had bean faithful to him, to
take into his bosom the ancient foes who had passed their lives in depreciating his
abilities and decrying his career. He gave up the confidence—I may say he almost
broke up the being of that historic party, the confidence of which to a man like the
noble Lord ought not to have been less precious than the favor of his Sovereign.
[Cheers.] And for what did he do it? Because he was devoted to great principles
and was resolved to carry great measures. But now that every one of his measures
had foundered, he still remained in office. As to his conduct upon the Jewish
question, Mr. Disraeli gave to the statement of the noble Lord a most unequivocal
and most unqualified denial.””

In fact, he left no other resource to Lord John Russell but to
plead his “misfortune,” and to represent the continuance of the
coalition as an indispensable evil.

Mr. Bright thought that

“The noble Lord came out of the discussion with some scars. The elements of
the Government were such, that, from the day of its formation, it was not very
likely that it could act for the benefit of the country. He recollected an ingenious
gentleman in the House, and a great friend of the noblelord and of the
Government, saying that the Cabinet would get on admirably if they could only
avoid politics. That appeared to be about the course that the Government had
pursued. Upon every other matter except free trade the Government appeared
altogether unable to advise, to lead, or to control the House. It was quite clear that
the noble Lord who was by courtesy called the Leader of the House did not lead
the House, and that the House did not follow the noble Lord, and that their
measures were kicked overboard in a very unceremonious manner. You have got
us into a war, and you must get us out of it. We will not undertake the
responsibility. This was the condition that they were now driven to by the
Government. While they were undermining and destroying the constitution of
Turkey, they were also doing something to undermine and destroy the Parliamen-
tary system of this country.”

It may be asked of what use this system is? Domestic questions
must not be agitated because the country is at war. Because the
country is at war, war must not be discussed. Then why remains
Parliament? Old Cobbett has revealed the secret. As a safety-valve
for the effervescing Passions of the country.

Written on May 30, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

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

Tribune, No. 4103, June 12; reprinted
in the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune,
No. 944, June 13, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx
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[THE FORMATION OF A SPECIAL MINISTRY
OF WAR IN BRITAIN.-.THE WAR ON THE DANUBE.—
THE ECONOMIC SITUATION] '

London, Friday, June 2, 1854

The formation of a special Ministry of War having now been
determined upon, the great question of the moment is to know
who may be selected to fill that office. The Duke of Newcastle,
who has hitherto combined both the functions of Colonial and
War Secretary, has long shown a great disinclination to relinquish
either of his two posts, and seems disposed, if we may judge from
the tone of The Morning Chronicle?® to stick at all events to the
Administration of the War Department. The Times of to-day
recommends for the third time the appointment of Lord
Palmerston.

“Lord Palmerston would certainly seem more in his place as Minister of War,
directing the forces of this country against what we may call his old enemy, Russiq,
than engaged in a series of squabbles with parochial vestries and sewers
commissions.”

The Daily News likewise recommends Lord Palmerston. Yester-
day’s Morning Herald brought a denunciation of this intrigue from
the pen of Mr. Urquhart. At all instances, these movements in
Downing-st. are of greater importance for the “war” than all the
military demonstrations at Gallipoli or Scutari.

Perhaps you will remember that great expectations were held
out to the public of immediate and energetic measures as soon as
the commanders of the expeditionary forces should have arrived
at Constantinople. On the 18th May, Marshal St. Arnaud, Lord

Z The Morning Chronicle, No. 27282, June 2, 1854, leader.— Ed.
The Times, No. 21757, June 2, 1854, leader.— Ed.
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Raglan and the Turkish Sereskier® proceeded to Varna where a
council of war was to take place with Omer Pasha and the
Admirals® on the 20th. Yesterday a telegraphic dispatch arrived in
London stating that

“at the military council, held at Varna, it was decided that the allied troops
should proceed from Gallipoli to Adrianople.”¢

Simultaneously The Times published a leading article in which
the whole plan of the campaign as settled on at the Varna
conference was revealed.

“This conference,” says The Times, “must have taken place at the very time
when the Russians, under Prince Paskievich, were directing their fiercest attacks
against the fortress of Silistria, and consequently the principal officers of the allied
army were in the best position to decide on the measures which might be taken for
the relief of that place.”

And consequently they ordered their forces to come up from
Gallipoli to Adrianople—for the relief of Silistria; and consequently
they arrived at the following heroic determination:

“That it is not expedient to expose the Turkish army to the risk of a general
action for the sake of repelling the attack of the Russians on the fortresses which
cover the right bank of the Danube: ... nor to throw any considerable portion of
the allied armies on the coast, so as to come into immediate collision with the
present advanced posts of the Russians.”

In other words, the allied .generals have resolved not to oppose
anything to the exertions of the Russians to carry the fortresses on
the right bank of the Danube. The Times confesses that this plan
of operations ‘

“may disappoint the natural impatience of the public;”

but, on the other hand, it discovers that

“these fortified places are in reality the outworks of the Turkish position, and
do not constitute its principal strength.”

Formerly we were told that Moldavia and Wallachia were the
outworks of Turkey, and that the latter could not be a great loser by
surrendering them to Russian: occupation. Now we learn that
Turkey may, with the same tranquility, abandon Bulgaria to the
Russians.

# Riza Pasha.— Ed.

Dundas and Hamelin.— Ed.
¢ Telegraphic dispatch from Paris. The Times, No. 21756, June 1, 1854.— Ed.
4 The Times, No. 21756, June 1, 1854, leader.— Ed.
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“The Balkans is the real bulwark of the Ottoman Empire,and it can profit the
Russians nothing to carry the outer line of circumvallation with heavy loss, if fresh
obstacles of incalculably greater magnitude rise up before them as they proceed.
The further they advance within this region north of the Balkans, the worse their
position becomes.... The invading army exhausts its strength against the fortified
places on the river and the scattered detachments of the enemy; but in the
meantime the forces in defense of the main position remain comparatively fresh
and unbroken.”

There is no doubt that if the beef-eating allies® can only avoid
encountering an enemy their forces will remain very fresh. But
how will it be if the Russians do not further advance within the
region north of the Balkans, contenting themselves with the
possession of the fortresses, the keys of Bulgaria, and with the
Principalities? How will their evacuation be effected?

“Behind the lines of the Balkans a European army is preparing to advance, at the
proper time, with irresistible force, and the concluding months of the campaign
ought to effect the annihilation of the enemy.”

This irresistible advance will, of course, be greatly facilitated by
the Russian possession of the Danube fortresses, and what may not
be achieved by the allied armies, the season will have no difficulty
to finish.

The Moniteur, it is true, announces that Omer Pasha was
preparing to come to the relief of Silistria®; and The Morning
Chronicle finds fault with the above article of The Times, observing:

“The author of this project probably hopes that Austrian diplomacy may
induce, in the meanwhile, the Czar to withdraw his troops, with the satisfaction of
having obtained uninterrupted and unresisted success; and on the other hand, it is,
perhaps, imagined that, in the alternative of an advance on the Balkans, the remote
contingency contemplated in the Austro-Prussian treaty would at once come into
operation,”

The news of the Moniteur, however, is notoriously so arranged
as to keep the Parisians in good humor; and the manner in which
The Chronicle comments on the plan of The Times only increases
the probability that it is the plan of the coalition. Other sources of
information further confirm this assumption. The Constantinople
correspondent of The Chronicle, under date of 18th May, observes:

“A campaign will scarcely be undertaken on the Danube ir}1 midsummer, as
more men would be lost by fever and disease than otherwise.”

* An allusion to the nickname of the Yeomen of the Tower of London
(Beefeaters).— Ed.
Report from Belgrade of May 29, 1854. Le Moniteur universel, No. 151, May
31, 1854.— Ed. .
Z The Morning Chronicle, No. 27282, June 2, 1854, leader.— Ed.
Ibid., No. 27281, June 1, 1854.— Ed.
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Besides, the ministerial Globe of last evening publishes an article
conceived entirely in the same spirit as that of The Times. It tells
us, firstly, that there are at this moment “only” 45,000 allied
troops in Turkey—29,000 French and 16,000 English, the same
Globe stating, in another column, that the Russians have only
90,000 men before and around Silistria, and that the regular
Turkish army in the field amounts to 104,000 men. But this
aggregate of nearly 150,000 Turkish, French and English troops is
not deemed sufficient by The Globe to prevent 90,000 Russians
from taking the Bulgarian fortresses, not to mention the
cooperation which might be given by three powerful fleets. The
Globe thinks it sheer superfluity that either Turks or allies-should
fight against the Russians, as “time is fighting against them.” In
revealing the plan of campaign concocted by the allied command-
ers, The Globe even goes a step further than The Times, for it
says:

“Whatever becomes of the fortresses on the Danube, adequate force must be
brought up to render hopeless the invader’s further progress, and punish his
audacious advance.”

Here we have the clear proof that the Austro-Prussian treaty has
been acceded to in the last Vienna Protocol, by England and
France. The fortresses on the Danube and Bulgaria are to be
given up to Russia, and a case of war will only be constituted by
her further advance.

When the 15,000 Russians who first invaded Moldavia crossed
the Pruth, Turkey was advised not to stir, as she would be unable
to prevent such a formidable force of 15,000 men from occupying
Wallachia also. The Russians then occupied Wallachia. When war
had been declared by the Porte no operations could be under-
taken against the Russians because it was winter. On the arrival of
spring, Omer Pasha received orders to abstain from any offensive
movement, because the allied forces had not arrived. When they
arrived nothing could be done because it was now summer, and
summer [is] an unwholesome season. Let autumn arrive, and it
will be “too late to open a campaign”. This proceeding The Times
calls 4 combination in strategies with tactics, the essence of tactics,
in its opinion, being the sacrifice of the army in order to keep
“fresh” the reserves. Observe also that all the time since this
juggle has been going on under the very noses and eyes of the
opposition journals and the British public at large, The Morning
Advertiser rivals with The Times in expressions of angry denuncia-
tion against Prussia, against Denmark and Sweden, for not

<
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“joining” the western powers! That the motives which determine
the tendencies of all the smaller Courts to side with Russia are not
without a very good foundation, is seen from the tone, for
instance, of the Danish Government journals. Thus the
Copenhagen correspondent of The Morning Chronicle writes:

“The threat, by holding out which the Ministerial party manage to keep the
National party quiet and discouraged, is that England has ever been perfidious
toward Denmark, and that if the latter now joined with the western powers,
100,000 Prussians, perhaps with a corps of Austrians, would ravage Jutland down
to the Eider, and occupy the whole Danish continent.”*

It might be expected, and certainly was expected, by the
coalition, that the delicate services—diplomatic, military and
otherwise—rendered by them to the “good cause” of Russia
would at least meet with a certain delicate gratitude from the
Autocrat. So far from this, they receive a great deal of abuse from
him beyond the understanding, and in excess of the exigencies of
the case. In illustration of the manner of expressing this sovereign
contempt of the Russian Court for their sham-adversaries, I will
give you a translation of a fable lately published by the Nordische
Biene? by some anonymous Tyrtaeus of Russia. Its child-like
simplicity of language and structure must be accounted for as an
exigency of the semi-barbarian understanding to which the poet
addresses himself, exactly as the ironical urbanity of criticism to
which the late Odessa report of Admiral Hamelin has been
subjected by the St. Petersburg Gazette, is to be explained by the
circumstance of its being addressed to the diplomatists of Europe.*
The fable is headed: The Eagle, the Bull-Dog, the Cock, and the
Hare.

“A royal eagle, great and strong, sat on the summit of a rock, and from his
lofty seat surveyed the whole world, far behind the Baltic, (Weit hinter Belt die ganze
Welt); there he sat quietly and contently, satisfied by his modest meal, scorning to
store up provisions from the valley beneath him, since he commands everything at
every hour. A bull-dog viewed him with envious mien, and thus he spoke to the
cock: Be my ally, we will combine, from vengeance thou, myself from envy, and
put down yonder eagle. So said, so done. They marched on, and taking council on
the road how they would best subdue the eagle, the cock said: Stop! look at his
talons, his wings—may God assist him who would try them! More than once heard
I the curses of my ancestors, lamenting their sad fate when beaten by his wings.
“Tis true,” said the bull-dog; but we will devise a plan to catch the eagle. Let’s send

* Report from Copenhagen of May 23. The Morning Chronicle, No. 27278,
Ma?; 29, 1854.—Ed.

Cesepran nuena.— Ed.
¢ Journal de Saint-Pétershourg, No. 402, May 11 (23), 1854.— Ed.
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a hare near him; he will clutch the hare.. Meanwhile do thou turn his attention by
crowing and jumping, as thou always know’st how to do, affecting to begin a fight
with him. When thus we shall have diverted his attention and his talons, I will
attack him in the back, so that he cannot defend himself, and soon he will be torn
to pieces by my sharp teeth. The scheme pleased the cock, and he took his stand at
a near post. The bull-dog enters a wood and barks, driving a hare toward the
eagle, who watches quietly. The hare, stupid and blind, falls quickly into the eagle’s
clutch. The cock, faithful to his agreement, leaves his post and jumps after the
hare; but lo! what disgrace! The eagle without stirring from his seat, lifts but his’
wings and, disdaining to take hold of the hare, drives him away with one and with
the other, just touches the cock, who neither stirs nor crows any more. One knows
the tendency of hares to fly; behold him run, senseless and unconscious into the
sea, and there expires. The eagle saw the fat bull-dog at a distance conducting the
intrigue—for, what escapes the eagle’s eyes? He has discovered the hero concealed
behind a bush. The eagle spreads his large and sturdy wings, and rises up in
majesty. The bull-dog barks and flies with hasty leaps. In vain, it is too late. The
eagle rushes down upon him and plunges his talons into the traitor’s back, and
there he lies, torn in pieces.”

In consequence of the favorable harvest prospects, and through
the absence of speculative buyers, the prices of grain have
experienced a small decline during the week. A reaction, however,
is inevitable, because

“all the evidence which can be brought to bear on the subject tends to lead to
the belief that the stocks in farmers’ hands, are reduced to a much smaller compass
than is usual at the corresponding period of the season.”—(Mark Lane Express.)

The advices from Danzig, Stettin, Rostock, etc., concur in the
statement that the stocks on hand are very small, that the
surrounding farmers had little or nothing more to deliver, and
that assistance from those quarters could not be expected but at
very high prices. The deliveries from the grower in France
appear, also, not to have increased, and the wheat brought
forward at the markets of the interior is described as scarcely
sufficient to meet the demand for consumption.

I have also learned from a private source of information'®® that
The Times reports of the state of trade in the manufacturing
districts around Manchester?® are generally misrepresentations, and
that trade is everywhere in a declining condition except at
Birmingham. The Manchester Guardian confirms this, and adds that
the resumption of work by so large a number of operatives on
strike could not be expected to act otherwise than to depreciate
prices.

For the measure announced by Sir J. Graham in last Monday’s

* The Times, No. 21753, May 29, 1854.— Ed.
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House of Commons,'®™ viz: The non-blockade of the port of
Archangel, The Morning Herald accounts in the following laconic
paragraph: “There is a house at Archangel which bears the name
of the Chancellor of the Exchequer.?”

Written on June 2, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

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

Tribune, No. 4105, June 14; reprinted
in the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune,
No. 945, June 16, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx

? Gladstone.— Ed.
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[REORGANISATION
OF THE BRITISH WAR ADMINISTRATION.—
THE AUSTRIAN SUMMONS.—
BRITAIN'S ECONOMIC SITUATION.—ST. ARNAUD]'%

London, Friday, June 9, 1854

The speech delivered by Kossuth, at Sheffield,” is the most
substantial ever heard from him during his stay in England.
Nevertheless one cannot help finding fault with it. Its historical
expositions are partly incorrect. To date tne decline of Turkey
from the support given by Sobieski to the Austrian capital,'® is a
proposition for which no grounds whatever exist. The researches
of Hammer® prove beyond dispute that the organization of the
Turkish Empire was at that period already in a state of
dissolution, and that the epoch of Ottoman grandeur and strength
had been rapidly disappearing for some time before. Similarly
incorrect was the proposition that Napoleon discarded the idea of
attacking Russia by sea for other reasons than those suggested by
his having no fleet, and his being excluded from the command of
the ocean by the British. The menace that if England entered into
alliance with Austria, Hungary might ally herself with Russia, was
an act of imprudence. In the first place it furnished a weapon to
the ministerial journals, of which The Times has not failed to make
ample use by “convicting” all revolutionists as agents of Russia.‘
Secondly, it came with a singular propriety from the lips of the
man whose mir try already in 1849 had offered the Hungarian
crown to a Cesarewitch. Lastly, how could he deny that if ever his
threat should be carried into execution, either at his own or
others’ instigation, the national existence of the Magyar race would

* L. Kossuth’s speech at a meeting in Sheffield on June 5, 1854. The Times,
No. 21761, June 7, 1854.— Ed.

" J.Hammer, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches.— Ed.

€ The Times, No. 21762, June 8, 1854, leader.— Ed.
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be doomed to annihilation, the major part of the population of
Hungary being Slavonians? It was equally a mistake to describe the
war against Russia as a war between liberty and despotism. Apart
from the fact that if such be the c(ase, liberty would be for the
nonce represented by a Bonaparte, the whole avowed object of the
war is the maintenance of the balance of power, and of the Vienna
treaties—those very treaties which annul the liberty and indepen-
dence of nations.

A more than usually vigorous speech has also been delivered by
Mr. Urquhart at Birmingham, where he developed again his
charge of treachery against the Coalition. However, as Mr.
Urquhart is strictly opposed to the only party prepared to
overthrow the rotten Parliamentary basis on which the Coalition
Government of the Oligarchy rests, all his speeches are as much to
the purpose as if they were addressed to the clouds.

In the House of Commons, last night, Lord John Russell
announced the formation of a special Ministry of War, which
ministry, however, is not to absorb the various departments at
present constituting the administration of war, but only to have a
nominal superintendence over all.* The only merit of the change is
the erection of a new ministerial place. With regard to the
appointment, The Morning Post of yesterday stated that the
Peelite '’ section of the Cabinet had been victorious, and that the
Duke of Newcastle would become the new Secretary for War,
while the Colonies would be offered to Lord John Russell.” The
Globe of last evening confirmed this statement, adding that, as
Lord John was not likely to accept, Sir George Grey would be
nominated Colonial Secretary. Although the Peelite journals affect
still to be ignorant of a final decision, the Palmerstonian journal®
of to-day announces in positive terms that the Duke of Newcastle
and Sir George Grey have been appointed.

The Morning Post has the following in reference to the Austrian
“peremptory summons:” '%®

“We have reason to believe that Russia will not treat the Austrian communica-
tion with silence, nor meet it by a refusal, and we shall not be surprised if we
shortly learn that Russia is disposed to accept the Austrian proposal for the
complete evacuation of the Turkish territory, on condition that Austria shall
arrange an armistice with a view to nego[iation.”d

» The Times No. 21763, June 9, 1854.— Ed.
“The New Ministry of War”, The Morning Post, No. 25095, June 8,
1854.— Ed. ’
; The Morning Post.— Ed.
The Morning Post, No. 25095, June 8, 1854, leader.— Ed.
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The Morning Chronicle of to-day likewise grants that “the
communication may be of the greatest importance”. It adds,
nevertheless, that it must not be considered as an ultimatum, that
it is couched in the usual courteous language, and that a rupture
was only held out in case Russia should ignore the communication
altogether. If Russia gave an evasive answer, or made a partial
concession, new suggestions and negotiations might follow.

Let us suppose, for a moment, that the assumption of The Posi
was just, and about to be realized; it will be seen that the service
rendered by Austria would be only to procure another armistice in
favor of Russia. It is highly probable that something like this may
have been contemplated, founded on the supposition that Silistria,
in the meantime, would fall, and the “character and honor of the
Czar” be guaranteed. The whole scheme, however, must fall to the
ground, if Silistria holds out, and the valor of the Turks should at
last force the allied troops to enter into the campaign, much as it
may be against the inclination of their commanders and Govern-
ments.

If there be anything fit to render the frequent gaps and
omissions in this great war less unendurable, it is the amusing
uncertainty of the English press and public about the value and
the reality of the alliance between the western and the German
powers. Scarcely is the “peremptory summons” of Austria started
to the satisfaction of all the world, when all the world is distressed
by the news of a meeting between the Austrian and Prussian
monarchs, a meeting which, in the words of The Times, “forbodes
no good to the western powers.”

The Board of Trade tables for the last month have been
published.® The results are less favorable than those of the
preceding months. The declared value of exports has fallen off
£747,527, as compared with the corresponding month of 1853."
The articles chiefly affected have been those connected with the
Manchester markets; but linen, woolen and silk manufactures
likewise exhibit a decline.

In the usual monthly circular of Messrs. Sturge of Birmingham,
we read that the wheat-plant has not tillered nor stooled well, and
this is accounted for in the following way:

“The high price of seed caused a smaller quantity to be used per acre than in
ordinary years, and the inferiority of the wheat of last year’s growth committed to

# “Accounts relating to Trade and Navigation. II1. Exports of British and Irish
Produce and Manufactures from the United Kingdom”, The Economis,
No. 562, June 3, 1854.— Ed.

“Our Trade”, The Economist, No. 562, June 3, 1854.— Ed.

g%



230 Karl Marx

the soil may not have done so well as would have been the case if it had been better
harvested.”

In regard to this statement, The Mark Lane Express observes:

“This inference appears to us exceedingly probable and deserving of attention,
as unsound seed can scarcely be expected to produce so healthy a plant as that
gathered under more auspicious circumstances. The progress of the growing crop
will be watched with more than ordinary interest, it being an admitted fact that
stocks, not only in this country but almost in all parts of the world, have, owing to
the extreme deficiency of the harvest of 1853, been reduced into a very narrow
compass. The future range of prices will depend mainly on the character of the
weather; the present value of wheat is too high to encourage speculation, and
though it is more than probable that the supplies from abroad will, during the next
three months, be on a much less liberal scale than they have hitherto been, still, if
nothing should occur to give rise to uneasiness in respect to the probable result of
the next harvest, those having anything to dispose of will naturally be anxious to
clear out old stocks, while millers and others are likely to act on the hand-to-mouth
system.... At the same time, it must be borne in mind that the country generally is
bare of wheat.”

You cannot at present pass through the streets of London
without being stopped by crowds assembled before patriotic
pictures exhibiting the interesting group of the Sultan, Bonaparte
and Victoria— “the three saviors of civilization.” To help you to a
full appreciation of the characters of the personages who are now
charged with saving civilization, after having *saved society,” I
resume my sketch of their generalissimo, Marshal St. Arnaud.'®

The famous days of July'” rescued Jacques Leroy, (old style), or
Jacques Achille Leroy de St. Arnaud, (new style), from the grasp
of his creditors. The grave question then arose how to improve
the circumstance of French society being thrown into a general
confusion by the sudden fall of the old regime. Achille had not
participated in the battle of the three days, nor could he pretend
to have done so, the fact being too notorious that at the
memorable epoch he found himself carefully locked up in a cell at
St. Pélagie. He was therefore unable to claim, like many other
adventurers of the day, any remuneration under the false pretense
of having been a combattant of July. On the other hand, the success
of the bourgeois regime appeared by no means favorable for this
notorious outcast of the Parisian Bohemia, who had always
professed an implicit faith in Legitimacy, and never belonged to
the Society of the “Aide-Toi,”* (a want of foresight which he has
mended by becoming one of the first members of the Society of
the “Dix-mille,”)'" nor played any part whatever in the great
“comedv of fifteen years.” Achille, however, had learned some-

* Help yourself.— Ed.
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thing from his ancient master, M. E. de P. in the art of
extemporization. He boldly presented himself at the War Office,
pretending to be a non-commissioned officer who, from political
motives, had tendered his resignation at the time of the
Restoration. His banishment from the Gardes du Corps® his
expulsion from the Corsican Legion, his absence from the ranks of
the 51st Regiment setting out for the colonies, were easily turned
into as many proofs of his eccentric patriotism, and of the
persecution he had suffered at the hands of the Bourbons. The
conduct-list gave his assertions the lie, but the War Office feigned
to believe in their truth. The withdrawal of numerous officers
refusing to take the oath under Louis Philippe had caused a great
void which must be filled up, and every public apostasy from
Legitimacy, whatever might have been the motives of the conver-
sion, was accepted as a valuable support to the usurper’s
government. Achille, consequently, was commissioned in the 64th
Regimerit of the Line, but not without undergoing the humiliation
of being simply rehabilitated in his post of non-commissioned
officer, instead of being promoted to a higher grade, like the
others who had resigned under the Restoration.

Time and his brevet, advanced him at last to the rank of
lieutenant. At the same time he was given an opportunity to make
valid his special talents of servile apostasy. In 1832 his regiment
was quartered at Parthenay, in the midst of the Legitimist
insurrection of the Vendée. His former connection with some
former Gardes du Corps, rallied around the Duchess of Berry,
enabled him to combine the offices of soldier and of police-spy—a
combination singularly agreeing with the genius matured in the
gaming houses of London and the cafés borgnes® of Paris. The
Duchess of Berry having been sold by the Jew Deutz to Mons.
Thiers was arrested at Nantes, and Achille became intrusted with
the mission of accompanying her to Blaye, where he was to act as
one of her jailers under the orders of General Bugeaud.'”
Anxious not to let slip the occasion of exhibiting a conspicuous
zeal for the dynastic interest, he over-shot the mark, and contrived
to scandalize even Bugeaud himself by the abject services he
allowed the police to impose upon him, and the brutal treatment
to which he subjected the Duchess. Bugeaud, however, had not
the power to dismiss an aide-de-camp whom the police had

2 FEugene Courtray de Pradel.'”?— Ed.
P Royal Guard.— Ed.
© Low pubs.— Ed.
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selected for the special duty of guarding the Duchess, who was
under the particular superintendence of M. Joly, the Commissary
of Police, and who, after all, depended more on the Ministry of
the Interior than on that of War. The future generalissimo of the
Anglo-French troops played the part of the mid-wife, it being his
special mission to state and prove by witnesses the pregnancy of
the Duchess, the discovery of which dealt the death-blow to the
partisans of the old régime. It was in this same quality that the
name of M. de St. Arnaud figured for the first time in the
Moniteur, in whose columns of May 1833, we read that

“M. Achille de St. Arnaud, thirty-four years old, habitually residing at Paris,
aide-de-camp to General Bugeaud, was summoned to sign, in his official capacity,
the act of birth of the child of which the Duchess was delivered at her prison on
May 10, 1833”2

The gallant St. Arnaud continuing to play his part of a jailer,
accompanied the Duchess on board the corvette which disem-
barked her at Palermo.

Having returned to France, Achille became the laughing stock
and the scapegoat of his regiment. Disliked by the other officers,
excluded from their réunions, harassed by undisguised proofs of
their utter contempt, put as it were in quarantine by the whole
regiment, he was forced to take refuge in the Foreign Legion at
Algiers, which was then organizing at Paris under the care of
Colonel Bedeau. This Foreign Legion may be fairly characterized
as the Society of the Tenth December of the European armies.
Notorious desperadoes, adventurers of broken fortune, deserters
from all countries, the general offal of the European armies,
constituted the nucleus of this corps d’élit, which was properly!
called the refugium peccatorum.” There was no situation that could
have better suited the genius of Achille than the fellowship of such
a corps, the official mission of which preserved it from the fangs
of the police, while the character of its constituting members
removed all the checks weighing on the officers of the regular
army. Notwithstanding Achille’s habitual prodigality, he gave such
slender proofs of military courage and capacity that he continued
to vegetate during four years in the subaltern place of lieutenant
in the lst battalion of the Foreign Legion, until on the 15th
August, 1837 when a new brevet conferred upon him the rank of
captain. It is an unhappy circumstance that the company’s chest is

a Report of May 13, 1833. Le Moniteur universel, No. 134, May 14, 1833.— Ed.
® The sinners’ refuge.— Ed.
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placed under the control of the captains in the French army, who
are accountable for the pay of the men and their provisions.
Chests were exactly the spot in which the modern Achille was most
vulnerable; and thus it happened that some months after his
promotion a terrible deficit was discovered in his. The Inspector-
General, M. de Rulliére, having detected this embezzlement,
insisted on the punishment of the captain. The report to the
Ministry was ready, it was on the point of being committed to the
post, and M. de St. Arnaud would have been lost forever, if
M. Bedeau, his lieutenant-colonel, affected by the despair of h:s
inferior, had not interfered and appeased the wrath of General
Rulliere.”

St. Arnaud has quite a manner of his own of showing his
gratitude for past obligations. Appointed to the ministry of war,
on the eve of the coup d’état” he caused General Bedeau to be
arrested, and struck the name of General Rulliere from the lists.
Rulliere addressed to him the following letter, which he circulated
among his friends at Paris, and published in the Belgian journals:

“In 1837, the General Rulliére refused to break the sword of the Captain
Leroy de St. Arnaud, unwilling to dishonor him; in 1851, the Minister of War,
Leroy de St. Arnaud, unable to dishonor the General Rulliére, has broken his
sword.” €

Written on June 9, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

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

Daily Tribune, No. 4114, June 24;
reprinted in the New-York Semi-Weekly
Tribune, No. 948, June 27, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx

* Le trois maréchaux, p. 9.— Ed.
The reference is to the coup d’état of Louis Bonaparte on December 2,
1851.— Ed.
“ Cited from the anonymous article: “Les Spoliateurs”, Le Bulletin frangais,
No. 5, January 29, 1852, p. 96.—Ed.
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THE SIEGE OF SILISTRIA'*

After an interval of time filled up by military movements below
criticism, because they were made, not upon strategical and
tactical, but upon diplomatic and parliamentary grounds, the
investment and attack of Silistria affords at last an event of
military interest.

This attack shows that the Russians still keep the initiative, and
that, up to the present moment, the Turks, allied armies and
allied fleets, are directed by an impulse received from the enemy.
The allied fleets are instinctively, irresistibly attracted by the
Russian fleet in its safe retreat at Sevastopol; being unable to
attack that stronghold without a land force, they are thus held in
check and paralyzed by a fleet far inferior in quality and number
of ships. Even the evacuation of the forts on the Caucasian coast,
carried out in proper time and under the nose of the British and
French steamers, shows the determination of the Russians to hold
the lead as long as possible. And in war this is a great thing. Itis a
proof of superiority—whether in numbers, in quality of troops, or
in generalship. It keeps up the morale of the soldier under all
checks and retreats short of the loss of a decisive battle. It was this
initiative which held together Wellington’s little army in the midst
of hundreds of thousands of French troops in Spain, and which
made it the center around which all the events of that five years’
war grouped themselves. You may be forced to retreat, you may
suffer a repulse, but as long as you are able to give the impulse to
the enemy instead of receiving it from him, you are still to a
degree his superior; and what is more, your soldiers will feel
themselves, individually and collectively, superior to his men. The
attack upon Silistria is, besides, the first real forward movement of
the Russians since they completed the occupation of the Danube.
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The entrance into the Dobrodja was eminently defensive; a
shortening of their front line, and a step to secure the mouths of
the Danube. But the attack upon Silistria is not only a bold, but an
extremely well calculated movement.

In 1828-29 the Russians, then masters of the Black Sea, very
properly neglected Silistria in order to secure Varna first, because
Varna opened a new line of sea-communication with their own
country. Yet Silistria was important enough to induce them to take
it before they crossed the Balkans. At present, when the allied
fleets command the Black Sea, Varna loses most of its importance
to the Russians, and Silistria and Shumla are the main points of
attack. To them Varna can now have but a negative value; if they
take it, they gain no improved base of operations, but merely
deprive the enemy of what may be called a maritime bridge-head,
under cover of which he can suddenly concentrate, by his ships, a
number of troops for a special operation. Thus the Danes in 1849,
after enticing the Prussian army into Jutland, suddenly trans-
shipped a strong body of troops to their maritime bridge-head of
Fredericia, and, in a sally, destroyed the fine, but far weaker
Schleswig-Holstein corps left before it to conduct the siege.'” If
therefore the Russians, driven from the Black Sea, cannot under
any circumstances pass the Balkans before they have secured
Varna, they cannot advance against Varna before they are masters
at least of Silistria.

But these are considerations of secondary importance for the
present; Russia, unaided by Austria, cannot think of passing the
Balkans in the face of her present enemies. The defensive
importance of Silistria to the Russians is at this moment
paramount; it is such that unless they take it, they may consider
their campaign of the year as lost. Silistria is situated exactly in
front of the center of the Russian position, extending from
Giurgevo by Kalarash and Chernavoda to Kustendje. With a
strong system of fortresses before this position, with Omer Pasha
in Shumla, like a spider in the center of its web, watching every
movement of its intended prey, with allied forces expected on the
Kamtchik and Devna, there is very little chance that the force
Russia can spare for the Danubian war, single-handed, will ever
get a glimpse of those Thracian valleys whose verdure charmed
the fatigued soldiers of Diebich from the hights of the Balkans.
Russia must calculate, for this year at least, upon a simple defense
of her present conquests, until either Austria joins her, or some
circumstance disables or draws away her most formidable oppo-
nent, the Anglo-French army. A defensive war presupposes a
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system of field, or, if possible, of permanent, fortifications. Now,
Silistria being in the hands of the enemy, the Russians have no per-
manent fortifications at hand but the small forts of the Dobrodja,
which will be entirely useless as soon as Wallachia is lost. They
may have reconstructed some of the fortifications of Ibraila and
Rustchuk and formed an entrenched camp at Bucharest, but as
long as Silistria is not theirs, their first line of serious defense lies
as far back as the Sereth, Fokshani, Galatch and Ismail.

But suppose Silistria in the hands of the Russians, the aspect of
the war changes at once. Silistria is a splendid point for a Russian
bridge-head on the Danube. It is situated in a reentering. angle
formed by a bend in the Danube, just the situation best fitted for
the purpose. There is a large island to the north and west, which
is crossed by the dyke to Kalarash, and which commands the
plains west of the fortress, at a distance of 1,000 yards—quite
near enough to enfilade trenches or to shell columns. There are
two little islands to the east that sweep the eastern approach, and
temporary batteries erected there at low water would annoy a
besieger very materially. Thus part of the ground which the Turks,
attacked from the north, cannot use in the defense and must
therefore abandon to the enemy, would give the Russians excellent
positions for batteries flanking an attack coming from the south.
The front open to an attack would thus be confined to the base of
the triangle, at the apex of which Silistria is situated, or in other
words to its southern or land front; and a Turkish or allied army
could not think of seriously attacking Silistria before Wallachia, at
least, was taken from the Russians.

The main advantages, however, would be not so much of a
tactical as of a strategical nature. With the Dobrodja and Silistria,
Russia commands the Danube, and can, according to cir-
cumstances, debouch for momentary offensive action either from
Trajan’s Wall, or from Silistria. The enemy would not be able,
unless he were twice as strong as the Russians, to cross at any
point higher up without exposing Shumla. As to his crossing lower
down than Silistria, it is out of the question; there is no crossing
point nearer than Hirsova to reach which he must first take the
position of Karasu and then Hirsova itself, which is as strong
against an attack from the land side as it is weak against one from
the river side. Thus by the possession of Silistria, the forts of the
Dobrodja become of great importance to the Russians. Their army
obtains a double pivot around which it can freely maneuver
without exposing its communications, and even if a superiority of
two to one should enable the enemy to cross at Oltenitza or



The Siege of Silistria 239

Giurgevo to take Bucharest and to repel the Russians behind the
Jalomitza, the siege of Silistria would be an indispensable
operation before any decisive advance into Bessarabia could be
considered safe. Until Silistria had actually fallen, the Russians,
therefore, might consider themselves as possessors of Wallachia
even if they had not a soldier in that province. Silistria, in a word,
would be equivalent, to Russia, to six months tenure of Wallachia
and six months, bringing us to the winter when no sieges can be
carried on at all in that country, would be equivalent to four
months more. Silistria would be the winning, and a repulse from
Silistria would almost be the loss, of the campaign.

For once, then, in spite of diplomacy, bribery, cowardice and
irresolution, we are come, through the inherent necessities of the
war, to a decisive turning point. Either Silistria is abandoned to its
tfate, and then its fall is a matter of more than mathematical
certainty; or the allies advance to its relief, and then there will be a
decisive battle; for without demoralizing their army and losing all
their prestige, the Russians cannot retreat from before Silistria
without fighting, nor do they appear willing to do so.

Silistria has undergone more varied fates than any other
fortress. In 1810 the Russians took it after nine days’ investment
and five of serious attack. In 1828, the fortress being exactly in
the same state as before, they invested it on the 21st of June with
their land forces, and on the 10th of August with thirty-six
gun-boats also. But their siege-artillery did not arrive till Sep-
tember, and then there was no ammunition with it, so that a
regular attack could not be made. On the 10th of November they
had to raise the siege, the winter having set in, and the Danube
having begun to drift ice. The retreat of the disorganized and
disheartened Russians was followed up most vigorously by the
garrison; part of the Russian siege-artillery had been left in the
batteries and the remainder was taken by the Turks in the pursuit
toward Rassova. In the next year Diebich renewed the attack,
invested the fortress on the 7th May by driving the Turks out of
the lines and redoubts constructed by the Russians the year
before, and opened fire from thirty-one heavy guns placed, it
would seem without any preparation, on an elevation about 900
yards from the town. On the 26th dismounting batteries were
opened at about 600 yards from the wall. At the same time the
second parallel was opened; the third was opened on the 4th of
June, and on the 12th the advance toward the crowning of the
glacis was begun. The glacis was crowned at one point on the
17th, but this operation was completed on the 26th, only when
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five batteries were opened at the very edge of the ditch, thirty
yards from the main wall. At the same time General Schilder, the
same who now directs the engineering part of the siege, had
carried on his favorite extensive mining operations. Large mines
laid under the counterscarp and the main wall had been sprung
on the 21st (effecting at once a practicable breach), on the 25th,
27th, 28th and 29th, when at last the fortress surrendered. Even
then there appears not to have been any urgent necessity for a
surrender, save the terror produced by the subterranean explo-
sions among a superstitious and irregular soldiery. Behind the
whole attacked front and second rampart a coupure or new
intrenchment had been made, which would of course have
required fresh mining or artillery operations before it could have
been taken. Thus this singular fortress, in no way improved upon
its state in 1810, had yet held out thirty-five days after the
opening of the trenches, and nine days after a practicable breach
had been effected in the main wall; it had forced the Russians to
expend 30,000 shot and shell in the artillery attack, and 336
hundredweight of powder in the mining attack.

Financial difficulties and the Egyptian wars compelled the Turks
to neglect this important point after the peace of Adrianople ' to
such a degree that even in 1836 the breaches of 1829 were not
only not completely repaired and the ditches cleared, but the
traces of the attack of 1810 even were still visible. The Sultan?
intended to construct detached forts then, but for some time this
intention was not carried out. At the present day, Silistria is in a
far different state, owing mostly to the exertions of a Prussian
officer in the Turkish service, Col. Grach. The original faulty
construction of the place perhaps hardly admits of much
improvement, but the detached forts constructed on the hights
have already proved their utility. The fortress forms a semi-circle,
the diameter of which, about 1,800 yards long, runs along the
shore of the Danube. It has ten bastioned fronts of an average
length of 500 yards. The construction, as with all Turkish
fortresses of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, teems with
all the imperfections of the old Italian fortifications; long curtains,
small and narrow bastions, short flanks offering hardly any
defense of the ditch, the ditch itself shallow (not above eight feet
deep), no covered way, but a mere glacis, the crete or highest part
of which was hardly four feet above the top of the counterscarp.
The rampart itself was eight feet high by twenty feet in thickness,

? Mahmud 11— Ed.
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and constructed of earth; scarp and counterscarp were rivetted to
the hight of the ditch, viz., eight feet. The ditch itself is from the
hight of its level necessarily dry. There were not even lunettes in
front of the curtains. Such was Silistria up to 1836; and these
weaknesses of its defenses were crowned by the fact that, within
600 yards from the wall, the fortress is commanded by a range of
hights extending to the south of it. These hights are the abutment
of the Bulgarian Plateau, which, perfectly flat at the top, extends
within 1,500 yards of the town, and then slopes down toward the
river, offering a splendid emplacement for terraced batteries for
front or enfilading fire, with the narrow arm of the river on one
side and the hights on the other. Major Moltke, who surveyed the
place in 1836, and to whose work on the campaign of 1829 we are
indebted for the above particulars, gives it as his opinion

“that Silistria cannot be made capable of a serious defense without four
detached forts on the hights, and a bridge-head on the large island opposite.”*

The bridge-head was an impossibility, the island belonging to
Wallachia, from which the Turks were excluded by treaty; but the
forts are there, and if we are well informed, almost on the
identical spots pointed out by Major Moltke.

What Col. Grach may have been able to do with the faulty main
wall, we cannot tell. There is, however, hardly a doubt that he
must have constructed at least a covered way and introduced
loop-holes for enfilading the ditch at the middle of the curtain in
each of the most menaced and least defended fronts. As to the
four detached forts, we know nothing as yet respecting their mode
of construction, but from Col. Grach’s being a Prussian, and
cheapness being a great object with the Porte, we should say they
must most likely be constructed upon the system which is now
almost generally adopted on the continent, and especially in
Prussia, viz: plain square or octagonal redoubts with loop-holes on
every alternate corner. Their situation is pointed out by the four
promontories which form the final projections of the plateau
toward the town, and which are separated by three ravines. Their
distance from the main wall must be, on an average, 1,500 yards
so that they cannot be very effectually protected by the fire from
the fortress. But there is noabsolute necessity for this; and therge ap-
pear to be no spots nearer the town, on the slope, where a fort could
be well defiladed against the commanding edge of the plateau.

2 Moltke, Der russisch-turkische Feldzug in der europiischen Tiirker 1828 und 1829,
S. 206.— Ed.
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Beside these permanent works, Col. Grach has constructed on
the plateau itself an earthwork, not of a permanent nature, called
Arab Tabiassi, (Fort Arabia,) situated in front of the two central
forts, at about 1,000 yards distance. Some reports would lead to
the conclusion that other field-redoubts have been erected so as to
form an outer line of forts, thus giving three lines of successive
defense. Arab Tabiassi, however, remains the key of this position,
and must be taken before the inner line of forts can be
approached. This disposition of the works endows Silistria with
great defensive and offensive strength. As the regular attack can
lead to decisivé results on its southern front only, a garrison from
15,000 to 18,000 strong can spare a great number of men for
sallies. The sally troops find a splendidly covered position on the
slope behind the detached forts, from which they can advance
unseen up the ravines, until near the enemy. In a storm upon
Arab Tabiassi, therefore, it would not be so much the garrison of
that fort as the sallying troops from Silistria who would decide the
battle. Now to the siege itself.

From the end of April the Russians had occasionally fired across
the Danube into Silistria. In May they began to construct a regular
approach on the large island opposite the town, close to the dyke
leading to Kalarash, and by the 10th they had their batteries
completed along the shore of the river. A violent bombardment
against the town as well as horizontal firing against the northern
front took place on the 11th. It was repeated on the 12th, when
Lieut. Nasmyth, Bengal Artillery, who had just arrived, witnessed
it, and gives his report in The London Times® The main point of
aim was the northeastern or Tshengel Bastion, from which the
Turks replied most vigorously, and with great steadiness of aim.
The practice of the Russians, on the contrary, is described as very
indifferent. Numbers of shells were found in the town which had
been fired without taking off the caps of the fuses, so that they
could not take fire and explode. Such an oversight, though
common in rapid field-practice in the beginning of a campaign, is
unheard of .in siege-firing, where the fire is always comparatively
slow. It proves what a hurry the Russians must have been in to get
rid of their ammunition. The Russians had, besides, erected
batteries during the night on the island of Shiblak, to the east of
Silistria. (They had two batteries on the same spot in 1829) The
four guns of this battery must have been intended to enfilade the
whole of the northern front.

2 [Nasmyth,] “The Siege of Silistria”. The Times, No. 21762, June 8, 1854.— Ed.
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From the 13th to the 16th nothing much appears to have been
done; the reports at least are.entirely silent. It is not improbable
that the Russian generals, finding, as they might well have
expected, a bombardment of no avail against a Turkish fortress,
prepared for an attack on the right bank of the river. Accordingly
on the 16th a bridge was completed below Silistria; 20,000 men
crossed on it, and were shortly afterward joined, it is said, by
20,000 more from the Dobrodja. A general movement of
concentration toward Silistria and Turtukai took place among the
Russians; for as soon as the attack was to be carried on upon the
right bank, a force was necessary to cover it against Omer Pasha
at Shumla, and any Anglo-French troops which might be landed at
Varna.

On the 19th the first reconnoitering took place against Arab
Tabiassi; large masses of troops were concentrated just out of
gun-range, while a line of skirmishers advanced. After a short-
cannonade, Mussa Pasha sent some Bashi Buzouks'”” upon the
plateau, who drove the skirmishers in. On the 20th, another
Russian advance took place, which looks too serious for a mere
reconnoitering—not serious enough for a real attack. On the 21st
the first assault upon Arab Tabiassi was carried out; the details are
wanting, but the Russians were repulsed with great loss. Two
Russian officers passed over to the Turks, and reported the enemy
to be 90,000 strong, combined from three army-corps (this is
correct, the 3rd, 4th and 5th), and to be commanded by the
Grand Duke Constantine. This latter statement is evidently a
mistake, as Constantine is notoriously commanding the fleet,
troops and coast defenses in Finland. The report of an intended
renewal of the attack on the following day was not confirmed by
the event. The Russians were under arms, but did not approach
the fort. We are, then, again without news of what happened up
to the 26th; but at daybreak on the 27th the Russians assaulted the
Arab Tabiassi again with very considerable forces. Three times was
the assault renewed, and three times the assailants were repulsed
with immense loss. The Turkish reports speak of 1,500 killed, and
3,000 wounded Russians, which may be a little exaggerated, but is
not much beyond probability. Determined to take the fort, a la
Suvoroff, the next morning Paskievich had his columns again
ready for the attack. The massacre appears to have been fearful;
Gen. Selvan was killed. Col. Count Orloff, Jr., was shot in the eye
and died afterward.'” Another colonel was severely wdunded. The
Russians themselves admit a loss of 186 dead and 379 wounded;
but this is evidently not one-third of what they must have lost;
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with the masses they brought to the attack, a loss of 2,000 is the
least they can have suffered.

In the night following the Turks made a sortie in mass, fell
suddenly on the Russian lines and drove the Russians back with
great loss (1,500 to 1,800, as the reports go). This successful sally,
and the circumstance that on the last assault the troops could not
be brought up too close, although the cavalry was employed in
driving them up and cutting off their retreat, made Prince
Paskievich resign the attempt to carry the place with the bayonet.
There is no doubt that the defense of this redoubt is one of the
most glorious feats of arms, not only in this, but even in all the
Russo-Turkish campaigns. The ground admitted of an attack by
very large numbers, and the Russians are not the men to omit
sending as many thousands to a storm as they possibly can. The
superiority of numbers on their part must, therefore, have been
very great, and required not only brilliant gallantry, but also well
planned and harmoniously executed sally operations on the part
of the Turks to repulse it. There is hardly a doubt that against the
Turks of 1829 the Russians would have carried the place. Their
present repeated defeat shows that the Turks, at least part of
them, have improved in tactical proficiency and military science,
without losing any of their bravery. In this respect the defense of
Arab Tabiassi and the engagement of Chetatea are the most
remarkable affairs of the campaign.

As to the Russian attack, we cannot say much good of it.
Paskievich appears to be in such a hurry to take Silistria that he
has not even time for measures the most indispensable to effect
his object. His irresolution is plainly betrayed. First he tried a
bombardment, though he might have known how useless that is
against a Turkish town. A bombardment can lead to nothing but a
great loss of ammunition to the Russians, with perhaps a breach in
the wall on the river front, where the vicinity of the Danube, a
natural ditch of 1,000 yards wide, prevents all idea of a storm.
Then the land front is attacked, but the fire of Arab Tabiassi
appears never to have been silenced nor any serious attempt made
to ruin its defenses. All that is to¢ circumstantial for a successor of
Suvoroff. As said that arch-Russian general, “The bullet is a
foolish girl, the bayonet is a brave fellow,” and if this is true with
regard to the Russian bayonet, which, according to the same
gallant authority, pierces through the Alps, it is certainly still more
true with regard to Russian bullets, which have an invariable and
irresistible tendency to deviation. So the storm is ordered, ex-
ecuted, repeated, and again repeated, in vain. It appears that the
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earthen parapets of a small but strongly built Turkish fort are hard-
er than the Alpine granite, against which Suvoroff fought, and
that the balls and bullets of the Turks are not so foolish as those
of the Russians. After all, Paskievich will have to return to the old
maxim: Never storm a work before silencing its fire and ruining
its defenses. Thus, about the 30th or 31st of May the regular siege
begins, and Paskievich at last has recourse to the “foolish bullet.”

But, no! this even is a mere show. Here is Gen. Schilder of 1829
notoriety, who promises to bring down the place with his eternal
mines; and in a few days too. Mines against a field-work are the
last expression of military despair, of ignorant rage brought to
bay. If mines are to be employed, then, in order to be able to
work them with effect, the primary condition is that the glacis be
crowned. Before the glacis can be crowned, the enemy’s fire must
be silenced; that is, one, two, three parallels laid, with all their
respective batteries. In fact, mines are the concluding operation of
a siege, not its beginning. Unless Schilder proposes to undermine
some twenty square miles of ground, or lay a tunnel under the
Danube, he cannot escape the necessity of a regular siege. In spite
of Suvoroff, the bullets are indispensable.

Now, a regular siege against Arab Tabiassi might be certainly
concluded in a very few days, as the work has almost completely
fulfilled its purpose and a prolonged defense would weaken the
garrison too much. But this would be a regular siege against at
least two forts, and then another against the town. Five weeks is
certainly the very shortest time in which the Russians can complete
this, slovenly as they are in siege operations. If, then, the Turks
should have plenty of provisions and ammunition, and no
unforeseen accidents should occur, the fortress may be considered
as safe up to the beginning of July. We suppose, of course, that
the forts are of an average strength and that the walls are not too
much out of repair. But if Silistria stood 35 days of opened
trenches in 1829, surely with the new additions, with a brave and
intelligent commander, an experienced director of artillery, and a
first-rate garrison, it will be able to stand at least as long in 1854.
If it were possible to rely on the allies, we might safely say,
therefore, that the campaign must prove a total failure for the
Russians, if not a great deal worse.

Written on June 10, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York
. . . Daily Tribune

First published in the New-York

Daily Tribune, No. 4115, June 26; re-

printed in the New-York Weekly Tribune,

No. 668, July 1, 1854 as a leader
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STATE OF THE RUSSIAN WAR'

Our European correspondence and files of journals received last
evening by the arrival of the America’s mail, fully confirm the
reported expulsion of the Russians from their trenches before
Silistria and their subsequent withdrawal from Wallachia back to
the line of the Sereth. We learn also that there is no doubt of the
immediate entrance of the Austrians into the evacuated province
of Wallachia, under the treaty concluded at Constantinople on the
14th ult.'"® —an event under the circumstances of no small value
to the Czar, brought about too, as we learn, under the immediate
direction of Prince Metternich, who, in fact, again controls the
foreign policy of the Hapsburgs.

Besides the curious coincidence of the Russians evacuating and
of the Austrians occupying Wallachia, the very manner in which
the siege of Silistria was undertaken, carried on, and finally
abandoned, indicates that agencies were at work altogether distinct
from mere military considerations. From the official Russian
report, which comes down to the night of May 28,'*' and which
differs from the Turkish bulletins only with regard to the
respective numbers of killed and wounded, it appears that the
operations were of a strangely precipitate character; that the
rudest efforts to dismount the outworks were not made until the
impossibility of taking the place by storm was practically ascer-
tained, and that the attack was more wild and unscientific than
any known even in the annals of Russian sieges. As to the
operations between the 28th of May and the 15th of June, the
reports which we have received are yet too fragmentary to allow of
a detailed description; the fact, however, that during the repeated
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desperate assaults, nearly all the commanding officers were
wounded and disabled—Paskievich, Schilder, whose leg has since
been amputated, Gorchakoff, Liiders and Orloff who was shot
through the eye, clearly proves that the Russians were under
orders, not merely to take the place at any cost, but to take it
within a certain fixed time. Indeed the whole was conducted on
their part in a manner which reminds us more of the barbarian
method of carrying the cities of Koordistan by Timur Tamerlane,
than of the proceedings of regular modern warfare. On the other
hand, it is evident that the heroic and able defense of Silistria
created equal surprise with the allied powers and the Ottoman
Divan. Our readers may remember that about six weeks ago the
allied commanders met at Varna, that they discovered that the
Balkan line formed the natural defénse of Turkey,” and that now
many of the British journals not only confess, but glory in the
avowal, that Silistria was not relieved by a single French or English
soldier. Lastly, it cannot be denied that Silistria was a point of
great military importance, that the fate of this fortress decides the
fate of the campaign, and that with the abandonment of its siege
and the sudden retreat of the Russians upon the Sereth, the whole
of the Russian conquests of territory made this year as well as the
last are lost.

Still it must be said that our English cotemporaries, many of
them, greatly exaggerate the extent of the present Muscovite
reverses. It certainly requires a high degree of credulity to believe
that the sortie made by the garrison of Silistria on June 13, and
the succor of 2,000 men they are said to have received from Omer
Pasha, resulted in the total defeat of the Russians, and forced
90,000 to 100,000 men to fly before 15,000. The sudden retreat of
the Russians is, so far as we can judge, quite as mysterious as their
sudden attack. It is only to be explained by a previous
understanding with Austria, involving the occupation of Wallachia
by Austrian troops. Under these circumstances, the following
passage which we find in a letter of The Morning Chronicle’s
Constantinople correspondent, revealing this plot on June 10, as
early as four days before the conclusion of the Austro-Turkish
treaty, is of a peculiarly interesting character:

“The Turks think that diplomacy is playing with them, and that it is their
intention to allow Silistria to fall into the hands of Russia. These suspicions receive
confirmation from the news that has been received here of the preparation of a new
protocol at Vienng, in which the fall of Silistria is, I learn, spoken of as if it were

? See this volume, p. 222.— FEd.
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accomplished; and, the military honor of Russia being satisfied, Austria would consider
the time to have arrived for her armed intervention to bring about an arrangement
by the means of her co-operation— occupying the Danubian Principalities, which would
be evacuated by the armies of Russia.”

According to this, if the Russians had taken Silistria in due time,
all would have been right. But though they did not succeed in
satisfying the military honor of the Czar, they must, according to
the compromise with Austria, beat back in a somewhat inglorious
manner. The Russians receding behind the Sereth, the Austrians
advance to the Sereth and Danube, and thus place themselves
between the Muscovites and the Turks and their allies. In this
position they are arbiters of the quarrel, preventing both parties
from moving forward. The Russians remain in Moldavia, while the
Vienna Conference will be more than ever busy itself with
protocols, and thus the winter will be gained. If the Conferences
end in nothing—a result which is sure since the Emperor of
Russia has got the money on his new loan of $37,000,000 from
Hope & Co. of Amsterdam®—the position of the Russian army
behind the Danube and the Sereth will be twice as strong as was its
line between Bucharest and Kustendje. Besides, if we look at the
relative strength of the Russians before Silistria and in Bulgaria,
now on their retreat behind the Sereth, and of the allied armies as
far as they can, thanks to their ingenious arrangements, be thrown
at all into the balance, it is plainly seen that, with even the best
intentions, the latter would not be capable of baffling this
combination of Austria with Russia.

The Russian forces employed against Turkey and the allies on
the European shores of the Black Sea amount to thirteen divisions
of infantry, three of the third, three of the fourth, one of the
fifth, three of the sixth army corps, and three reserve divisions.
Besides these, the third, fourth, fifth and sixth divisions of light
cavalry, and the third, fourth and fifth divisions of artillery. These
troops, making up nearly one-half of the grand army of
operations, should amount, according to the official statements, to
16,000 men per division of infantry, 5,000 per division of cavalry,
and 160 guns per division of artillery; altogether something like
250,000 to 260,000 men, inclusive of train and camp followers.
But, if we measure the strength of a Russian army by what it
actually was in the Hungarian war,'®”® we cannot estimate a division
of Russian infantry at more than 13,000 to 14,000 men, and the
cavalry and artillery must be reduced in proportion. The actual

2 See this volume, Pp- 267-68.— Ed.
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forces, then, which the Russians have successively marched into
the Principalities would be reduced to about 210,000 men, and
even from this number must be deducted, on account of loss in
battle and by sickness, at least 20,000 to 25,000 more. Recollecting
the ravages made by the marsh-fever in the ranks of the Russian
army during 1828-29, and comparing the letters of a Russian
surgeon '® in the Vienna Medical Journal® we cannot consider a
loss of from eight to ten per cent.upon the total of the army as
exaggerated. Thus about 180,000 Russians are left as the
disposable number of their army.

It is interesting to learn what portion of this force can have been
employed in the operations against Silistria. A large body of troops
was requ1red to guard the communications and magazines
established in the rear of the line of battle. Bucharest and the line
of the Dobrodja had to be occupied. Detachments were indispens-
able to cover the flanks, and partly the front of the army; and if
we deduct 60,000 men for these various duties we obtain a net
result of 130,000 men available for the siege of Silistria and the
covering of that operation. This is rather above than below the
mark. Now the position of Silistria on a large river made it
unavoidable that the besieging army should divide itself, with a
view to inclose the fortress from all sides. It further necessitated
the establishment of strong reserves on the northern bank, in
order to receive the troops pushed forward from the southern
bank in case of a defeat. Finally these troops occupying the
southern or right bank had to divide themselves agaip into a
double army, the one to carry on the siege and to repel any sallies
of the besieged, the other to cover the siege and defeat any army
marching to the relief of the fortress. About 35,000 to 40,000 men
were required to occupy the left bank and carry on the siege on
the right. Thus an army of 80,000 Russians would have remained
available for active field-operations against a relieving army, and
this was the utmost the Russians could bring to battle on Bulgarian
ground within from ten to twenty miles of Silistria.

Now let us see what force the allies have to oppose to the
180,000 Russian total at this moment. The Turkish army at
Shumla was stated, some time ago, to be about 80,000 strong, but
short of everything required for action in the open field, and is,
according to the latest report of Lord Raglan and French staff
officers, badly officered, altogether in a condition which peremp-
torily forbids offensive operations. It is neither our purpose nor

* Wiener medizinische Wochenschrift.—Ed.
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within our present means to determine the accuracy of this report.
Suffice it to say that such is the character of the Turkish main
army in the official opinion of its allies. Since then the troops from
Kalafat have been drawn to Rustchuk, where a camp of 40,000
men is said to be establishing. It would be difficult to conceive the
policy of thus rendering idle a corps of such strength, which, if it
had marched upon Bucharest instead of Rustchuk, might have
compelled the Russians to raise immediately the investment of
Silistria, but for the conduct of the war being entirely in the hands
of diplomacy. Setting apart the present garrison at Rustchuk and
the garrison and reserve at Shumla, it may well be doubted
whether the Turks can muster 50,000 men in the open field in a
condition fit for the work before them. An Anglo-French soldier
being equal, in the estimation of western military authorities, to at
least two Russians, there would still be required a force of 65,000
allies to balance the strength of the Russian army of occupation.
Unless, therefore, they can muster that force at Varna they would
hardly go to battle, the case of extreme necessity excepted.

They have however been most careful not to drop at once into
the field in such force as would leave no further pretext for
abstaining from active operations. The whole Anglo-French force
now in Turkey does not amount to more than 80,000 men, besides
from 15,000 to 20,000 more now on their way thither, including
almost the entire cavalry and artillery. The amount of transports
at hand in the Bosphorus is, whether intentionally or not, very
limited, so that it would take many a journey there and back, if
they were to be transported to Varna by sea alone. But,

“according to the latest and most accurate accounts,”—says the correspondent
we have already quoted—*“there are at present but 12,000 British and French
troops who have been transported by sea, while the bulk of the French army is
slowly advancing from Gallipoli toward Constantinople and Adrianople.”

The roads being notoriously bad and the difficulty of victualling
‘extreme, an arrangement which allows their famous General—St.
Arnaud—to be permanently under steam between Varna and
Constantinople, where we may be sure he does not lose an
opportunity for turning every intrigue in the Divan to a solid
advantage for his unfathomable purse. As to the two British
divisions still at Scutari, we are informed by the same correspon-
dent that

“they do not seem ready to start yet, though there is a whole fleet of transports
and steamers at anchor, waiting to embark them.”
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From all these facts it is sufficiently clear to everybody that the
allied powers have taken full care not to be in a state to frustrate
directly the present arrangement between Russia and Austria. For,
if it were intended to pursue that object, a very simple alternative
for doing so offers itself either by an Anglo-Swedish alliance in the
Baltic, which would give a basis of operations for auxiliary troops
by facilitating an invasion of Finland and a turning on the
land-side of the fortresses of Sweaborg and Kronstadt; or by a
combined attack by sea and land on the Crimea and Sevastopol.
With regard to the first supposition, it is amusing to see how The
London Times which, not three weeks before, preached the
necessity of sending the Black Sea squadron to the Baltic, now
recommends a simple blockade of the harbors of the Baltic and an
immediate return of the greater portion of the Baltic fleet to the
Black Sea, where it suddenly advocates the occupation of the
Crimea.* This is the same journal which affected to regret that
nothing could be undertaken by Napier before the French fleet
should have joined him.” Now that it has done so, it is supposed
that nothing will be done, after all, and that both the French and
English fleet had better take another excursion through the
Kattegat, the Channel, and the straits of Gibraltar sound to the
Euxine. Reflecting on the time which the juncture of these fleets
has required, and again on the time which their junction with the
forces under Admiral Dundas would require, it becomes plain that
to do nothing either in the Baltic or in the Black Sea is the great
object of these propositions.

The only point on which the Russians—apart from their
unforeseen and unexpected defeat at Silistria—have undergone
substantial losses and are surrounded with dangers, is the
Caucasus—though this is not altogether certain. They had aban-
doned nearly all their fortresses on the eastern shore of the Black
Sea, not from any fear of the allied fleets, but in order to strength-
en their Georgian army. On their retreat across the Dariel Pass
they are stated to have been suddenly attacked by a large force of
mountaineers, in the van and rear, to have had their advanced
guard cut to pieces, while their center and rear were compelled to
retire with severe loss. At the same time the army of Selim Pasha
advanced from St. Nicholas upon Ussurgheti, whence the Russians
had frequently molested and menaced the Turks, and now forced

* The Times, No. 21774, June 22, 1854, leader.— Ed.
® The Times, No. 21747, May 22, 1854, leader; report from Gothland, May 16,
1854, The Times, No. 21751, May 26, 1854.— Ed.
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the Russians to evacuate that fortress, a result by which the
communications between Selim Pasha and the main Turkish army
at Kars have been secured. When it is recollected that even this
army was throughout the winter and spring in the most deplorable
state of inefficiency, the maneuver of the Russians indicates at
least that they felt their position in Georgia to be no less
precarious, and that they were sadly in want of reenforcements
from the coast. If, now, this reported defeat at Dariel be true or
even partially so, the consequence is that the army of Woronzoff is
cut off, and must try either to procure a tenable basis at Tiflis with
a view to hold out until next winter—a matter of no slight
difficulty—or it must attempt to make its way at any loss through
the pass. This operation would at all events be preferable to a
retreat upon the Caspian Sea, the pass leading thither being of
infinitely greater danger than that of Dariel. On this point,
however, we shall be better able to speak positively on the receipt
of more complete and authentic information from that quarter. So
far we may set down Russia as having certainly gained two
victories by the recent operations,—one in the loan from Hope
& Co., and one in the Austrian treaty with the Porte; and as ha-
ving suffered one defeat—that of Silistria. Whether the former
will have permanent advantages enough to compensate for
the disgrace of the latter, the future only can decide.

Written on June 16 and 23, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

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

Tribune, No. 4125, July 8; reprinted in the
New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune, No. 952, July
11 and the New-York Weekly Tribune, No.
670, July 15, 1854 asaleader
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THE RUSSIAN RETREAT

The retrograde movement of the Russians in Turkey is much
more complete than we had supposed it could be, and more than,
even in the worst case, now seems necessary from a military point
of view. It appears that the pledge of the Czar to the Emperor of
Austria and his orders to his generals include the total evacuation
of Moldavia as well as Wallachia, leaving not a Russian soldier on
Turkish ground, while a powerful Austrian force will instantly
come forward to take their place and enforce a separation between
the recent combatants. But it would be an error to suppose that
the Russians withdraw because of their defeat at Silistria or to
accept for truth the blustering assertions of the English journals,
which give to that defeat the character of a rout, and would fain
make the world believe that 15,000 or at the utmost 17,000 men,
sallying from the fortress, could drive away 100,000 or at the least
90,000. The Russians were repulsed beyond a doubt, bloodily and
utterly repulsed again and again, as their precipitate, ill consi-
dered, unscientific, confused attacks deserved to be, bravely as
they were executed; the Turks fought with heroic courage that
never was surpassed, and with a degree of military skill that must
make this siege memorable in all history; but we have yet to see
any reason for believing that they compelled the enemy to raise
the siege. Indeed, our best information is to the effect that the
Russian batteries on the left bank were still held and employed
against the fortress after that last murderous sortie, in which some
exaggerated dispatches affirm that these batteries were captured
by the garrison. The truth evidently is that the Russians finally
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withdrew from before Silistria simply because the Czar had agreed
with Austria that on a certain day his troops should all be out of
the Principalities. He had ordered them to take Silistria be-
forehand, in order to leave Turkey with the prestige of at least
one victory; in that they failed and had to march away under the
disgrace of the failure; but their march was not a flight with a
pursuing enemy in their rear. They might not, and probably
would not, have been able to take Silistria even by a regular siege;
they probably could not have gained anything from the campaign,
and in that event might have retired upon the Sereth; but they
were still stronger than the allies, Turks and all, and, for defensive
purposes at least, far stronger. Besides, the allies had not yet been
brought against them, and no decisive battle had been fought. It
is, therefore, certain that this retreat to the Pruth is dictated by
diplomatic considerations, and not by any military necessity
growing out of the superior power or better strategy of Omer
Pasha and the allies in Turkey.

But while it would be a mistake to suppose the Russians were
actually driven from before Silistria, it would be equally a mistake
not to see that the war generally is going against them, and that
the Austrian intervention offers the best means of mending their
fortunes. We do not here allude to their successive reverses at
Oltenitza, Chetatea, Caracal, or Silistria, comparatively small
affairs, in which the Turks beat them, and which they have
nowhere matched with successes of equal brilliancy. All of these
conflicts together had no decisive or desperate results; but in Asia
their game has steadily been a losing one, and the loss now
threatens to become final. Of their numerous forts on the Black
Sea only two remain; while inland Shamyl and his mountaineers
have not only freed their immediate hills and valleys from the
hated Muscovite,* but have cut off the communications of Count
Woronzoff with Russia, and, acting with the Turks on the south
are marching upon Tiflis with a strength which may possibly
compel the surrender of the Count with all the hard-got and
painfully-held Transcaucasian possessions of Russia. To lose these
provinces, which have cost such vast amounts of blood and
treasure, would be, if possible, a greater mortification to the Czar
than defeat in a pitched battle in Turkey; and there is no doubt
that, so soon as his armies are back across the Pruth, he will at
once devote all the forces he can spare from the defense of the

# Nicholas 1.— Ed.
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Crimea and of Sevastopol, to the work of regaining the passes of
the Caucasus and relieving Woronzoff. The success of Shamyl has
in all probability contributed much toward the Russian compliance
with the Austrian summons to evacuate the Principalities.

In this important transaction, which so changes and complicates
the aspect of the war, Austria holds the post of honor and of
advantage. It is a great triumph for her diplomacy, and testifies to
the respect in which her military resources are held by all the
contending parties. She intervenes as the friend of both sides; the
Russians go quietly out to make room for her; and the Porte only
follows the advice of France and England in signing the treaty
which gives the Principalities to her occupation. She is there, then,
as an armed arbitrator intervening between the combatants by
their joint consent, because each believes the intervention to be for
his benefit. The western powers openly proclaim that it is an act in
their favor—and the concert with regard to it, which the facts
prove to have existed between St. Petersburg and Vienna, before it
was known to the world that such an event would take place, and
before the army under Paskievich had met with the repulse at
Silistria, renders it impossible to doubt that Russia also regards it
as an act in her favor. Which, then, is the dupe? and to which
party will Austria prove treacherous?

Of course, like every other power, Austria pursues her own
interest alone. That interest requires on the one hand that Russia
should not hold the Principalities and control the mouths of the
Danube and the Black Sea, because a large and increasing part of
Austrian commerce goes in that direction. Besides, for Russia to
annex Turkey or any part of it might breed disturbance in the
Slavonic tribes of the Austrian empire, among whose members
Panslavism, or a union with Russia, already has numerous
partisans. It is therefore plain that Austria never can consent to
the absorption of Turkey by Russia, unless she receives at the
same time an equivalent addition of territory and power
elsewhere, which is impossible. But on the other hand, the
sympathies of Austrian policy are all with the Czar and opposed to
France and England, and her real leanings will always be against
the western powers. That Russia should be humiliated as a
punishment for making a needless war, cannot be regarded as a
cause of mourning at Vienna; but that she should be seriously
crippled Austria will never suffer, because in that case the
Hapsburgs would be left without a friend to help them out of the
next revolutionary slough. This brief statement appears to us to
comprise the motives that must govern the Viennese Cabinet
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throughout the further developments of the war. It will be
treacherous to either of the belligerents or to both, just so far as
the interest of Austria and the imperial dynasty shall seem to
require, and no farther.

Now by the fact that Russia withdraws and ceases from her
encroachments, and that the evacuated provinces are handed over
to Austria, the latter is at once enlisted to prevent any further
injury being done to the former. Austria may remain in nominal
friendship with the allies, but it is for her interest that they should
fail in any ulterior attacks on the Czar, and we may be sure that
she will do everything to make them fail, short of an actual
declaration of war, which in any case she dare not resort to. She
must then be treacherous to the western powers; they are the
dupes in the treaty which allows an Austrian army to occupy the
Turkish provinces; and that they will in due time discover as the
war goes on.

It was apparently the plan of Lord Aberdeen, the English Prime
Minister, that it should not go on, but that the quarrel should now
be settled according to the wish of Austria, on the basis of the
status quo, with possibly a transfer of the protectorate of the
Principalities from Russia to the house of Hapsburg. This plan we
may, however, now set down as defeated through the self-
exposures of Lord Aberdeen’s notorious speech, and the subse-
quent debate in Parliament, of which we give a full report in this
paper.'® The British people, excited by these revelations, will not
consent, at least not at present, to make peace without having, for
the enormous sums the war costs them, some result more
substantial than the mere restoration of things as they were. They
hold the crippling of Russia to be indispensable, so that she cannot
soon again thus upset the world; and they expect impatiently some
brilliant feat of arms, such as the capture of Kronstadt or
Sevastopol. Without such a tangible achievement to pay for going
to war, they will not now agree to make peace. This disposition of
theirs will probably lead at once to a change in the ministry and to
a prolongation of the war. But it by no means follows that,
because the war is prolonged, any harder blow will ‘be struck at
Russia than she has already suffered,—except it be the conquest
of her Transcaucasian provinces by the Turks and Circassians
without any Western help. And, judging the men who will
probably remain in power at London after Lord Aberdeen has
retired to private life, by their acts hitherto since the beginning of
the war, it would be no occasion for surprise if at some future day
we should see them signing a treaty of peace on the very basis for
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favoring which Lord Aberdeen is now driven from office. So far
Austrian diplomacy has carried the day, and it is very likely to win
at last.

Written on June 19 and 23, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York
Daily Tribune

First published in the New-York Daily

Tribune, No. 4126, July 10; reprinted in
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THE WAR—DEBATE IN PARLIAMENT'®

London, Tuesday, June 27, 1854
The Russian Moniteur of Bucharest '*® officially declares that, in
obedience to orders sent from St. Petersburg; the siege of Silistria
is raised, Giurgevo evacuated, and the whole Russian army about
to recross the Pruth. The Times, in a third edition of yesterday,
published a telegraphic dispatch from its Vienna correspondent to
a similar effect, viz: that

“the Emperor of Russia accepts the Austrian summons out of high consi(]ise_ra—
tion for his ancient ally, ar ~ has ordered his troops to recross the Pruth.” ™’

Lord John Russell i1 last night's House of Commons confirmed
the statement with regard to the abandonment of the siege of
Silistria, but had received no official information about the answer
given by Russia to the Austrian summons.”

The result of the Austrian intervention will be to interpose a
barrier between the Turks and the Russians, to secure the retreat
of the latter from all molestation, to enable them to reenforce the
garrison of Sevastopol and the Crimea, and perhaps to reestablish
their communications with the army of Woronzoff. Besides the
reconstruction of the Holy Alliance between Russia, Austria and
Prussia must be looked upor as certain the moment the allied
powers refuse to acquiesce in the simple restoration of the status
quo ante bellum, with perhaps some slight concessions made by the
Czar in favor of Austria.

* Lord John Russell’s speech in the House of Commons on June 26, 1854. The
Times, No. 21778, June 27, 1854.— Ed.
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The whole fabric of this fine “solution,” devised, it is said, by
Metternich, is now, however, shattered to pieces by the indiscre-
tion of old Aberdeen and the intrigues of Palmerston.

It will be remembered that in the late ministerial reconstruction?
the endeavor to place Lord Palmerston in the War Office, the cry
for the establishment of which was mainly raised by the
Palmerstonian press, had failed, and the Peelite Duke of Newcastle
supplanted the noble Lord in his contemplated new office. This
failure seems to have reminded Lord Palmerston that it was high
time to break up the whole Cabinet, and accordingly he has raised
a perfect storm against its chief, the occasion for which was
afforded by Lord Aberdeen’s inconsiderate speech in reply to
Lord Lyndhurst.” The whole English press immediately laid hold
of that speech. It is, however, important to add, that The Morning
Herald denounced the existence of a conspiracy against Lord
Aberdeen before the speech was delivered. Mr. Layard rose in the
House of Commons on Friday last, and gave notice that on
Thursday next he should move a resolution that

“the language held by the first Minister of the Crown was calculated to raise

grave doubts in the public mind as to the objects and ends of the war, and to lessen
the prospects of an honorable and durable peace.”®

There are two weak points in this resolution: firstly, its being
unconstitutional and apt to be set aside for being in contradiction
to the parliamentary rule which forbids the criticism of a speech
delivered in the Lords by a member of the Commons: and,
secondly, because it pretends to distinguish between the occasional
language of the Premier and the whole acts of the coalition
Cabinet. Nevertheless, its result was to give such serious apprehen-
sions to Lord Aberdeen that, two hours after the announcement
of the above resolution, he rose in his place and gave notice, in an
unusually excited tone, that

“on Monday next (thus anticipating Mr. Layard by three days), he should move
for a copy of the dispatch he had addressed to Russia, after the treaty of
Adrianople, and that he would take the opportunity of alluding to the

misconstructions which had been placed on the remarks he had recently addressed
to their Lordships on the subject of the war.”

See this volume, p. 220.— Ed.
® Lord Aberdeen'’s speech in the House of Lords on June 19, 1854. The Times,

No. 21772, June 20, 1854.— Ed.
¢ Mr. Layard’s speech in the House of Commons on June 23, 1854. The Times,

() 21776, June 24, 1854.— Ed.
4 Lord Aberdeen’s speech in the House of Lords on June 23, 1854. The Times,
. 21776, June 24, 1854.—Ed.
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So strong was the belief that Mr. Layard’s motion would result
in the expulsion of Lord Aberdeen from the Cabinet, that The
Morning Advertiser, for instance, has published already the list of
the Ministry which is to succeed him; a list including the names of
Lord John Russell as Premier, and of Lord Palmerston as Minister
of War. It may be imagined, then, that the sitting of the Lords of
last night attracted an unusual number of the curious and excited
intrigants of the aristocracy, anxious to witness in what manner
Lord Aberdeen would clear himself from his somewhat difficult
and intricate position.

Before giving a resumé of the speech of Lord Aberdeen, and of
the attack made upon him by the Marquis of Clanricarde, I must
recur to the epoch and the circumstances, to which both
speakers particularly referred, in the year 1829, when Lord
Aberdeen found himself at the head of the British Foreign Office.
At that time a Russian fleet under the command of Admiral
Heiden was blockading the Dardanelles, the Gulfs of Saros and
Enos, as well as those of Adramyti and Smyrna, notwithstanding
an agreement concluded between the Cabinets of St. Petersburg
and London in 1815, that Russia should not exercise any
belligerent rights in the Mediterranean. These blockades, threaten-
ing to injure the British commerce in the Levant, aroused the
otherwise dull opinion of the English of that time into vehement
declamations against Russia and against the Ministry. Interviews,
accordingly, took place between the Russian Embassadors Prince
Lieven and Count Matusczewicz on the one side, and Wellington
and Aberdeen on the other side. In a dispatch under date of
London 1st (13th) June 1829, Prince Lieven reports as follows on
the character of these interviews:

“The conversation with Lord Aberdeen which took place some hour later,”

than that with the Duke of Wellington, which had not been
altogether very satisfactory to the Russian diplomatist

“was not less remarkable. As he was acquainted only imperfectly with our
conversation with the first Minister, he labored, when he learned the details of it,
to soften the disagreeable impressions that might have been left upon us by his
language at the commencement of it, by the reiterated assurance that al no period
had it entered into the intentions of England to seek a quarrel with Russia; that if the
ministry had sought to induce us not to insist on the blockade of Enos, it was in the
full desire to prevent importunate reclamations, and to cement the good
intelligence between the two cabinets, that we should have to congratulate ourselves more
than perhaps we were aware on the benefits we received from that happy and constant
concurrence. He was flattered that he could place the maintenance of that harmony
higher than the momentary advantages that the blockade of the Gulf of Enos
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would have offered us; but he feared that the position of the English Ministry was
not well understood at St. Petersburg. They attributed to malevolent intentions,
and to hostile views, the difficulties that he sometimes raised, as in the matter that
had just been terminated, while these intentions and these arriéres pensées” were
very far from his spirit and from his policy. But, on the other hand, he found
himself in a delicate situation. Public opinion was always ready to burst forth
against Russia. The British Government could not constantly brave it, and it would be
dangerous to excite it on questions (of maritime law) that touched so nearly the
national prejudices. On the other side we could reckon upon the well-disposed and
friendly dispositions of the English Ministry which struggled against them (the
national prejudices).

“I know, I replied, the weight of public opinion in England, and I have seen it
change in a few days. It is against us in our war because it thinks us aggressors,
while we have been attacked; because it imputes to us the idea of overthrowing the
Ottoman Empire, while we declare that such is not our object; because, finally, it
believes that we pursue an ambitious policy against which we ourselves protest. To
enlighten it on this point would be the surest way to correct it.

“Lord Aberdeen replied to me, that the matter was not exactly as I represented;
public opinion was pronounced against us, because generally in England it took
with ardor the side of the Whigs—but au reste,” the British Cabinet was far from not
wishing us success; on the contrary, it wished us success, prompt and decisive, because it
knew that it was the only means of terminating the war, which could not be
regarded except as a great misfortune, since it was impossible to foresee its results!
In conclusion, the English Minister entered into long deductions to demonstrate
that we lent to him intentions that he could not have, and ended by saying that the
Cabinet of London desired that the war should be terminated to the honor and
advantage of Russia.”

It is strange that none of the opponents of Lord Aberdeen have
thought proper to recur to this dispatch, so conclusive against his
conduct at the time before the treaty of Adrianople, that it would
have been impossible to attach any importance to anything
contained in a secret dispatch of his Lordship, written after the
conclusion of that treaty. The production of the above dispatch
would have demolished at one stroke the only argument of
defense which Lord Aberdeen could bring forward in his speech
of yesterday. His true defense would have been an open
recrimination against Lord Palmerston, since the whole “row” was
exclusively between these two old rival servants of Russia.

Lord Aberdeen began by saying that he had nothing either to
retract or to contradict, but only to “explain” He had been falsely
accused of having claimed the honor of having framed the treaty
of Adrianople. Instead of having framed it, he had protested

* Ulterior motives.— Ed.

" Nevertheless.— Ed.

¢ Lord Aberdeen’s speech in the House of Lords on June 26, 1854. The Times.
No. 21778, June 27, 1854.— Ed. )
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against it, as their lordships would see from the dispatch for the
production of which he now made a motion. Such had been the
alarm produced on his mind, and on his colleagues’ mind, by that
treaty, that the whole policy of the Government had been changed
in a most material point in consequence of its existence. Which
was this change of policy? Before the treaty of Adrianople was
signed, he, Lord Aberdeen and the Duke of Wellington, therein
following the policy of Canning, had never contemplated constitut-
ing Greece an independent kingdom, but only as a vassal state
under the suzeraineté of the Porte, somewhat similar to Wallachia
and Moldavia. After the treaty of Adrianople had been signed, the
condition of the Turkish Empire appeared to them so perilous,
and its existence so precarious, that they proposed to convert
Greece from a vassal state into an independent kingdom. In
other words, it was resolved, since the treaty of Adrianople did
so much to weaken Turkey, to counteract its perilous conse-
quences by dismembering whole provinces from it. This was the
“change.”

Although their alarm for the consequences of that treaty had
been exaggerated, Lord Aberdeen was far from not considering it
as in the highest degree disastrous and prejudicial. He had said
that “Russia had not acquired great territorial acquisitions by that
treaty,” and even now he contended that the Russian empire had
not greatly increased in Europe within the last fifty years, as Lord
Lyndhurst had asserted. (Bessarabia, Finland, and the Kingdom of
Poland, appear not to be any significant acquisitions in the view of
the noble Lord.) But, as he had stated in his dispatch of
December, 1829, if the territorial acquisitions of Russia had been
small, they had been important in their character—the one giving
Russia “exclusive authority over the navigation of the Danube, and
the other ports in Asia which, though small in extent, yet had the
character of high political importance.” (The vast territory
acquired in the Caucasus is again not present to Lord Aberdeen’s
mind.) Starting from this point of view, he asserts that the treaty
of Adrianople was the commencement of a change of policy on
the part of Russia, which, since the time of that treaty, had looked
to an extension of political influence rather than to the acquisition
of territory. This change of policy had not been a change of
intention. “Satan had only grown wiser than in days of yore.” The
fact that Russia concerted a plan with Charles X for the acquisition
of Turkey—not through alarming conquests, but through a series
of treaties—is passed over in silence. Nor did Lord Aberdeen
think fit to mention that even before the treaty of Adrianople and
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the treaty of Unkiar-Skelessi,'® which he quotes in proof of the

change in Russian policy, Russia had bound herself to France and
England already, in 1827, not to seek to derive any further
territory from the war against Turkey, and that, but for the
permission of England, she would never have been able to
advance an army upon Constantinople in 1833.

Lord Aberdeen next stated that his expression that “if we could
obtain a peace which should last twenty-five years, as had been the
case by the treaty of Adrianople, we should not have done amiss,”
had been falsely construed into the meaning that he would return
to a treaty similar to that of Adrianople. He had only meant to say
that

“if by any treaty which the fortune of war might enable them to make, they
could secure a peace for twenty-five years, considering the instability of human
affairs they would not have done amiss. He had never recommended a return to the
status quo, nor did he not object to the status quo. Before the declaration of war the
status quo had been all they hoped for or desired, and all that they attempted to
attain, and it was that which the Turkish Government consented to give, and it was
much more than they had a right to expect. But, from the instant war had been
declared, the whole question was changed entirely, and everything depended upon
the war itself.... How far they might ultimately deviate from the status quo no man
could say, as it depended on events not in their power absolutely to control. This
he would say, that the independence and integrity of the Ottoman Empire must be
secured, effectuatly secured.”

How it is to be secured Lord Aberdeen could not say, as this,
again, depended on the events of the war.

He had been understood to express some doubt or disbelief as
to the danger of Russian aggression, but, in fact, he had the
greatest alarm at Russian aggression on Turkey, although he did
not feel great alarm with respect to the danger of Russian
aggression on Europe, and “he was inclined to feel less so every
day.” He considered France more powerful than Russia and
Austria put together. The noble Lord then complained of the
“extraordinary absurdity and malignity of the personal imputa-
tions to which he had been exposed.” It was true that there was
no greater peacemonger in the country than himself, but his very
love of peace peculiarly fitted him to carry on the war in the most
vigorous manner. : ‘

“His colleagues would admit that he personally had been more urgent than
perhaps any other man in exhorting a speedy advance and concentration of the
allied forces beyond the Balkans, in order to support the gallant army of Omer
Pasha, and to extend a hand to Austria, in order to enable her to take a more
active part in the operations of the war.”
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This was the course he invariably urged. On the interpellation
of Lord Beaumont?® he declared that

“intimate as he formerly was with Prince Metternich, since he had been in
office, for the last eighteen months, he had not communicated with him, directly or
indirectly, until a few days ago, when a friend told him she was about to write to
Metternich, and asked him whether he had anything to say to the Prince;
whereupon he said: ‘Pray, make my best remembrances to him.””

Aberdeen’s speech was on the whole favorably received by the
House; but it is a curious fact that the acrimonious answer that he
met with from the Marquis of Clanricarde—a disappointed
place-hunter, and Lord Palmerston’s old Embassador at St.
Petersburg—was not replied to by any member of the Cabinet,
and that none of them came forward to certify to his having been
the foremost in urging a vigorous war.

The Marquis of Clanricarde® principally dwelt upon Aberdeen’s
participation in the treaty of Adrianople; the general character of
his political past, and on the shortcomings of his present
administration. He said that Lord Aberdeen had produced now,
for his own personal convenience and from a merely personal
motive, a dispatch which he had some months ago refused to
other members of either House. It was, however, quite different
from what the noble lord had written to St. Petersburg in
December, 1829, when the treaty of Adrianople had been signed
in September. The real question was what instructions he had
given to their Embassador® at that time, and what steps he had
taken to prevent the signing of the treaty. The Russian general
commanding at Adrianople? had not had above 15,000 men, and
that amount had to be diminished by some 5,000 or 6,000 who,
either from disease or wounds, were literally hors de combat®. The
Turkish generalf on the other hand, was within a short distance
with 25,000 Albanians. The Russian general gave a very short
respite to Turkey to sign or not to sign, for he knew that his real
position might be discovered if he gave a long one. Consequently
he did not give beyond five or eight days. At Constantinople the

* Lord Beaumont's interpellation to the House of Commons on June 26, 1854.
The Times, No. 21778, June 27, 1854.— Ed.
> The Marquis of Clanricarde’s speech in the House of Lords on June 26, 1854.
The Times, No. 21778, June 27, 1854.— Ed.
3 Gordon.— Ed.
General Diebich.— Ed.
® Out of action.— Ed.
Apparently Mustapha Pasha.— Ed.
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Minister of Turkey summoned to his council the French and
English Embassadors and the Prussian Minister, and asked for
their advice.'” The English Embassador, under instructions from
Lord Aberdeen, tendered the advice to sign as soon as possible
that treaty which the noble lord now told them was so disastrous.

The noble Marquis did not like to allude to the circumstance,
that it was exactly the vehement denunciation which his friend
Palmerston, then in opposition, directed against Lord Aberdeen,
when he charged him with being yet too anti-Russian, which
induced the latter to give the order for the signing of the treaty.

The Marquis proceeded to reproach the Premier with having
been always the most zealous, the most constant, and the most
powerful supporter of the arbitrary governments of Europe, in
proof of which he reviewed the history of Portugal, Belgium, and
Spain, alluding to Aberdeen’s opposition to the famous Quadruple
Alliance of 1834."" It certainly wanted all the cool impudence of
an old Whig Lord to exult, at this moment, in the glory of
Belgium, the constitutionalism in Portugal and Spain, and the
general blessings Europe derives from the Quadruple Alliance
which Palmerston, in his defense, falsely stated to have been
devised not by himself but by Talleyrand.

As to the operations of the present war, Clanricarde said that
the plan of the campaign had been drawn up by the highest
military authorities in Russia, in December last, and that the
British Government had been informed of that plan, aiming not at
the mere occupation of the Principalities, but at crossing the
Danube, seizing Silistria, masking Shumla, and marching on the
Balkans. The noble Lord, with such information in his possession,
had come down to this House talking of peace, and neglecting to
give those orders which were at the time given by the Cabinet to
the Ministry of War until the end of February or the beginning of
March. '

If Lord Clanricarde had chosen to remember the answers given
by Lord Palmerston® to Mr. Disraeli in the Commons and by Lord
Clarendon® to himself in the Lords, he would have abstained from
the ridicule of charging with those neglects of duty only Lord
Aberdeen, and exempting his Whig friends from a blame equally
attaching to the whole Cabinet.

? Lord Palmerston’s speech in the House of Commons on February 20, 1854.
The Times, No. 21670, February 21, 1854.— Ed.

® Lord Clarendon’s speech in the House of Lords on February 6, 1854. The
Times, No. 21658, February 7, 1854.— Ed.
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“If,” exclaimed the Marquis—“if a proper, he would almost say an honest,
course had been taken by the Government fifteen months ago, there never would
have been a war.”

Now, these are the very same words which Mr. Disraeh
addressed to Lord John Russell.

Finally, the Marquis has the absurdity to charge also Lord
Aberdeen, individually and exclusively, with all the failures of the
coalition, and their continuous defeat in Parliament on all
important questions. It does not occur to his memory that at the
very formation of the Cabinet it was declared by every judicious
man, that it could not hold together for six weeks except it left all
legislation an open question, and abstained from politics.

After a silly speech from Lord Brougham,” who expressed
himself very much. contented with Lord Aberdeen’s first speech,
but still more so with his second one, the subject dropped.

The serious result of this whole incident is the baffling of the
secret protocol drawn up at Vienna, and consequently the
continuance of hostilities, and of a war, the speedy cessation of
which was so confidently anticipated that consols rose 3 per cent.
notwithstanding heavy loans in the market, and that any bets were
taken at the military clubs against the prolongation of war beyond
four weeks.

Written on June 27, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

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

Tribune, No, 4126, July 10; reprinted
in the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune,
No. 952, July 11 and the New-York Weekly
Tribune, No. 670, July 15, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx

* Lord Brougham and Vaux’s speech in the House of Lords on June 26, 1854.

The Times, No. 21778, June 27, 1854.— Ed.
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[THE INSURRECTION AT MADRID.—
THE AUSTRO-TURKISH TREATY.—MOLDAVTA
AND WALLACHIA]'™?

London, Tuesday, July 4, 1854

The long-expected militarv insurrection at Madrid has at length
been accomplished under the leadership of Generals O’Donnell
and Dulce.'” The French Government journals hasten to inform
us that, according to their dispatches, the Spanish Government has
already overcome the danger and that the insurrection is
suppressed.” But the Madrid correspondent of The Morning
Chronicle, who gives a detailed account of the rising and
communicates the proclamation of the insurgents, says that they
have only withdrawn from the capital in order to join the garrison
of Alcala, and that in case of Madrid remaining passive they would
have no difficulty in reaching Saragossa.” Should the movement be
more successful than the last rebellion in that town,'® the
consequences would be to cause a diversion in the military action
of France, to afford a subject for dissent between France and
England, and probably also to affect the pending complication
between Spain and the United States Government.

It appears now that the new Russian loan has not been positively
contracted for by the Messrs. Hope of Amsterdam, as I was led to
believe® from announcements made at-the London and Manches-
ter Exchanges; and that these bankers have not advanced any
portion of the money to the Russian treasury. They merely

* Report from Bayonne of July 3, 1854. Le Moniteur universel, No. 185, July 4,
1854.— Ed.

b Report from Madrid of June 28. The Morning Chronicle, No. 27309, July 4,
1854.— Ed.

 See this volume, p. 248.— Ed.
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undertook to bring it out at the different European Exchanges,
but at no risk of their own. The success of the loan is reported to
be very doubtful, and we have news that at Berlin and Frankfort it
has met with very little favor. The Hamburg Senate has prohibited
its official quotation, and the English diplomatic agents and
Consuls, according to The Morning Chronicle, have issued warnings
to British subjects not to become subscribers to a loan “intended
for carrying on war against the Queen.”

The intelligence of the movements of the Russian troops since
the abandonment of the siege of Silistria is contradictory. The
Moniteur having announced the retreat of the Russians behind the
Pruth, the Vienna Presse states that there was not the slightest
reason to believe in the fact of such a move.” It appears, on the
contrary, that not even Wallachia is intended to be evacuated,
General Liprandi having taken up a position at Plojesti and
Kimpina, with his outposts stationed at the entrance of the
Rothenthurm Pass, while the main army, retiring by Slobodzic and
along the left bank of the Danube, is stated to have halted at
Brailow. On the other hand, the corps of Liiders occupying the
Dobrodja, has not yet abandoned the line of Trajan’s Wall, and it
is not likely that, even in case of further retreat, they will
surrender Matchin and Isaktsha. Fresh troops are said to be
pouring into Moldavia, where it seems to be the plan of the
Russians to concentrate a large force. The corps of General
Panyutin has entered from Podolia, and additional resources are
being drawn in from Bessarabia. The entire force of the Russians
in Upper Moldavia, between Jassy, Roman and Botushani, is
said to amount to 60,000; and a division of 20,000 is encamped
near Kamenicz. “Paskievich,” says the Ost-Deutsche Post, ‘“has
declared that in no case will he abandon the mouths of the
Danube.”” The retreat is explained by the Russians to be only a
consequence of the plague having broken out on the Higher
Danube.

The movements of the Austrians are still quite undefined. The
corps of Coronini is stated to have orders to embark on steamers
at Orsova, and to go down the river to Giurgevo, thence to march
upon Bucharest. The Corriere Italiano, an Austrian Government
organ, announces that the object of this move is only to take up a

* The report of Die Presse is given according to Le Moniteur universel, No. 184\r
July 3, 1854.— Ed.

® "The Ost-Deutsche Post is quoted according to the Journal des Débats, June 29,
1854.— Fd.



The Insurrection at Madrid.—The Austro-Turkish Treaty 269

neutral position in Wallachia," and yet at the same time we hear
that the Austrian “ultimatum” has been declined by Russia.

“The Russian Emperor,” says the dispatch published in The Morning Chronicle,
“in his answer to the Austrian summons, expresses his readiness to negotiate with
the four powers on all points, except on the privileges of the Christian subjects of
the Sultan. On this subject he will only treat directly with the Porte, and he refuses
to admit the interference of the four powers. He also refuses to give any
guarantees for the evacuation of the Principalities.”

Now, it is quite possible that in consequence of this refusal, a
sham war between Austria and Russia may occur, to end in some
such famous rencontre¢ as the remarkable affair at Bronzell,'®
which ended the sham war between Austria and Prussia in 1850,
while the newspapers were yet lost in conjectures on the terrible
eventualities of that “middle European crisis.” In lieu of similar
speculations on the possible meaning of Austria’s present policy,
we shall betake ourselves to the fact of the Austro-Turkish treaty
of June 14, which is now fully and officially made known.?

There are two points to be considered—the relations between
Austria and Turkey and the relations of the Moldo-Wallachian
people to Turkey and Austria or other foreign powers, the latter
point being, strange to say, entirely neglected by the diplomacy-
ridden opinion of Europe.

By the first article of the treaty,

“the Emperor of Austria undertakes to exhaust every means of negotiation and
others, to obtain the evacuation of the Danubian Principalities by the foreign army
now occupying them, and even to employ, in case of need, the number of troops
nceessary to attain that end.”

The Emperor of Austria is thereby entitled to march any
number of troops into Wallachia, without a previous declaration of
war on his part against Russia. Thus a Turkish dependency is
subjected to an operation converting it into a neutral possession
under Austria against Turkey. By the second article it is agreed
that

“it shall belong exclusively to the Imperial commander-in-chief to direct the
operations of his army. He shall, however, be careful to inform in proper time the
commander-in-chief of the Ottoman armies of his operations.”

* The Corriere Italiano statement is given as reprinted in Le Moniteur universel,
No. 184, July 3, 1854.— Ed.
b Telegraphic dispatch from Berlin. The Morning Chronicle, No. 27309, July 4,
1854.— Ed.
¢ Duel.— Ed.
The text of the treaty is given according to the report of The Times
correspondent in Paris of June 30, 1854. The Times, No. 21783, July 3, 1854.— Ed.
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By this agreement the Austrians escape not only from all
control, on the part of Turkey, over any movement they may
think fit, but obtain a perfect control of all the operations possibly
intended on Wallachian ground by the Turkish commander,
whom they have only to inform that they want to occupy such and
such a point, when the Turks will be prevented from marching
there. Considering, now, that the Principalities, besides the narrow
territory of the Dobrodja, are the only possible battle-field
between the Turks and the Russians, the Austrian intervention
simply forbids Turkey to follow up her victories and punish the
invader.

By virtue of Article 3,

“the Emperor of Austria engages to reestablish, in common accord with the
Ottoman Government, in the Principalities, as soon as possible, the legal state of
things such as results from the privileges secured by the Sublime Porte relative to
the government of these countries. The local authorities thus reconstituted shall not,
however, extend their action so far as to exercise any control over the Imperial
army....”

Thus the Emperor of Austria reserves to himself full liberty of
restoring the legal state when he shall think it possible; and even
then, he may reconstitute the local authorities only in order to
place them under Austrian martial law, quite after the fashion of
the Russian General Budberg.

According to Article 4,

“the Imperial Court of Austria engages not to enter into any plan of
accommodation with the Imperial Court of Russia which shall not have for its
starting point the sovereign rights of the Sultan and the integrity of his empire.”

Article 5 adds,

“that as soon as the object of the present convention shall have been attained by
the conclusion of a treaty of peace between the Sublime Porte and the Court of
Russia, the Emperor of Austria will make arrangements to withdraw his forces as
soon as possible. The details connected with the withdrawal of the Austrian troops
will form the object of a special arrangement with the Sublime Porte.”

By the former of these articles Austria reserves to herself the
right to an arrangement with Russia based simply on the status quo,
as embodied in the Vienna note.'”® By the latter Austria promises
not to withdraw her troops after an arrangement between herself
and Russia, but only after the conclusion of a treaty between
Russia and Turkey. The “material guaranty,” no longer safe in
the direct keeping of Russia, is transferred to Austria, and Austria
empowered to hold it for her—with the consent of the Porte—
until Turkey shall have adhered to the “accommodation between
the two Imperial Courts.”



The Insurrection at Madrid.—The Austro-Turkish Treaty 271

Article 6 entitles the Austrians to feed, without even a
semblance of payment, upon the remainder left by the Russians in
the Principalities. The advantages of this arrangement can only be
appreciated in Germany, where the people are wont to receive
Austrian garrisons for the punishment of their revolutionary sins,
and where they grazed off whole districts in 1849-50.

The treaty is a virtual surrender of the Principalities to Austria,
and an abandonment of the Turkish suzerainty over them. The
Turks have committed thereby as flagrant a violation of the rights
of the Moldo-Wallachian people as any previously committed by
the Russians. The Turks have as little right to surrender the
Principalities to Austrian occupation as they have to declare them
Russian provinces.

The claims of the Porte to the suzerainty of Moldo-Wallachia
are founded on the treaties of 1393, 1460 and 1511. The treaty
concluded in 1393 between Wallachia and Turkey'?’ contains the
following articles:

“Art. I. We, Bayazet, etc. determine, by our extreme condescendence toward
Wallachia, which has made its submission to our invincible Empire, with its
reigning Prince,” that this country is to continue to govern itself by its own laws,
and that the Prince of Wallachia shall have the entire liberty of declaring war or
making peace with his neighbors, how and when it may please him.

“Art. II1. The Princes (Christians) will be elected by the Metropolitans and
Boyards.

“Art. IV. The Prince of Wallachia will have to pay annually to our Imperial
Treasury 500 piasters of our money.”

The treaty concluded in 1460 between Vlad V, Prince of
Wallachia, and Mohammed II stipulates:

“Art. I. The Sultan consents and engages, for himself and successors, to protect
Wallachia and to defend it against every enemy, without exacting anything but the
suzerainty over this sovereign Principality, of which the Voyvodes will be expected
to pay to the Sublime Porte a tribute of 10,000 ducats.

“Art. II. The Sublime Porte will in no way interfere in the local administration
of the said Principality, and no Turk will be allowed to come into Wallachia without
an ostensible motive.

“Art. JII. The Voyvodes will continue to be elected by the Metropolitan
Archbishop, the Bishops and Boyards, and the election will be recognized by the
Porte.

“Art. 1V. The Wallachian nation will continue to enjoy the free exercise of its
own laws, and the Voyvodes will have the right of life and death over their
subjects, as also that of making peace or war, without being subject?g% for any of
their acts to any kind of responsibility toward the Sublime Porte.”

The third treaty is that of 1511 in which Moldavia acknowl-

? Mircea the Old.— Ed.
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edged the suzerainty of the Porte, obtaining even better
conditions in exchange than Wallachia had obtained.

The treaties which intervened between Russia and Turkey could
not of course invalidate the treaties concluded by the Moldo-
Wallachians themselves with the Porte, since this people never
treated with the Russians nor gave the Porte power to treat for
them. It may be stated, besides, that Russia herself recognized the
above-mentioned capitulations in the treaty of Adrianople, Art. V
of which says:

“The Principalities of Wallachia and Moldavia, having placed themselves by
capitulation under the suzerainty of the Sublime Porte, and Russia having
warranted their prosperity(!), it is understood that they continue to enjoy all those
privileges and _immunities which have been granted to them in virtue of their
capitulation.”

It follows, then, from the above-cited capitulations, which, not
having been superseded by any subsequent treaty, still remain in
vigor, that the Principalities form two sovereign States under the
suzerainty of the Porte, to which they pay a tribute on the
condition that the Porte shall defend them against every and any
external enemy, and not interfere at all in their internal
administration. So far from being entitled to surrender Wallachia
to foreign occupation, the Turks themselves are forbidden from
entering Wallachia without an ostensible motive. Nay, more: Since
the Turks have thus violated their capitulations with the Wal-
lachians and forfeited the claims of suzerainty, the Russians might
even, when appealed to by the Wallachians, found their right of
driving the Austrians out of the Principalities on the show of
broken treaties. And this would be by no means surprising, as it
has been the constant policy of Russia to encourage, and even
oblige the Turks to violate the rights of the Wallachians, so as to
produce hostilities between them, and create for herself a pretext
for intervention. What happened, for instance in 18487 % Some
Boyards in the spring of that year had presented a petition to the
Hospodar of Moldavia,” demanding certain reforms, which request
was, by the influence of the Russian Consul,” not only refused but
caused its authors to be thrown into prison. The commotion
produced by this act furnished the Russians with a pretext to cross
the frontier, on June 25, and to march upon Jassy. Simultaneously
the Hospodar of Wallachia, like the other continental govern-

? Sturdza.— Ed.
Kotzebue.— Ed.
¢ George Bibesco.— Ed.
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ments, granted a number of reforms demanded by the Liberal
party of the Wallachian Boyards. This was on June 23. It is
scarcely necessary to remark that these reforms infringed in no
way upon the suzerainty of the Porte. But they happened to
destroy entirely all the influence Russia had obtained through the
fundamental law decreed during their occupation of 1829,*
which the reforms abolished. The constitution replacing it
suppressed serfdom, and a portion of the land occupied by the
peasant was ceded to him as property, while the landlord was to
be indemnified by the State for the land given up and for the loss
of his peasant’s labor.?” The reigning hospodar was then induced
by the Russians to remove, and a Provisional Government took up
the management of the public affairs. The Porte which, as we
have shown, had no right to interfere in the internal affairs of the
Principalities, and had omitted to protest against the Russian
entrance into Moldavia, dispatched Soliman Pasha with a Turkish
army into Wallachia, and published a very threatening address of
the Sultan to the inhabitants,* the measures of the Divan being
taken of course under the influence of Russia. The Wallachians
went out to meet the Pasha and the Turks, and fraternised with
them. An agreement was made that the Provisional Government
should be replaced by a Lieutenance Princiére, composed at first
of six, and afterward of three members. This Government was
then recognized by the Pasha, and at the Pasha’s desire, by the
foreign Consuls. A modification was introduced into the new
constitution after which that also was confirmed by the Sultan.
Meanwhile the Russian Government fulminated against the
Wallachian people in manifestoes addressed to Europe, wherein
they were charged to have established a republic, and proclaimed
communism.*”® On the 1lst August, 1848, a large Russian force
crossed the Pruth on its march to Bucharest. Suddenly Soliman
Pasha was recalled by the Porte; the Sultan refused to receive the
Wallachian deputies who had gone to Constantinople in answer to
his own invitation; and on September 25, Fuad Effendi, at the
head of a Turkish army, presented himself before Bucharest,
declaring that he had only come to deprive Russia of all pretext
for entering the Principality. Confiding in the word of the Turks,
more than 100,000 inhabitants went out from Bucharest and the
surrounding country, unarmed, in festive garments, and with the
clergy at their head to welcome them. Fuad Effendi then invited

? This refers to Soliman Pasha’s letter of July 31, 1848.— Fd.
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them to send a deputation to his camp, so that he might
communicate to them his instructions.

“No sooner,” says M. Bratiano in his account of these events, “no sooner did
the deputation present themselves before Fuad Effendi, than they were made
prisoners, and at the same time the Turkish army precipitated itself in a forced
march upon Bucharest, trampling down under the hoofs of his cavalry the peacetul
inhabitants who had gone out to meet the Turks as friends, tearing down their
banners, destroying their crosses, bombarding a military barrack which it found on
its passage, as well as a whole quarter of the town, firing grape-shot at the
Wallachian soldiers who occupied those barracks, inducing them to capitulate and
lay down their arms, putting to death the sick, and after having reached the town
giving themselves up to pillage, massacre and other horrible deeds!”?

It was here that Gen. Duhamel, the Russian Commissioner,
accompanied, and in fact commanded the Turkish army. He was
followed by the Russian army, and the result was the treaty of
Balta Liman,” ie. among other things the restoration of the
Russian fundamental law, or statato which is nothing else than the
status quo as to which Austria engages [to] reduce Wallachia.

It is clear that if Omer Pasha should now enter Wallachia with
his victorious army, the Turks with all their late experience and at
war with Russia would [have] reestablished the Constitution of
1848, with the “republic, communism,” and the revival of all the
creations of 1848 following in its wake. Nobody will believe that
Austria would have been less displeased with that contingency
than Russia. On the other hand, it is equally clear, that the Porte must
have been subject to extraordinary pressure to allow itself to be drag-
ged into another violation of itstreaties with the Wallachians, the conse-
quences of which it knows by experience. That pressure can have
proceeded from no quarter but the English Embassador. It is,
therefore, interesting to record how the same Lord Redcliffe and
his superiors in Downing-st. behaved in 1848 and ’49 with regard
to the violations of the rights of Moldo-Wallachia by both Russians
and Turks.

When the Russian Army first crossed the Moldavian frontier, in
June 1848, Lord Palmerston declared in the House of Commons,
in answer to the inevitable Dudley Stuart:

“that the Russian troops entered Moldavia without any orders from the Cabinet
of St. Petersburg, that they only aimed at the maintenance or establishment of
order, that they would be withdrawn when the occasion had ceased, that the entry

? D.Bratiano, Documents Concerning the Question of the Danubian Principalities,
pp. 10-11.— Ed.
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was on the authority of the Hospodar, and there was no disposition for the
acquisition of territory.”?

In August 1848, when the Russian army again crossed the
Pruth, on their march to Bucharest, and when the Moldo-
Wallachians had sent a deputation to Constantinople, the Divan
applied to the Embassadors of England and France for advice, and
was recommended by Lord Redcliffe to adopt the line of policy
enjoined by Russia.

In October, when the Turks and Russians in common occupied
Wallachia, a Wallachian officer was pursued by the Russians into
the dwelling of the commander of the Turkish troops at
Bucharest, Omer Pasha, who in common with Fuad Effendi
protested. The Porte, informed of this insult, declared it would
have no more to do with the Russians and order its troops to
recross the Danube, in order to cease to be the accomplice of the
Russians in the Principalities, and threatened to address to the
great powers a solemn protestation, accompanied by a detailed
memorandum of all that had occurred in the Principalities. The
same Embassador interfered again and baffled these intentions of
the Porte.

Lastly, at the time when the combined Russo-Turkish occupa-
tion in 1848 had assumed the character of a reign of terror, and
when Magheru, the commander of the Wallachian irregulars alone
resisted, he was induced to withdraw beyond the Carpathian
mountains “by the persuasion of the British Consul-General,” who
represented to him that the presence of his army would paralyze
the action of diplomacy, but that his country would soon be
righted.” 2%

Written on July 4, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York
. . . : ) . Daily Tribune

First published in the New-York Daily :
Tribune, No. 4134, July 19; reprinted
in the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune,
No. 955, July 21 and the New-York Weekly
Tribune, No. 671, July 22, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx

* Lord Palmerston’s speech in the House of Commons on September 1, 1848, is
cited from the book: The Russians in Moldavia and Wallachia, p. 17.— Ed.
b Colquhoun.— Ed.
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Frederick Engels

THE WAR ON THE DANUBE?®®

About eighty vears ago, when the victorious armies of Catheri-
ne II were severing from Turkey province after province, prior to
their transformation into what is now called South Russia, the poet
Derzhavin, in one of the bursts of lyrical enthusiasm in which he
was wont to celebrate the glories, if not the virtues of that
Empress, and the destined grandeur of her empire, uttered a
memorable couplet in which we may still find condensed the
scornful boldness and self-reliance of the Czarian policy:

“And what to thee O Russ, is any ally?

Advance and the whole Universe is thine!”?

This may be true enough, even now, if the Russ only could
advance, but on that process a pretty decided check has been put.
Consequently he is constrained for the present moment at least, to
postpone the possession of the Universe. But what is very bitter to
his pride is that in retracing his steps he not only fails to carry
with him the pledge of universal dominion, but is even obliged to
leave behind the keys of the simple fortress of Silistria, on the
Danube, which he had sworn to have. And still more painful, he
leaves behind him also the remains of some fifty thousand of his
brethren, who have perished by disease and battle in this single
campaign.

There is no doubt that from a military point of view the siege of
Silistria is the most important among all the military events since
the beginning of the war. It is the failure to take that fortress
which renders the campaign a failure for the Russians and adds

* G.Derzhavin, “On the Capture of Warsaw”.— Ed.
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disgrace and the Czar’s disfavor to the retreat behind the Sereth,
in which they are now engaged. Of the earlier stages of the siege
we have already laid before our readers a careful, and, we hope, a
clear analysis®; and now, at last, having received by the Pacific*"”
the official Russian reports, we are able to follow the whole affair
to its conclusion without doing any injustice to either party.
Besides the Russian reports, which are distinct, clear and
business-like in what they state, but abound in faults of omission,
we now have Lieutenant Nasmyth’s (Bengal Artillery,) report to
The London Times” a complete journal of the siege, giving some
interesting particulars, but made up in rather a slovenly way, and
sometimes incorrect in the dates. It is only proper to say that the
views and conclusions we have previously expressed concerning
the siege, are altogether confirmed by these later and more
detailed narratives, except in the particular that the Turks did not
abandon the defense of the fort Arab Tabiassi, as in the latter
part of the siege we supposed they would be constrained to do.© It
appears too, that the Russians were still more extravagant in their
operations than we suspected. First they made a regular attack on
the fortress on its eastern side, on the low lands of the Danube,
hoping to be able to turn the detached forts altogether and to
make a breach in the main wall of Silistria at once. If this attempt
had the merit of originality, it certainly had no other. It affords,
perhaps the first instance of trenches, and approaches being
thrown up against a fortress, on ground which was not only
flanked, but actually commanded in the rear by hights fortified by
the enemy. But then a second, an irregular attack was directed
against these very hights, and so cleverly combined that after the
loss of a fortnight on reconnoitering and storming, in which
thousands of Russians were killed or disabled, a regular siege
against them had also to be employed. So much for the skill
displayed by the Russians. Let us now pass to the details of the
period of the siege.

On the 1Ist of June the Russians got a fresh train of
siege-artillery, brought over from the left bank of the Danube,
which they arranged in battery against Arab Tabiassi. The Turks
sunk shafts and pushed mines under the counterscarps and glacis
of this fort. On June 2, Mussa Pasha, commander of Silistria was

? See this volume, pp. 234-45.— Ed. '
[Nasmyth,] “The Siege of Silistria”.. The Times, No. 21783, July 3,
1854.— Ed.
¢ See this volume, p. 245.— Ed.
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killed by a shell. Toward evening the Russians exploded a mine
under one of the bastions of Arab Tabiassi. As at that time they
could not yet have arrived at the crest of the glacis, this mine
could not have been very accurately laid. The distances, as well as
the line of shortest resistance must have been wrongly calculated,
and, accordingly, when the mine sprung, so far from injuring the
Turkish defenses, it exploded backward and overwhelmed the
Russian trenches with a hail of stones and earth. But here the
storming columns were assembled ready for an assault, and the
effect of this hail of stones among them may be readily imagined.
How far the Russians succeeded in effectually blockading the
fortress is shown by the fact that on this day 5,000 Turkish
irregulars from Rasgrad west of Silistria made their way into the
besieged town.

From the 4th to the 8th of June the trenches against the Arab
Tabiassi were continued. The Russians arrived at the glacis,
pushed a sap boldly forward toward its crest, which was very
poorly supported however by the fire of their artillery. They
commenced sinking a mine below the ditch and pushed it under
the scarp of the bastion. While this was going on Marshal
Paskievich on the 9th again made one of his inexplicable displays
of armed force in a grand reconnaissance against the fortress,
consisting of 31 battalions, 40 squadrons, and 144 field pieces.
What he expected to gain by this exhibition nobody can tell. It
looks like one of those displays volunteered only in the hope of
some chance offering itself for doing something serious, or at least
to impress your enemy with the notion that you are irresistible.
But no such effect was produced upon the Turks. On the
contrary, they sent forth 4,000 cavalry, who, according to the
Russian bulletin were dreadfully beaten; Nasmyth, however, asserts
that they brought in sixty Russian horses taken in the affray. At
the same time, Paskievich instead of reconnoitering something to
his advantage, was, according to the report, himself reconnoitered
by a Turkish cannon-ball, which put him hors de combat® and
necessitated his being transported to Jassy.

On the 10th the siege was at its crisis. The grand mine,
Schilder’s last hope, was sprung. It produced indeed a practicable
breach in the front bastion of Arab Tabiassi. The Russian columns
advanced to the assault; but, as they might have expected, the
Turks had long since made a coupure or second parapet with a
ditch, a little to the rear of the main wall, and the Russians on

? Out of action.— Ed.
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coming up found themselves arrested and exposed to murderous
fire. Now, when the advance of an assaulting column is once
brought to a stand, that column is beaten; for the fire of the
enemy covered behind ramparts and supported by artillery, at a
distance where every shot tells, forces it to retreat in a very few
minutes. The Russians, therefore, had to make the best of the way
back across the breach, and were followed by the Turks, who
pursued them as far as the Russian trenches and destroyed part of
the siege works. This assault was the last serious enterprise of the
Russians against Silistria. If the siege was apparently and
nominally continued until orders for the raising of it arrived, it
was merely to save appearances. On the 12th the blockade was so
little sustained that European officers from Shumla had no
difficulty in entering the fortress.

The Russians had opened their trenches in the low ground on
the 19th of May. Their batteries against Arab Tabiassi, seven in
number, commenced work on the 22d. Fifteen more guns were
brought up against that fort on the following day. Still the regular
attack against Arab Tabiassi did not take place, according to the
Russian account, until the 31st of May. This appears to indicate
that the batteries erected on the 2Ist and 22d merely did the
office of a first parallel, and were armed with heavy field pieces,
for the purpose of enfilading the fort. From May 31 to June 10
the Russian batteries advanced within one hundred yards of the
fort, that is from the first to the third parallel, at the foot of the
glacis. Neither was the glacis crowned, nor were trenching
batteries erected; but, as before stated, a sap was pushed up the
slope of the glacis, in order to sink the shaft of the mine at its top.
As we learn from all reports that Arab Tabiassi was hardly more
than a field fortification, of large proportions but little permanent
strength, the conduct of its defenders, composed of four battalions
and 500 irregulars under Hussein Pasha, certainly deserves the
highest praise. Nine days of distant cannonading, eleven days of
open trenches, two mines and four or five assaults, all ending in
the discomfiture of the enemy, we remember no other instance in
the history of war where a mere outwork, of such construction as
Arab Tabiassi, has stood so much. The instances coming nearest to
it are the defense of Colberg by the Prussians in 1807, and of
Danzig by the French in 1813.

It has seemed very surprising that during the whole siege
nothing was done by Omer Pasha to support or relieve so
important a place. From his letter addressed to Sami Pasha, the
Governor of Vidin, we learn, however, that he was actually
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preparing to succor Silistria when the Russians withdrew to the
left side of the Danube.

“You know,” says this letter, “that I had collected all our forces in front of
Shumla, and that I was preparing to march to the relief of the place. Six regiments
of cavalry and three batteries had already left Shumla for this destination. The
Russians, having gained information of this movement, have withdrawn precipitate-
ly over to the left bank, with the whole of their artillery. During the forty days they
invested the place, the Russians lost 25,000 men killed.”*

What the Russians are now about to do it is impossible to
decide. According to some Vienna papers, they purpose to take up
a position behind the Buseo, but the same papers pretend that it is
the fear of Austria which drives them back, and the Buseo is
equally outflanked by Austria. If the Russians try to hold
Moldavia, they would be outflanked by Austria from Galicia and
the Bukovina. But a timely junction of the Russian troops in
Poland with the late Danubian army in Podolia and Volhynia
would again outflank Austria and expose the north-eastern part of
Galicia as far as the San and the Dniester.

Abstaining, for a moment, from political considerations, and
supposing Austria to be ready to join with the allied forces in an
attack upon Russia, matters would stand thus: Austria could bring
into the field from 200,000 to 250,000 men to join the allies, who
themselves dispose of about 100,000 to 120,000 Turks, and 60,000
Anglo-French troops. To these forces Russia could oppose the
four corps of the Danubian army, with their reserves, amounting,
after due deduction on account of losses, to about 200,000 men.
The second corps, commanded by Panyutin, and the three cavalry
reserve corps, with some further infantry reserves, and reenforce-
ments by fresh levies, might together amount to 180,000 men: so
that the entire military strength of Russia would be composed of
350,000 men, from which the garrisons necessary for guarding the
Crimea and parts of Southern Russia would have to be deducted.
This would still leave the guards, the grenadiers, and the first
army corps disposable for the defense of Poland and the Baltic
provinces—not to speak of the Finnish corps of about 15,000
men. Everything considered, the discrepancy between the relative
belligerent forces would not be so great as to forbid Russia from
calculating on moderate success, if she would restrict herself to a
proper defense.

If Austria, as the latest diplomatic news and her total inactivity

* Le Moniteur universel, No. 190, July 9, 1854.— Ed.
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on the Moldavian frontier appear to indicate, has no other
intention but to interfere between the belligerents, then we may
safely assume that there is no chance of anything occurring in the
course of the year in either Moldavia or Bessarabia.

Written on July 6, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

First published in the New-York Daily Daily Tribune
Tribune, No. 4139, July 25; reprinted

in the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune,

No. 957, July 28 and the New-York

Weekly Tribune, No. 672, July 29, 1854

as a leader
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Karl Marx

[THE DETAILS OF THE INSURRECTION AT MADRID.—
THE AUSTRO-PRUSSIAN SUMMONS.—
THE NEW AUSTRIAN LOAN.—WALLACHIA]?*®

London, Friday, July 7, 1854

" The news we receive of the military insurrection at Madrid
continues to be of a very contradictory and fragmentary character.
All the Madrid telegraphic dispatches are, of course, government
statements, and of the same questionable faith as the bulletins
published in the Gaceta. A review of the scanty materials at hand is
consequently all I can give you.

It will be recollected that O’Donnell was one of the generals
banished by the Queen?® in February; that he refused to obey,
secreted himself in Madrid, and from his hiding place kept up
secret correspondence with the garrison of Madrid, and particular-
ly with General Dulce, the Inspector-General of the Cavalry. The
Government were aware of his sojourn at Madrid, and on the
27th June, at night, General Blaser, the Minister of War, and
General Lara, the Captain-General of New Castile, received
warnings of an intended outbreak under the leadership of General
Dulce. Nothing, however, was done to prevent or stifle the
insurrection in its germ. On the 28th, therefore, General Dulce
found no difficulty in assembling about 2,000 cavalry under
pretext of a review, and marching with them out of the town,
accompanied by O’Donnell, with the intention of kidnapping the
Queen, then staying at the Escurial. The design failed, however,
and the Queen arrived at Madrid on the 29th, attended by Count
San Luis, the President of the Council, and held a review, while
the insurgents took up quarters in the environs of the capital.

? Isabella 11.— Ed.
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They were joined by Colonel Echague and 400 men of the
Regiment “Prince,” who brought along the regimental cashbag
containing 1,000,000 francs. A column composed of seven
battalions of infantry, one regiment of cavalry, one detachment of
mounted gendarmerie, and two batteries of artillery left Madrid on
the evening of the 29th inst., under command of General Lara, in
order to meet the rebels quartered at the Venta del Espiritu Santo
and the village of Vicalvaro. A battle took place on the 30th
between the two armies, of which we have received three
accounts—the official one addressed by General Lara to the
Minister of War, published in the Gaceta; the second published by
the Messager de Bayonne, and the third a report from the Madrid
correspondent of the Indépendance belge, an eye-witness of the
affair. The first named report, which may be found in all the
London papers,” is easily disposed of, General Lara stating at one
time that he attacked the insurgents, and at another that they
charged him, making prisoners in one place and losing them in
another, claiming the victory and returning to Madrid— enfin,
leaving the insurgents masters of the field, but covering it with the
dead of the “enemy,” while pretending himself to have only thirty
wounded.
The following is the version of the Messager de Bayonne:

“On the 30th June, at 4 A.M., General Quesada left Madrid at the head of two
brigades, in order to attack the rebel troops. The affair lasted but a short time,
General Quesada being vigorously repulsed. General Blaser, the Minister of War,
having assembled the whole garrison of Madrid”

which, by the way, consists of about 7,000 or 8,000 men

“made a sortie, in his turn at 7 o’clock in the evening. A combat immediately
commenced, and lasted almost without interruption until evening. The infantry,
threatened by the numerous cavalry of the insurgents, formed in squares. Colonel
Garrigd, at the head of some escadrons, charged one of these squares so vigorously
as to break through it, but was received by the fire of a masked battery of five
guns, the grape-shot of which dispersed his escadrons. Colonel Garrigé fell into the
hands of the Queen’s troops, but General O’Donnell lost not a moment in rallying
his squadrons, and threw himself so vehemently on the infantry that he shook their
ranks, delivered Colonel Garrigé, and seized the five pieces of artillery. The
Queen’s troops having suffered this check, retired to Madrid, where they arrived at
8 o'clock in the evening. One of their generals, Messina, was slightly wounded.
There was a great number of dead and wounded on both sides in their murderous
engagements.”

? Marx used General Lara’s account according to The Times, No. 21787, July 7,
1854.— Ed.
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We come now to the report of the Indépendance, dated Madrid,
Ist July, which seems to be the most trustworthy:

“The Venta del Espiritu Santo and Vicélvaro were the theater of a murderous
combat, in which the troops of the Queen were repulsed this side the Fonda de la
Alegria. Three squares successively formed on different points, were spontaneously
dissolved by order of the Minister of War. A fourth was formed beyond the
Retiro.®® Ten squadrons of insurgents commanded by Generals O’Donnell and
Dulce in person, attacked it in the center (?) while guerrillas took it in the flank (?).”

It is difficult to conceive what this correspondent understands
by center! and flank! attacks on a square.

“Twice the insurgents came to close fighting with the artillery but were repulsed
by the grape-shot poured upon them. The insurrectionists evidently intended
seizing some pieces of artillery placed in each of the corners of the square. Night
having approached in the meantime, the governmental forces retired in echelons
on the gate of Alcala, where a squadron of the cavalry that had remained faithful
was suddenly surprised by a detachment of insurrectionist lancers who had
concealed themselves behind the Plaza de Toros. In the midst of the confusion
produced by this unexpected attack, the insurrectionists seized four pieces of
artillery that had remained behind. The loss was nearly equal on both sides. The
insurgent cavalry suffered much from the grape-shot, but their lances have almost
exterminated the regiment de la Reina Gobernadora, and the mounted gendarmerie.
Latest accounts inform us that the insurrectionists received reenforcements from
Toledo and Valladolid. There is even a rumor afloat that General Narvaez is
expected today at Vallecas where he is to be received by Generals Dulce,
O’Donnell, Ros de Olano and Armero. Ttrenches have been opened at the gate of
Atocha. Crowds of curious are thronging the railway station whence the advance
posts of General O’Donnell may be perceived. All the gates of Madrid are,
however, rigorously watched....

“Three O'Clock P. M. same Day—The insurgents occupy the place of Vallecas,
three English miles from Madrid, in considerable force. The Government expected
today the troops from the provinces, especially the battalion del Rey. If we are to
believe the most recent information, this force had joined the insurgents.

“Four P. M—At this moment almost the whole garrison leaves Madrid, in the
direction of Vallecas, in order to meet the insurgents who show the greatest
confidence. The shops are closed. The Guard of the Retiro and generally of all
Government offices have been armed in haste. I hear at this moment that some
companies of the garrison yesterday joined the insurgents. The Madrid garrison is
commanded by General Campuzano, who was falsely stated to have gone over to
the insurgents, General Vista Hermosa, and Blaser, the Minister of War. Till now
no reenforcements have come to the support of the Government; but the 4th
Regiment of the line and the Ist Cavalry are said to have left Valladolid and to be
marching in all haste upon Madrid. The same is assured with respect to the
garrison of Burgos, commanded by General Turon. Lastly, General Rivero has left
Saragossa with imposing forces. More bloody encounters are, therefore, to be
expected.”?

Up to the 6th inst. no papers or letters had arrived from

* L’Indépendance belge, No. 187, July 6, 1854.— Ed.
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Madrid. The Moniteur alone has the following laconic dispatch,
dated Madrid, the 4th of July:

“Tranquillity continues to reign at Madrid and in the provinces.””

A private dispatch states that the insurgents are at Aranjuez. If
the battle anticipated for the Ist inst. by the correspondent of the
Indépendance had resulted in a victory of the Government, there
would be wanting neither letters, nor papers, nor bulletins.
Notwithstanding that the state of siege had been proclaimed at
Madrid, the Clamor Piblico, the Nacién, the Diario, the Espaiia, and
the Epoca had reappeared without previous notice to the
Government, whose fiscal informed them of this dismal fact.
Among the persons arrested at Madrid are named Messrs.
Antonio Guillermo Moreno and José Manuel Collado, bankers. A
warrant was issued against Sijora Sevillano, Marquis de Fuentes de
Duero, a particular friend of Marshal Narvaez. Messrs. Pidal and
Mon are placed under surveillance.

It would be premature to form an opinion on the general
character of this insurrection. I may say, however, that it does not
seem to proceed from the Progresista party,”'® as General San
Miguel, their soldier, remains quiet at Madrid. From all the
reports it seems, on the contrary, that Narvaez is at the bottom of
it, and that Queen Cristina,” whose influence had of late much
decreased through the Queen’s favorite Count San Luis, is not
entirely a stranger to it.

There is perhaps no country, except Turkey, so little known to,
and so falsely judged by Europe as Spain. The numberless local
pronunciamentos and military rebellions have accustomed Europe
to view it on a level with Imperial Rome at the era of the
pretorians. This is quite as superficial an error as was committed
in the case of Turkey, by those who fancied the life of the nation
extinct because its official history for the last century consisted
only of palace-revolutions and Janissary émeutes. The secret of this
fallacy lies in the simple fact that historians, instead of viewing the
resources and strength of these peoples in their provincial and
local organization, have drawn at the source of their Court
almanacs. The movements of what we are used to call the State,
have so little affected the Spanish people that they were quite
content to leave that restricted domain to the alternative passions

? Le Moniteur universel, No. 187, July 6, 1854.— Ed.
” Maria Cristina.— Ed.
¢ Mutinies.— Ed.
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and petty intrigues of Court minions, soldiers, adventurers, and a
few so-called statesmen, and they have had little cause to repent
themselves of their indifference. The character of modern Spanish
history deserving to receive a very different appreciation than it
has until now experienced, I will take an opportunity to treat this
subject in one of my next letters.* This much I may yet remark in
this place, that little surprise ought to be felt if a general
movement should now arise in the Peninsula from a mere military
rebellion, since the late financial decrees of the Government®"
have converted the tax-gatherer into a most efficient revolutionary
propagandist.

Austria holds at this moment the balance of war. If she has not
yet marched her troops into Wallachia, it is only because she
awaited the reply of the Emperor of Russia. The electric telegraph
reports that Gorchakoff has now arrived at Vienna, the bearer of
a disagreeable answer.” For the first time the Austro-Prussian
summons, dispatched on June 3d, has been published in the
Kaolnische Zeitung. The principal passages in the Austrian summons
are the following:

“The Emperor of Russia weighing in his wisdom all these considerations, will
appreciate the value which the Emperor of Austria must attach to a discontinuance
of the advance of the Russian army in the Transdanubian countries, and to the
obtaining from him positive indications as to the epoch, it is to be hoped not very
distant, when the occupation of the Principalities shall come to an end. The
Emperor Nicholas, we are far from doubting it, desires peace; he will therefore
consider the means of bringing to an end a state of things tending every day more
to become a source of internal trouble to Austria and Germany. We are sure that
he will not drive the Emperor Francis Joseph to the necessity of considering for
himself the means of saving his interests, so much compromised by the present
situation, by prolonging indefinitely this occupation, or by attaching such
conditions to the evacuation which it would be impossible for us to obtain.”

The Prussian note® destined to support the Austrian “sum-
mons” terminates as follows:

“The King hopes that the Emperor will consent to place the question at dispute
on a ground offering a practical issue, in order to facilitate a satisfactory solution,
by abridging and circumscribing the general action of both parties. Our august
master hopes, therefore, that the present step will meet, on the part of the
Emperor of Russia, with a reception similar in spirit to that which inspired it, and

* See this volume, pp. 389-446.— Ed.

Telegraphic report from Vienna of July 6, 1854. The Times, No. 21787, July 7,
1854. The text of the Austro-Prussian summons is cited from L’Indépendance belge,
No. 188, July 7, 1854.— Ed.

¢ This refers to the Dispatch of Baron von Manteuffel to Baron von
Werther, June 12, 1854.— Ed.
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that the answer which we and the Cabinet of Vienna expect, with an interest
corresponding to its importance, will be of a character to allow the King to
withdraw from the painful necessities which would be imposed upon him by his
duty and by his engagements.”

Hess, the generalissimo of the Oriental army, will establish his
headquarters at Czeraswitz. The Soldatenfreund® of Vienna gives
the following biography of Gen. Hess:

“ Feldzeugmeisterh von Hess was born at Vienna in 1788; in 1805 he entered the
regiment Gyulay as ensign, was lieutenant of the staff at the end of 1815, and
appointed licutenant-colonel and military commissary at Turin in 1822. Colonel
since 1829, he became in 1831 quartermaster of the mobile corps of Upper Italy.
In 1842 he obtained the rank of lieutenant-marshal, and was chief of the staff of
Radetzky's army in 1848. To him must be ascribed the plan of the march upon
Mantua, Curtatone and Vicenza in 1848, and that of the short campaign of 1849,
terminating with the battle of Novara.”*

With regard to the avowed intentions of Austria in the
occupation of Wallachia, 1 will quote from Austrian journals.

The Oberpostamts-Zeitung® of Frankfort, organ of the Austrian
embassy at the Bundestag remarks:

“By its geographical position, Austria is obliged to work in the most effective
manner at the reestablishment of peace, by actually separating, through the
occupation of the Principalities, the belligerent parties, and interposing between
them at the most important place. If the Russians retire behind the Pruth, the
Turks and their allies cannot then cross the Danube. If we take further into
account that both parties have gained one experience and lost one illusion—the
Russians having lost the delusion of their military predominance and the maritime
powers that of the omnipotence of their fleets—it is clear that the actual situation
renders the resumption of peace negotiations almost inevitable.”

The Lloyd® in its turn, observes:

“The disputed Territory, viz. the Principalities, would be left to the protection
of a neutral power. A Turkish army could not take up a position on the banks of
the Pruth. An armed mediator would stand between the forces of the western
powers and those of Russia, and would prevent a collision in the Danubian
Principalities. Thus there would be, in point of fact, an armistice on the most
important theater of war. If, indeed, the possibility of peace still exists, this
measure might promote it. There can be no doubt entertained either at St.
Petersburg or elsewhere, but that the determination of Austria to occupy the

? Oesterreichischer Soldatenfreund.—Ed.

® Master of Ordnance.— Ed.

€ Marx cites Hess' biography from Oesterreichischer Soldatenfreund as it was
reprinted in the Journal des Débats, July 6, 1854.— Ed.

< Frankfurter Postzeitung.— Ed.

€ Der Lloyd is quoted according to L’Indépendance belge, No. 187,
July 6, 1854.— Ed.
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Principalities has been adopted with a view to peace, and that at the same time it is
the last step which can be taken for the prevention of a general war.”

The last and most curious article in this line occurs in the
Spenersche Zeitung® published at Berlin:

“It is confirmed that the embassadors of the four great powers will hold a new
conference at Vienna, firstly with a view to take cognizance of the convention of
Austria with the Porte, and to declare it to be in conformance with the anterior
protocols of the conference; and secondly to come to a mutual understanding as to
the manner in which the principles established by the Vienna Protocol of 9th April
may be so modified as to serve for the positive basis of the future preliminaries,
not of war, but of peace.”

In the meantime Austria has profited by these contingencies to
project a new loan, of which the following are the terms of its
official announcement:

“1. The amount of the loan is provisionally fixed at from 350 to 500 millions of
florins. If the subscriptions reach this sum, the payments are to be effected during
three, four, or five years, according to the amount of the subscription.

“2. The rate of emission is fixed at 95 in bank paper.

“3. The interest to be at 5 per cent., paid in real coin.

“4. The subscription is no forced one, the Imperial Government being about to
appeal, through the constituted authorities of all provinces, to the patriotism of the
subjects of the State.

“5. The loan will be employed to pay the State debt to the Bank, to the amount
of 80 millions, with a view of thus restoring the value of the Bank paper. The
surplus”

it is very ingenious to call four-fifths of the whole a surplus
“will be employed as resource for the budgets of coming years.”*

The Lloyd, of course, assures that this grand financial operation
now contemplated (and almost for the first time!) must and will do
away with the existing depreciation of the Austrian currency. Your
readers will not have forgotten that it was this pretext which
introduced almost every Austrian loan in this century.? There are
some points, however, in this grand operation which they might
not hit upon, as they are carefully omitted from the above
announcement. On this score The Globe of last evening remarks:

“This loan will be national, i.e. every tax-payer will be called upon to subscribe
in, proportion of the amount of taxes he pays. For the present some moral

* Berlinische Nachrichten von Staats- und gelehrten Sachen.— Ed.
The quotation from the Berlinische Nachrichten von Staats- und gelehrten Sachen is
given according to the Journal des Débats, July 7, 1854.— Ed.
¢ “Die &sterreichische Nationalanleihe.” Allgemeine Zeitung, No. 183, July 2,
185d4. Supplement.— Ed.
See this volume, pp. 43-49.— Ed.
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compulsion will be employed to precede positive compulsion. In point of fact,
therefore, the measure amounts to the raising of an additional sum of taxes at
once, with the promise that this particular sum shall be repaid.”

It 1s curious what resemblance this grand operation bears in
point of its pretexts as well as in point of execution, with the late
Spanish decrees that now prelude to a revolution.

In my last letter 1 called your attention to the rights and
posttion of the Wallachian people,® in opposition to the diplomatic
quarrels pretending to originate in their violation. A report has
just appeared in the Paris Siécle, of M. Barbu Bibesco, prefect of
Mehedintzi, in Little Wallachia, addressed to the Foreign Minister
of the Porte,” in which at length we hear a voice raised for the
people of the Principalities treated with such shameful indiffer-
ence by the “defenders of civilization.” It commences with stating
that

“the Russians, to avenge themselves of the passive resistance of a completely
disarmed people, abandoned themselves to the most abominable acts of cruelty and
dilapidation on their retreat from Little Wallachia. They have carried away the cash
in the public chests, the seals and the archives of the Administration, and the
sacred vessels of the churches. When retiring they slaughtered the cattle which the
numberless requisitions had spared; and these cattle they took not away, but left to
rot, merely to make the people feel their cruelty and hatred.”

M. Bibesco remarks with respect to the then rumored entrance
of the Austrians into Wallachia, that

“even a benevolent foreign army is always burdensome for the country it
occupies.” .

He says that Wallachia does not want the Austrians; that it is
able to furnish a contingent of 50,000 men, drilled in arms and
disciplined. In each of the seventeen departments of Wallachia
there are at this moment 3,000 gendarmerie, wood-keepers,
game-keepers and ancient soldiers, who require only arms and to
hear the drums beat, when they would burst upon the Russians.
He concludes in the following words:

“It is arms we want; if there be not enough in your arsenals, the many factories
in France, England and Belgium do not want them, and we are ready to pay for
them. Arms! and again arms, Excellency, and before three months there will not
remain one single Russian in the Principalities, and the Sublime Porte will find a
force of 100,000 Roumans as eager as the Osmanlis to pursue and punish their
common and implacable enemy.”

* See this volume, pp. 269-75.— Ed.
" Reshid Pasha.— Ed.
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The poor Prefect of Mehedintzi does not understand that it is
precisely for preventing them to have arms, and along with the
Osmanlis to pursue and punish the Russians that Austria subjects
the Wallachians to her occupation.

Sir Charles Napier, say the cockney papers, is trying to make the
Czar’s admirals come out from Kronstadt, and leave the protection
of the granite-walls behind which they “tremble” before the
Anglo-French fleet. But why don’t the English sailors come out
from their wooden walls and fight the Russians on their element,
the land? Be it observed, that in spite of the English bravadoes,
the Russians came out from Sevastopol, and “damaged” the Fury.

Baraguay d'Hilliers has been appointed commander of a
division of troops to be embarked for the Baltic, the departure of
which 1s fixed for the 14th inst.; England is to furnish the
transports for 6,000 men. An equal number of troops with one
field battery will be embarked on board the French ships. If we
add to these numbers that of the marine-soldiers commanded by
Col. Fieron, the effective of the whole Baltic division will amount
to from 13,000 to 14,000 men, while at the same time the
embarkation of troops for the Black Sea from Marseilles has not
yet ceased; the process of disarming France having apparently not
yet reached the desired point of “safety.”

Written on July 7, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

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

Tribune, No. 4136, July 21 and the
New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune, No. 955,
July 21, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx
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Karl Marx

[EXCITEMENT IN ITALY.—THE EVENTS IN SPAIN.—
THE POSITION OF THE GERMAN STATES.—
BRITISH MAGISTRATES]?"?

London, Friday, July 14, 1854

Sir Charley® has quietly returned from Kronstadt, with no other
killed or wounded than some of his gallant tars carried off by the
cholera. To keep the public in good humor, the same farce is now
to be repeated before Sevastopol, fifty sail of the combined fleets
having been seen at Odessa, “making direct” for that place.

The embarkation of the French troops from Calais, fixed for
this day,b has been adjourned until the 20th inst., in order, it is
said, to await the development of events in Spain.

General Budberg has forced upon the inhabitants of the
Principalities an address expressing their thanks to the Emperor
Nicholas, for the occupation of their country, and for its defense
against the “cruel and barbarous Turk.”¢ The Euphrates, which
left Constantinople on the 5th and arrived at Marseilles on the
13th inst., brings the important news that the Dobrodja has not at
all been evacuated by the Russians, and that the “illustrious”
Reshid (wretched) Pasha has resumed the office of Foreign
Minister.

It is stated from Cracow, July 8, that Prince Paskievich has
arrived at Castle Homel, on his estates in Lithuania, and that he is
not to take any more part in the present campaign. It is added
that not only himself, but also his plan of campaign, has been
given up, and this is the more probable as the Russian troops
already in retreat to Moldavia have been ordered forward again by

* Admiral Sir Charles Napier.— Ed.

® July 13.—FEd.

¢ Report from Bucharest of June 30, 1854. Le Moniteur universel, No. 195, July
14, 1854.—Ed.
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Prince Gorchakoff, who is said to be collecting a strong force in
front of Bucharest.* The present position of the Russian troops is,
therefore, as follows: their right wing on the Upper Jalomnitza,
leaning with its extreme on the Transylvanian Alps, where they
occupy the Temesher Pass with twenty-four pieces of heavy
artillery; their center extending from Fokshani to Bucharest; their
left, under Luders, at Brailow; and their extreme left, under
Oushakoff, in the Dobrodja.

The latest news from the theater of war states that the Turks
have crossed the Danube in force (40,000, including 12,000 allies),
and that they have occupied Giurgevo. French journals report that
the Russian establishment at the Sulina mouth has been bom-
barded and destroyed by the steamers detached from the
combined fleet®; but this news is probably to be classed with the
hoax about the second bombardment and destruction of Bomar-
sund in the Baltic. The operations of Marshal St. Arnaud in the
East seem to have inspired the Tuileries with some dread, lest they
might be on too grand a scale. At least, it is said that the French
Government has dispatched a special superintendent—of course, a
financial one—to control his excess of zeal (son excés de zéle).

In Italy, a strange excitement has taken hold both of the Go-
vernments and the people. Gen. La Marmora, the Piedmontese
Minister of War, has ordered the formation of military camps in
Savoy, at St. Maurice, at Alessandria, and even in the Island of
Sardinia. A great number of soldiers on unlimited leave have been
recalled under arms. Simultaneously the fortresses of Alessandria
and Casale are being provisioned. Marshal Radetzky, on the other
hand, has likewise ordered the formation of a camp between
Verona and Volta, where more than 20,000 troops are daily
exercised in the operations of war on a small scale (petite guerre).
Troubles occasioned by the dearness of provisions have taken
place at Codogno, Casalpusterlengo, and in some Lombardian
towns. About two hundred persons have been arrested and
conveyed to Mantua. According to letters from Naples, numerous
arrests had been made there as well as in Sicily, where the son of
Count Caraffa has been imprisoned. King Bomba® is taking
extraordinary measures for armaments by land and sea. He has
ordered the fortress of Gaeta to be put in readiness for all

* Telegrams from Vienna of July 10 and 11. The Times No. 21790, July 11
and No. 21791, July 12, 1854.— Ed.

> Le Moniteur universel, No. 194, July 13, 1854.— Ed.

¢ Ferdinand I1.— Ed.
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eventualities. All Europe has been declared pestiferous by him,
and a strict quarantine is established for all vessels arriving. All
shipping from Portugal, Glasgow and the Sardinian States: are
subjected to a quarantine of ten days; that of Tuscany and the
Roman States, seven days. Almost every other country being
already subject to similar restrictions, the free arrival of any ship
at all is a rare exception. Foreign correspondence by land is
subjected to all the measures of precaution observed with regard
to arrivals from pestiferous countries. Communication with the
Papal States is still carried on by Monte Casino and Sora, and by
the Abruzzi, but a sanitary cordon is about to be established along
the whole frontier.

The last mail due from Madrid, via Bordeaux, had not arrived
at Paris up to yesterday evening. The royal troops are stated to be
still in pursuit of the rebels, to have reached them, and to be on
the point of cutting them to pieces. We were told in the first
instance that the rebels were on their flight to Estremadura, in
order to gain the Portuguese frontier. Now we hear they are on
the way to Andalusia, a circumstance which shows no very great
determination on their part to expatriate themselves so soon.
According to private letters Gen. Serrano has joined them with
300 cavalry, while the Gaceta pretends that he joined them
single-handed.” At Madrid it was rumored that the King’s
regiment (del Rey) had gone over to the insurgents. The
correspondent of The Morning Chronicle adds that they were
joined besides by 200 officers of all arms, several companies of the
regiments stationed at Toledo, and two battalions of volunteers
from Madrid. The Gaceta announces that the division ordered to
pursue the rebels left Madrid on the evening of the 5th, being
composed of three brigades of infantry, one of cavalry, two
batteries of artillery, one company of engineers, and one
detachment of the workmen of the military administration.” It set
out under command of Gen. Vista Hermosa, who was replaced,
however, on the following day by Gen. Blaser, the Minister of
War. A royal decree of 7th July intrusts the ministry of War to
Gen. San Roman during the absence of Blaser. The Gaceta states
that the division above mentioned was at Tembleque, and
proceeding in the direction of Cuidad Real by the valley of the

? The Gaceta report is given according to Le Moniteur universel, No. 193, July
12, 1854.— Ed.
These data are taken from information report in La Espatia of July 6 which
was reprinted in Le Moniteur universel, No. 192, July 11, 1854.— Ed.
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Guadiana. On the same day, Blaser published a proclamation to
the soldiers and non-commissioned officers in the rebel army,
inviting them to return to their standards, and promising them
full pardon in the name of the Queen. We read the following in
the Messager de Bayonne:

“According to the latest news we have received, Gen. O’Donnell made a
movement in the direction of Valdepenes. The vanguard of the royal army was
assembled at Tembleque. Gen. O’Donnell is employing his leisure in exercising his
little army, composed of 2,000 horse, six pieces of artillery, and 800 infantry.”®

The proclamations of O’Donnell and Dulce are of a different
character, the one appealing to the Constitution of 1837, the other
to the ancient Castilian right of insurrection against monarchs
guilty of having broken the coronation-oath.’> A new feature is
the formation of republican guerrillas in Valencia. Under date of
6th inst.,, a communication has been received to the effect that
some towns and villages have risen against the Government,
among others Alcira, Xativa and Carlet. Orozko, a retired colonel,
has entered the last-named town at the head of an armed band,
confiscated all fire-arms, and invited the inhabitants by proclama-
tion to join the movement. The Government sent off detachments
of cavalry, infantry and civil guard, to suppress the insurrections
in Valencia.

The Indépendance belge gives quite a new version of the Russian
note addressed to Austria and Prussia.?'* According to this paper,
which may be regarded as the private Moniteur of the retired
Russian diplomatists at Brussels, the Russian note was not
addressed directly to the Austrian Cabinet, but to Prince
Gorchakoff, who left a copy with M. de Buol, expressing the
belief that Austria, while demanding the evacuation of the
Principalities by the Russians, only meant to propose an armistice,
since it could not be her wish to expose the retreating Russian
armies to an attack of the allied forces. The Austrian meaning,
accordingly, must have been a suspension of arms. Turks, English
and French would then have to abstain from all forward
movements and from every act of fresh hostility to Russia. As to
the evacuation of the Principalities by the Russian troops, the note
dwells on the absolute necessity for Russia of maintaining certain
strategical points in those provinces while attending the conclusion
of peace, as she would otherwise be placed in too disadvantageous

* This quotation is given according to a reprint in L’Indépendance belge, No. 194,
July 13, 1854.— Ed.
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a position with regard to the armies of the allies. On the other
hand, the note protests against any supposed intention of
threatening Austria by the said strategical occupation. Proceeding
from these promises, the note expresses the disposition of Russia
to enter upon new negotiations of peace, to be on the following
basis: The integrity of the Ottoman empire, which the Russian
Government has never intended to injure; the equality between
the Christian and Mussulman subjects of the Porte, such as it 1s
understood in the protocol of April 9°"; finally, the revision of
the conventions referring to the Straits. The note admits a
common protectorate of the powers over the Christians of Turkey;
but with regard to the Russian protectorate of the Greek
Christians, the article in the Indépendance confesses that some
vague phrases are attached to it which would give sufficient
latitude for diverging interpretations. Prince Gorchakoff, it is
said, speaks even in a more subdued tone than the note itself. His
dispatch does not contain the last word of Russia; he may be
authorized to go further, with a view of enabling Austria to enter
into fresh negotiations. On the 9th inst., however, the Vienna
Cabinet had not yet come to a decision.

-

“Now,” says the Indépendance, or rather Baron Brunnow, “we must not conceal
from ourselves that whatever the dispositions at St. Petersburg might be, a single
incident, an actual act of war, an attack against Kronstadt, or what is more
probable, against Sevastopol, and even the occupation of the Aland Isles by the
Anglo-French, must necessarily modify those dispositions, and give more force to
the party opposed to any concession.”?

At all events. this Russian note has satisfied Prussia, which
considers it as a sort of escape into new negotiations, and as a
means of preventing the Austrians from entering Wallachia. The
Moniteur itself admits that the objections raised by Prussia against
this Austrian entrance have produced the fresh hesitation evinced
by the Court of Vienna. On the other hand, we are told in the
sanctimonious Morning Chronicle that

“it was urged from Berlin, that the contingent duty with which the Court of
Berlin charged itself, of protecting the Austrian territory from invasion, entitled it
to protest against any fresh provocation of Russia.”

It is known, besides, that the treaty between Austria and
Prussia® was arranged in precisely such a manner as to allow

* Review of current events. L’Indépendance belge, No. 193, July 12, 1854.— Ed.
® The Morning Chronicle, No. 27318, July 14, 1854, leader.— Ed.
© See this volume, p. 168.— Ed.
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either of the powers to stop its military operations as long as it
should not be convinced of the necessity of the warlike steps
contemplated by the other. Thus Austria may appear anxious to
act with the western powers, while it finds itself stopped by the
remonstrances of Prussia. I, for my part, am sure that all these
eventualities were arranged for long ago by the three northern
powers in common, and that even the new difficulties raised
against Austria are only intended to give her occupation of
Wallachia the appearance of a heroic opposition to Russia. A little
sham war, after the fashion of the Austro-Prussian war of 1850,%'
may not be excluded from that arrangement, as it would only
contribute to give Austria a more decisive vote at the conclusion of’
peace. Be it observed that the Austrian Correspondence® expressly
announces that Austria consents in every point to the policy of the
WeStern powers, except as to any eventual infringement on the
present territories of Russia.”

In judging the position of Austria, it is important to notice the
“Protest of the Servian Government against Austrian occupation,”
dated June 22, which has now been laid before the House of
Commons. This protest is addressed by the Servian Government
to the Sublime Porte. It begins with stating that

“according as Austria believed the Servian Government to be more or less well
disposed toward Russia or toward Turkey, she held to it a language corresponding
to these sentiments, and constantly promised it her support for the defense of the
frontiers of the Principality against all hostile aggression.”

Then took place a very considerable concentration of troops on
the frontiers of Servia. The Government of Servia asked for
information “directly from the Cabinet of Vienna, and indirectly
from the Sublime Porte, as to the object and meaning of this
military movement of Austria.” Austria gave evasive declarations,
while the Porte and the representatives of the western powers at
Constantinople professed to know nothing about the object of the
Austrian demonstrations, and appeared even to participate in the
anxieties and doubts of the Servian Government.

: Oesterreichische Correspondenz.— Ed.

Marx draws on an article from the Oesterreichische Corresponde'nz according to
the Vienna correspondent’s report of July 9, 1854, published in The Times,
No. 21793, July 14, 1854.— Ed.

A misprint in the newspaper. The reference is to the “Memorandum of the
Serbian Government to the Sublime Porte concerning the occupation of this
Principality by the Austrian troops” of April 17 (5), 1854. The Memorandum was
debated in the House of Commons on June 20 and 22, 1854.—Ed.
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“The Pasha of Belgrade® remained without instructions, or, to speak more
correctly, he remained provided with the old instructions that had formerly been
given to him, and in virtue of which he was to consider any military intervention of
Austria in Servia as a hostile attempt directed against the Ottoman Empire itself,
and as such to repel it with all his power.”

Austria appearing to lean more and more toward the western
powers, their agents at Belgrade began to give satisfactory
assurances as to the disposition of Austria. Simultaneously, the
Cabinet of Vienna informed the Servian Government that the
military measures in question had nothing in them hostile to
Servia; that Austria only intended to protect her own frontiers;
and would not interpose in Servia, unless the Russian troops
entered it, or revolts against legitimate authority should break out
there; that, consequently, even in that case, she would interpose as
a friend, and with a view to lending assistance to the Government
and legitimate authority. The Servian Government was not
tranquillized with these assurances of Austria. It saw, on the one
side, Austria pretending to an arbitral intervention, and on the
other her isolated action under pretense of co-operating with the
western powers in support of the Ottoman Empire. In conclusion,
it suspected her intention to provoke those very disorders which
she professed to be so anxious to prevent. As the military
preparations of Austria assumed, day by day, a more threatening
aspect, the Servian Government, in concert with Izzet Pasha, took
active steps at Vienna and Constantinople for the prevention of
any combination which should make Austria the arbiter of the
present destinies of Servia. It is for this object that Azzis Pasha was
first sent to Vienna, and is now at Constantinople. At the same
time, every measure for the defense of the country was taken in
concert with the Turkish representative. Austria holds out two
reasons which might occasion her intervention in Servia: 1. The
entrance of the Russians; 2. The breaking out of an insurrection
in Servia. The first is absurd, as the theater of war is too distant
from Servia, and should the Russians attempt to enter it, the
Servian and Turkish troops would perfectly suffice to repel them.
If auxiliary troops were required, others would be preferable to
Austrian.

“The Servian nation has so decided a mistrust, if not a hatred of Austria, that
the entrance of the Austrians into Servia would be immediately considered by every

Servian as so imminent a danger, so great a misfortune, that all the proceedings of
the Servians would be directed against the Austrian troops, all the energy of the

? Tzzet Pasha.— Ed.
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nation would be employed in resisting those enemies in whom is always supposed
to be personified that cupidity which urges Austria to seek to exercise in Servia, no
matter under what patronage, a selfish influence.”

As to internal insurrections, they are only to be apprehended in
consequence of Austrian intervention. Servia will always be loyal to
the Porte.

“All that the Servian Government requires, is to be honored henceforth with
the same confidence the Sublime Porte has hitherto shown it, and not to see its
country given over to Austrian occupation, which would be the signal for, and the
commencement of, incalculable misfortunes. On this condition, the Servian
Government fully answers for the maintenance of public tranquillity, of order in
Servia.”

This protest of the Servians is at the same time a fair indication
with what enthusiasm the Austrian entrance into Wallachia is
looked forward to by the Wallachian people.

The neutral or rather hostile attitude of the minor powers
toward England can surprise no one who has followed her present
acts of war against Russia, who considers the marauding expedi-
tions of the English fleet in the Baltic, and the measures that have
been taken to disable the troops at Varna from doing anything in
the field, so that even the medical ambulances of the British
troops in Turkey have but just now been sent out by the Himalaya
from Southampton.” Sweden, accordingly, has definitely declared
her resolution to remain neutral, and to abstain from any steps in
common with the western powers, while Denmark and Holland, as
members of the German Confederation,”"” have only assented to
the Austrian communication of May 24, on the express under-
standing that nothing but absolute neutrality and endeavors to
restore peace are meant by it.

A police case has occurred before the magistrate of Bow-st., Mr.
Jardine, which has caused infinitely greater excitement in London
than either Bonaparte’s harangue at Boulogne® or Charley’s
glorious retreat from Kronstadt. A German, named Dr. Peitman,
having been locked up during four days, was brought up by
warrant and charged with being a person of unsound mind and
unfit to be at large. Mr. Reynolds, the Solicitor to the Treasury,
desired the exclusion of the public and the press, and the
proceedings were conducted accordingly; with the strictest secrecy,
in the magistrate’s private room. Mr. Otway, M.P., a friend of

# “Naval and Military Intelligence”. The Times, No. 21792, July 13, 1854.— Ed.
Napoleon III’s address to the soldiers in Boulogne on July 12, 1854. Le
Moniteur universel, No. 194, July 13, 1854.— Ed.
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defendant, indignantly protested against the attempt to exclude
him from the inquiry, and was subsequently admitted, and Mr.
Lewis, a lawyer, also demanded and obtained admission as the
solicitor of the defendant. Mr. Lewis asked why Dr. Peitman had
been confined in a felon’s cell four whole days without having
been taken before any magistrate. Mr. Jardine replied that two
medical gentlemen had signed certificates as to the insanity of the
defendant, upon which he must order him to a lunatic asylum.
Mr. Lewis offered to produce contrary certificates, but Mr. Jardine
refused to hear any proposal for adjourning the case, as he must
act upon the certificates before him. Mr. Lewis then said he would
appeal to a higher tribunal, where the case would not be
prejudged and both parties would be heard. He should now
advise his client to make no answer to the charge, although invited
to do so by the magistrate. Mr. Otway protested against the ex
parte* character of the entire proceedings and declared he would
bring the whole matter before the House of Commons, by moving
for the particulars of Dr. Peitman’s former apprehension and
committal to a lunatic asylum. The defendant was removed to
Colney Hatch. '

I now subjoin the statement of Mr. Percival, the physician who
lately released Dr. Peitman from Bedlam, which is given in
to-day’s Morning Advertiser:

“Dr. Peitman, a German Professor, who has studied at Bonn, Berlin, and Halle,
is the son of a Hanoverian officer, who fought for George 111, and died in his
service, and step-son of Baron Ripperta, a Prussian Landrath. He came to England
about thirty years ago, and, having soon become acquainted with the disgracefully
defective system of education pursued in our public schools and colleges, he went
to Oxford and Cambridge to give lectures on the subject. In 1835 he was
recommended to the Marquis of Normanby, and he went to Ireland under his
protection. Lady Normanby having already a tutor for Lord Mulgrave, recom-
mended Dr. P. to an Irish nobleman, to whose two sons he became tutor. After
seven months, it was discovered that the eldest son was deeply attached to a Saxon
maid, servant in the family, and in fact that she was enceinte by him. His mother
applied to Dr. Peitman to assist her in getting the girl back to Germany, but the
Doctor refused to interfere. He left the family and commenced a course of public
lectures at Dublin, when about March 1836, the Saxon girl, delivered of a child on
the nobleman’s estate, came there in a state of great destitution, and soon after
informed him that she would employ an attorney to commence an action for
seduction against the nobleman’s son, and that he would be subpoenaed as witness.
Dr. Peitman then resolved to call on Col. Phipps, Chamberlain of the Marquis of
Normanby, and very intimate with that nobleman’s family. Having repeatedly

called upon this Phipps, brother of Normanby, and present Secretary of Prince
Albert, he got neither answer nor admittance, and was at length taken before Mr.

? One-sided.— Ed.
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Studdert, a magistrate in Dublin, who on the evidence of the same Phipps,.sent
~ him to a'lunatic asylum without any certificate for a breach of the peace, in May,
1836. Under Lord Normanby’s Vice-Royalty, he was removed to Dean Swift’s
Hospital, on the certificate of a Dr. Lytton, which contained, in his opinion no
ground of Peitman’s insanity. He was released nine months after, through the
interference of Dr. Dawson, Dean of St. Patrick’s, by whose introduction he gave a
course of lectures before the Royal Society of Dublin, and was engaged in Lord
Fortescue’s family. On the arrival of Prince Albert in England, he applied to the
Prince for the office of a librarian, and permission to carry out his school reforms.
The Duke of Sussex, after a long interview, ordered his librarian to give him free
access to his library. Subsequently he sent in his application to Prince Albert,
accompanied by his testimonials and by eleven volumes published by him. The
Prince returned no answer to his application, and Dr. Peitman ultimately called to
request an interview or to have his testimonials restored to him. About this time
young Oxford fired at the Queen, and a female came over from Germany with whom
the Prince had been intimate at Bonn, where he had studied under the same tutor
with Peitman. The Court were nervous, and Dr. Peitman’s pertinacity excited
suspicion. Report was made to the Home Secretary, the Marquis of Normanby,
against whom Peitman complained for having had him detained unjustly in a
lunatic asylum in Dublin; and a policeman in plain clothes was sent one morning in
June, 1840, to fetch the Doctor from his lodgings at Whitehall. Lord Normanby
sent for his brother, Col. Phipps, on whose testimony the magistrate in attendance
ordered the Doctor to be removed to Bedlam, where he remained confined
fourteen years. His conduct there was always exemplary; he was never subject to
restraint nor medicine, and he employed himself in attaining an improvement of
the treatment of the patients, forming classes of such of them as were capable of
receiving his instruction. When released he petitioned on the advice of his friends
to the Queen, and on Saturday last, conceiving that he might now go anywhere
without exciting apprehension, he went to the royal chapel in Buckingham Palace,
where he attended divine service in order to come under the notice of the Queen.
It was here that he was again arrested.”

Your readers may see from this sample how dangerous it is in
this free country to excite the nervousness of the Court, and to
become initiated into the family scandals of the moral English
arlstocracy.

Written on July 13 and 14, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

. . . Dazily Trib
First published in the New-York Daily Jay frbune

Tribune, No. 4142, July 28; reprinted
in the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune,
No. 957, July 28 and the New-York Weekly
Tribune, No. 673, August 5, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx
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Karl Marx

[A CONGRESS AT VIENNA.—THE AUSTRIAN LOAN.—
PROCLAMATIONS OF DULCE AND O'DONNELL.—
THE MINISTERIAL CRISIS IN BRITAIN]?*®

London, Tuesday, July 18, 1854

There was a Congress at Vienna on July 13, composed of rather
different elements than the late famous Conferences.?’* Count
Buol, the Austrian Premier, gave a dinner on that day, in honor
of Prince Gorchakoff, the Russian Envoy, whose task it is to
cover the position of Prince Gorchakoff, the General command-
ing in the Principalities. Besides the personnel of the Russian
Legation, there were present Count Flemming, the representative
of Prussia during the absence of Count Arnim; Gen. Mansbach,
Embassador of Sweden; Count Bille-Brahe, Embassador of
Denmark; M. de Heeckeren, Embassador of Holland; M. de
Wendtland, the expelled Secretary of the King of Greece; lastly,
Count O’Sullivan de Grass, Minister of Belgium and the senior of
the corps diplomatique. Here you have the complete list of the
persons openly sailing under the Russian flag. Bamberg,* of
course, was strongly represented, but the names of its great men
have not been given.

The official English press cannot suppress the uneasiness felt at
the Austrian order for the suspension of Count Coronini’s
advance into Wallachia, and about the dispatches forwarded to
Paris and London, according to which Russia proposes to accede
to the terms of the Protocol of 9th April, as a basis for
negotiations of peace,”®' but subject to conditions. The semi-
official Austrian Correspondence® thinks that, although the Russian
propositions are not quite satisfactory, there is really something in
them which deserves to be taken into consideration by the western

? Qesterreichische Correspondenz.—Ed.
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powers.” The Times, Mommg Chronicle, and Observer suggest as a
sort of consolation, that it is all the fault of Prussia.” If anything
were still wanting to reinforce the impression produced by the
dinner, the altered position of the Russian troops would be
sufficient to prove how much Russia relies on the intentions of
Austria. We read in the Neue Preussische Zeitung, the Russian
Moniteur at Berlin, with respect to the latest movements of the
Russian troops in the Principalities:

“In consequence of an order of Prince Gorchakoff, all that had been ordered
some days ago has been countermanded. The retreat of the garrison (of
Bucharest), the evacuation of Bucharest had been ordered; General Dannenberg
was to leave that town in a few days with the gendarmerie, and to establish the

headquarters of the rear guard at Fokshani. Now, in conformity with the new
orders, the line of Oltenitza, Bucharest, Buseo and Fokshani is to be maintained.”

From other sources we learn that the Russian cavalry are again
pushing forward on Statira, to the left of the Aluta. How serious
was the intention of evacuating Bucharest is evident from the
severe measures taken for carrying off the archives in that town,
which are said to contain some documents extremely compromis-
ing for the court of Peterhoff.”?

All these apparently whimsical and contradictory movements of
the Russians receive their explanation from the inopportune
interference of the Turkish army with the diplomatic arrange-
ments. As the successive settlements of the diplomatists at Vienna
were blown up by the Turkish exploits at Oltenitza, Chetatea and
Silistria, so also have their last shams been dispersed by the
general advance of Omer Pasha’s army.

“The policy of these crafty swearing rascals, that stale old mouse-eaten dry
cheese, Nestor—and that same old dog-fox, Ulysses—is not proved worth a
blackberry; ... whereupon the Grecians begin to proclaim barbarism, and policy
grows into an ill opinion.”

If you had passed through the streets of London on Saturday,*
you would have heard all the newsvenders shouting their

“great Anglo-Turko-Gallo victory over the Russians at Giurgevo, and capture of
Bucharest by the allied troops.”

Report from Vienna of July 17. The Times, No. 21799, July 21, 1854.— Ed.
® The Times No. 21796, July 18, 1854, leader; The Moming Chronicle, No.
: 27321 July 18, 1854, leader.— Ed.

€ Quoted according to a reprint in L’Indépendance belge, Nos. 197 and 198, July
16 and 17, 1854.— Ed.

Shakespeare, Troilus and Cresuda, Act V, Scene 4.—Ed.

€ July 15, 1854.—Ed.
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The reason of these pompous announcements you will learn
by-and-by, when I come to speak of the new ministerial crisis. As
to the cooperation of the Anglo-French forces in the battle of
Giurgevo, we know by the regular post from Varna, with dates
down to the 4th inst., that “no move” had taken place in the
camps. According to the latest Vienna advices, on July 13, the
auxiliary troops were in full march upon Rustchuk by way of
Shumla, and on the 8th a division of French troops had arrived at
Rustchuk, and on the 9th only a division of English troops arrived
there. Now the battle of Giurgevo ended at 4 a.m. on the 8th,
having commenced at an early hour on the 7th, and after an
interruption of some hours at noon, being resumed and continued
until the morning of the 8th. Thus it is impossible that any French
or English troops can have participated in it. The Turks found
eight Russian guns spiked, and immediately threw up intrench-
ments around Giurgevo. The town did not suffer, notwithstanding
the shells thrown by the Turks from Rustchuk and the islands.
After the retreat of the Russians, Omer Pasha issued a proclama-
tion calling upon the inhabitants to remain tranquil, as no further
danger menaced their towns.” Giurgevo was only occupied by a
feeble detachment of regulars, the principal force of the Turks
being encamped around the town and on the three islands of the
Danube. Omer Pasha remains at Giurgevo, Said Pasha at
Rustchuk. The Turks are masters of the road communica-
ting between Giurgevo and Oltenitza on the left bank of the Da-
nube.

With regard to a second battle, which is asserted to have been
followed by the capture of Bucharest, the French Moniteur itself
limits it to a small defeat inflicted by the Turks on the Russian
rear at Frateshti, on the road from Giurgevo to Bucharest. The
Moniteur adds that an Anglo-French corps of 25,000 men has
joined the Turks, that the allied forces concentrated amount to
about 60,000 men, that Prince Gorchakoff is at the head of a
force nearly equal in numbers, and that a great battle might be
expected, decisive of the fate of Bucharest. Frateshti is a small
fortified place, about twelve miles from Giurgevo and thirty miles
from Bucharest. According to the Moniteur, the battle at this place
was fought on the 11th,° but according to the Journal des Débats, on

? Reprint from Der Lloyd of July 13, 1854 in the Journal des Débats, July 18,
1854.— Ed.

® Ibid.— Ed.

¢ Le Moniteur universel, No. 197, July 16, 1854.— Ed.
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the 14th inst.® The Russians are said to have had 700 wounded in
this affair, including two generals.”

The last Marseilles steamer from Constantinople reports the
capture of the Sulina mouth of the Danube by the English steamer
Terrible. 1t is said to have entered the Roads, to have destroyed the
Russian fortifications, dispersed the garrison and captured its
commander.®© The news appears to me to require more positive
confirmation.

A rumor circulated by English journals, which is, however, not
repeated by any French paper, pretends that Admiral Lyons is
cruising before Anapa with a view to support an expedition of
Admiral Bruat, who is said to have on board 7,000 men for
landing.

Letters from Constantinople state that the Porte shows a
disposition, on the representations of the English and French
Ministers," to resume immediately commercial relations with
Greece on the following conditions: 1. That Greece engage herself
to pay at convenient terms the expenses of the war and an
indemnity for the pillage organized by the late insurrectionists;
and 2. That she sign, within two months, the commercial treaty
hitherto declined. This treaty acknowledges the actual limits of the
Turkish and Greek territories.

No news from the Baltic. The Hamburger Correspondent describes
the result of the English marauding expedition on the Finnish
coast, in its effects on the mind of the Finlanders, as follows:

“It is confirmed that the Russian Government, assured since the burning of
Brahestad and Uleaborg, upon the sentiments of the Finnish population along the
two gulfs, has ordered arms to be distributed among the able-bodied men, with a
view of enabling them to resist all fresh attempts of disembarkment of the English
squadrons. The immediate creation of two battalions of Finnish riflemen, of 1,000
men each, has been sanctioned, and the recruitment is to take place in the districts

of Abo, Vasa, and Uleaborg. A greater number of these battalions is successively to
be formed in the other provinces.”

The Austrian loan turns out to be a forced contribution, as 1
predicted.© The whole is now to be distributed on the different
crown lands of the empire; for instance, Upper Austria has to take
115,000,000 florins, Lower Austria 15,000,000, Vienna 2,500,000,

? Journal des Débats, July 17, 1854.— Ed.
Stepan Khrulev and David Bebutov. These data are given according to the
report of the Vienna correspondent. The Times, No. 21798, july 20, 1854.— Ed.
© Report of the Vienna correspondent. The Times, No. 21795, July 17,
1854.— Ed.
Wyse and Rouen.— Ed.
¢ See this volume, pp. 288-89.— Ed.
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Hungary 70,000,000, etc., in proportion. If the Emperor of Russia
has not obtained anything for himself, he has at least contrived to
plunge all the other governments into a serious quarrel with their
subjects about the question of cash. The Prussians will have to pay
an increased income tax on the Ist of August. Bonaparte, too, is
said to be projecting another loan of 500,000,000, the effect of
which on France will not be diminished by the present prospects
of the wine and corn harvest, and the stagnation of trade,
especially at Lyons since the outbreak in Spain. An appeal to the
English pockets is also contemplated by the Coalition Ministry, and
expected for next week.

The Spanish insurrection appears to assume a new aspect, as is
evident from the proclamations of Dulce and O’Donnell,* the
former of whom is a partisan of Espartero, and the latter was a
stout adherent of Narvaez and perhaps secretly of Queen Cristina.
O’Donnell having convinced himself that the Spanish towns are
not to be set in motion this time by a mere palace-revolution,
suddenly exhibits liberal principles. His proclamation is dated
from Manzanares, a borough of the Mancha, not far from Ciudad
Real. It says that his aim is to preserve the throne, but to remove
the camarilla; the rigorous observation of the fundamental laws;
the amelioration of the election and press laws; the diminution of
taxes; advancement in the civil service according to merit;
decentralization, and establishment of a national militia on a broad
basis. It proposes provincial juntas and a general assembly of
Cortes at Madrid, to be charged with the revision of the laws. The
proclamation of General Dulce is even more energetic. He says:

“There are no longer Progresistas and Moderados; all of us are Spaniards, and
imitators of the men of July 7th 1822. Return to the Constitution of 1837;
maintenance of Isabella II; perpetual exile of the Queen Mother; destitution of the
present Ministry; re-éstablishment of peace in our country; such is the end we
pursue at every cost, as we shall show on the field of honor to the traitors whom
we shall punish for their culpable folly.”

According to the Journal des Débats, papers and correspondence
have been seized at Madrid which are said to prove beyond doubt
that it is the secret aim of the insurgents to declare the throne
vacant, to reunite the Iberian Peninsula into one State, and to of-
fer the crown to Don Pedro V, Prince of Saxe-Coburg-Gotha.”

* The proclamations of Dulce and O’Donnell were published in the Journal des
Débats on July 17, 1854.— Ed.
S de Sacy, Account of current events. Journal des Débats, July 16, 1854.— Ed.
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The tender interest taken by The Times in the Spanish insurrec-
tion, and the simultaneous presence of the said Don Pedro in
England, appears indeed to indicate that some new Coburg dodge
is afloat. The Court is evidently very uneasy, as all possible
Ministerial combinations have been tried, Isturiz and Martinez de
la Rosa having been applied to in vain. The Messager de Bayonne
asserts that the Count de Montemolin left Naples as soon as he
received news of the insurrection.

O’Donnell has entered Andalusia, having crossed the Sierra
Morena in three columns, one marching by Carolina, the other by
Pozo Blanco, and the third by Despenaperros. The Gacela
confesses that Colonel Buceta succeeded in surprising Cuenca, by
the possession of which place the insurgents have secured their
communications with Valencia. In the latter province the rising
now comprises about four or five towns, besides Alcira where the
Government troops received a severe check.

It is stated also that a movement had broken out at Reus in
Catalonia, and the Messager de Bayonne adds that disturbances had
taken place in Aragon.

“Aimes-tu le front, sevére,
Du sa(i)ge Napoléon?
Aimes-tu que I'Angleterre,
T’oppose Lord Palmerston?”?

With this apostrophic song, the embarkation of the French
troops at Calais has been celebrated.

In order to really oppose Lord Palmerston to the Czar, immense
movements have shaken the town from Saturday to Monday, with
a view to put him in the place of the Duke of Newcastle. Great
agitation has prevailed once more in the ministerial, as well as in
the opposition camp. It was known that the estimates for the new
ministry of war were to be laid before the House on Monday
night,” and this occasion was to be seized to make a murderous
onslaught on the Coalition, and to place the invincible Palmerston
in the War Ministry.

“On Saturday a Cabinet Council was summoned before two o'clock. Ministers
did not assemble until three. They then met with the exception of the Foreign
Secretary, who was detained by an audience with the Queen. Lord Clarendon
joined his colleagues at four. Their deliberations then lasted until half past six, and

* Are you fond of wise Napoleon's stern looks?
b Are you glad that England opposed Lord Palmerston to you?— Ed.
July 17, 1854.— Ed.
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immediately upon the breaking up of the Council Lord Aberdeen proceeded to the
palace of Her Majesty.”?

You may see from this excited narrative of The Morning Herald
how greatly the hopes of the Tories were raised by these
“important” moves. Lord John Russell summoned his adherents
to Whitehall for Monday, and Mr. Disraeli, in his turn, assembled
the Opposition members. One hundred and seventy-nine gentle-
men presented themselves at Whitehall, almost in hysterics with
the anticipation of the great revelations intended for them by
Russell. They were most deplorably deceived by the Parliamentary
Squeers,” who drily told them that the vote of the war-estimate
being a matter of course, he expected them to be quiet and
behave:

“The Cabinet would shortly want more money for carrying on the war, and so
the question of confidence or no confidence in the Coalition would be taken next
week, when such money vote would be presented to the House.”“

Not being initiated in the secrets of Lord Clarendon, he could
not give them any information on the state of foreign affairs.
Well, the result was that Russell saved the whole Coalition for the
present session; for, if the vote of confidence had been taken on
the estimates of the War Ministry, a defeat would have been a
victory of Palmerston over Newcastle, while on the general war
estimates a vote of non-confidence would be a victory of the
Tories over the combined Whig Peelites—an eventuality, of
course, out of the question.

Accordingly, the votes for the War Ministry were taken last
night in a very quiet House, nothing occurring but a delivery by
Russell and Pakington of all the stale common-places on the
present military administration.

It is to be regretted that the obstinate resistance of the Queen
keeps Lord Palmerston out of the War Office, as by his installation
in that office the last false pretense under which the Radicals yet
defend the foreign policy of England would fall to the ground.

On the announcement of Mr. Otway in last Friday’s sitting of
the Commons, that he would bring the case of Dr. Peitman before
them,? Lord Palmerston rose and declared that he was ready to

? The Morning Herald, No. 22174, July 17, 1854.— Ed.

> Ch. Dickens, The Life and Adventures of Nicholas Nickleby.— Ed.

€ Lord John Russell's speech on July 17, 1854 is cited from a report in The
Leader, No. 226, July 22, 1854.— Ed.

< The Times, No. 21794, July 15, 1854. See also this volume, pp. 299-300.— Ed.
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give every explanation, and that everything would be found to be
“all right.” Meanwhile, Dr. Peitman has published a letter in The
Morning Advertiser, which proves that if he never was insane in
other respects, he continues to believe in the generosity of Queen
Victoria and Prince Albert, whom he petitions to let him go back
to Germany—the very thing which they want.

The mean servility of the so-called Radical press is exemplified
by its absolute silence on this unexampled case, where a lettre de
cachet* buried a man for eighteen years, just because he had the
misfortune to know something of the royal and aristocratic
relations with German maid-servants.

Written on July 18, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York
A . . . Daily Tribune

First published in the New-York Daily
Tribune, No. 4147, August 3; reprinted
in the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune,
No. 959, August 4, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx

? Royal warrant for arrest and imprisonment.— Ed.
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[THE SPANISH REVOLUTION.—
GREECE AND TURKEY]*®

London, Friday, July 21, 1854

“Ne touchez pas a la Reine” (Touch not the Queen) is an old
Castilian maxim, but the adventurous Madame Mufoz® and her
daughter Isabella have too long overstepped the rights of even
Castilian Queens not to have outworn the loyal prejudices of the
Spanish people.

The pronunciamentos of 1843?** lasted three months; those of
1854 have scarcely lasted as many weeks. The Ministry is
dissolved, Count San Luis has fled, Queen Cristina is trying to
reach the French frontier, and at Madrid both troops and citizens
have declared against the Government.

The revolutionary movements of Spain since the commence-
ment of the century offer a remarkably uniform aspect, with the
exception of the movements in favor of provincial and local
privileges which periodically agitate the northern provinces, every
palace-plot being attended by military insurrections, and these
invariably dragging municipal pronunciamentos in their train.
There are two causes for this phenomenon. In the first place, we
find that what we call the State in a modern sense has, from the
exclusively provincial life of the people, no national embodiment
in opposition to the Court, except in the army. In the second
place, the peculiar position of Spain and the Peninsular war?®®
created conditions under which it was only in the army that
everything vital in the Spanish nationality was permitted to
concentrate. Thus it happens that the only national demonstra-
tions (those of 1812 and of 1822 32%) proceeded from the armys;

? Marfa Cristina.— Ed.
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and thus the movable part of the nation has been accustomed to
regard the army as the natural instrument of every national rising.
During the troublesome epoch from 1830 to 1854, however, the
cities of Spain came to know.that the army, instead of continuing
to uphold the cause of the nation, was changed into an instrument
for the rivalries of the ambitious pretenders to the military
guardianship of the Court. Consequently, we find the movement
of 1854 very different even from that of 1843. The émeute of
General O’Donnell was looked upon by the peoples as anything
but a conspiracy against the leading influence at the Court,
especially as it was supported by the ex-favorite Serrano. The
towns and country accordingly demurred to giving any response
to the appeal made by the cavalry of Madrid. It was thus that
General O’Donnell was forced to alter entirely the character of his
operations, in order not to remain isolated and exposed to failure.
He was forced to insert in his proclamation three points® equally
opposed to the supremacy of the army: the convocation of the
Cortes, an economical Government, and the formation of a
national militia—the last demand originating in the desire of the
towns to recover their independence of the army. It is a fact, then,
that the military insurrection has obtained the support of a
popular insurrection only by submitting to the conditions of the
latter. It remains to be seen whether it will be constrained to
adhere to them and to execute these promises.

With the exception of the Carlists,””” all parties have raised their
cry— Progresistas, partisans of the Constitution of 1837,%® parti-
sans of the Constitution of 1812, Unionists (demanding the
annexation of Portugal), and Republicans. The news concerning
the latter party is to be received with caution, since it has to pass
the censure of the Paris police. Beside these party struggles, the
rival pretensions of the military leaders are in full development.
Espartero had no sooner heard of the success of O’Donnell than
he left his retreat at Leganes and declared himself the chief of the
movement. But as soon as Caesar Narvaez learned of the
appearance of his old Pompey in the field, he forthwith offered
his services to the Queen, which were accepted, and he is to form
a new Ministry. From the-details I am about to give you, it will be
seen that the military has by no means taken the initiative in all
places, but that in some they have had to yield to the
overpowering pressure of the population.

* See this volume, p. 305.— Ed.
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Besides the pronunciamentos in Valencia, reported in my last,’
there has been one at Alicante. In Andalusia, pronunciamentos
have taken place at Granada, Seville and Jaen. In Old Castile,
there has been a pronunciamento at Burgos; in Leon, at
Valladolid; in Biscay, at San Sebastian and Vitoria; in Navarre, at
Tolosa, Pamplona and Guipuzcoa; in Aragon, at Saragossa; in
Catalonia, at Barcelona, Tarragona, Lerida and Gerona; there is
said, also, to have been a pronunciamento in the Islas Baleares. In
Murcia, pronunciamentos were expected to take place, according
to a letter from Cartagena, dated July 12, which says:

“In consequence of a bando® published by the Military Governor of the place,
all the inhabitants of Cartagena possessed of muskets and other arms, have been
ordered to depose them with the civil authorities within twenty-four hours. On the

demand of the Consul of France,” the Government has allowed the French
residents to depose their arms, as in 1848, at the Consulate.”

Of all these pronunciamentos, four only deserve particular
mention, viz.: those of San Sebastian in Biscay, Barcelona the
capital of Catalonia, Saragossa the capital of Aragon, and Madrid.

In Biscay the pronunciamentos originated with the
Municipalities, in Aragon with the military. The Municipality of
San Sebastian was pronouncing in favor of the insurrection, when
the demand for the armament of the people was raised. The city
was immediately covered with arms. Not till the 17th could the two
battalions garrisoning the town be induced to join. The fusion
between the citizens and the military having been completed,
1,000 armed citizens accompanied by some troops set out for
Pamplona, and organized the insurrection in Navarre. It was only
the appearance of the armed citizens from San Sebastian which
facilitated the rising of the Navarrese capital. General Zabala
joined the movement afterward and went to Bayonne, inviting the
soldiers and officers of the Cordova regiment, who had fled there
upon their late defeat at Saragossa, immediately to return to their
country and to meet him at San Sebastian. According to some
reports he subsequently marched upon Madrid to place himself
under the orders of Espartero, while other reports state that he
was on the march to Saragossa to join the Aragonese insurgents.®

* See this volume, p. 306.— Ed.

® Order.— Ed.

¢ Ligier.— Ed.

4 Le Moniteur universel, No. 201, July 20, 1854.— Ed.

¢ Telegraphic dispatch from Paris of July 21, 1854. The Times, No. 21799, July
21, 1854.—Ed.
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General Mazarredo, the commander of the Basque provinces,
refusing to take part in the pronunciamento of Vitoria, was
obliged to retire to France. The troops under orders of General
Zabala are two battalions of the regiment of Bourbon, a battalion
of carabiniers, and a detachment of cavalry. Before dismissing the
subject of the Basque provinces I may state as something
characteristic, that the Brigadier Barrastegui, who has been named
Governor of Guipuzcoa, is one of Espartero’s former aides-de-
camp.

At Barcelona the initiative was apparently taken by the military,
but the spontaneity of their act becomes very doubtful from the
additional information we have received. On the 13th of July, at 7
o’clock P.M., the soldiers occupying the barracks of San Pablo, and
of the Buen Suceso, yielded to the demonstrations of the populace
and declared their pronunciamento, under the cry of Vive la
Reine; Vive la Constitution; death to the Ministers; away with
Cristina! After having fraternized with the mass, and marched
along with them over the Rambla, they halted at the Plaza of the
Constitution. The cavalry, kept indoors at the Barceloneta® for the
previous six days, because of the distrust it inspired to the
Captain-General, made a pronunciamento in its turn. From this
moment the whole garrison passed over to the people, and all
resistance on the part of the authorities became impossible. At 10
o’clock General Marchesi, the Military Governor, yielded to the
general pressure, and at midnight the Captain-General of
Catalonia® announced his resolution to side with the movement.
He went to the place of the Ayuntamiento where he harangued the
people, filling the place. On the 18th, a junta was formed °
composed of the Captain-General and other eminent persons, with
the cry of the Constitution, the Queen and Morality. Further news
from Barcelona states that some workmen had been shot on the
order of the new authorities, because they had destroyed
machinery and violated property; also, that a Republican Commit-
tee convened in a neighboring town, had been arrested®; but it
should be recollected that this news passes through the hands of
the Second of December?® whose special vocation it is to
calumniate republicans and workmen.

* A suburb of Barcelona situated on the peninsula (partly artificial) which
separates the port of Barcelona from the open sea.— Ed.
La Rocha.— Ed.
€ This information is given according to the official French Bonapartist
newspapers Le Moniteur universel, Nos. 200 and 201, July 19 and 20 and the Journal
des Débats, July 21, 1854.— Ed.
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At Saragossa it is said that the initiative proceeded from the
military—a statement which becomes invalidated, however, by the
additional remark that the formation of a militia corps was
immediately resolved upon. So much is certain, and is confirmed
by the Madrid Gaceta itself,* that before the pronunciamento of
Saragossa 150 soldiers of the Montesa regiment (cavalry) on the
march to Madrid and quartered at Torrejon (five leagues® from
Madrid) revolted and abandoned their chiefs, who arrived at
Madrid on the evening of the 13th with the regimental chest. The
soldiers, under command of Captain Baraiban, mounted horse
and took the road to Huete, being supposed to intend joining the
force under Colonel Buceta at Cuenca. As for Madrid, against
which Espartero is said- to be marching with the “army of the
" center,” and General Zabala, with the army of the north, it was
natural that a town which subsists upon the Court should be the
last to join in the insurrectionary movement. The Gaceta of the
15th inst. still published a bulletin from the Minister of War®
asserting the factions to be in flight, and the enthusiastic loyalty of
‘the troops increasing. Count San Luis, who seems to have very
correctly judged of the situation at Madrid, announced to the
workmen that General O’Donnell and the anarchists would
deprive them of all employment, while if the Government
succeeded, it would employ all workingmen on the public works
for six reals (75 cents) a day. By this stratagem San Luis hoped to
enroll the most excitable portion of the Madrilefios under his
banner. His success, however, was like that of the party of the
National at Paris in 1848.%*° The allies he had thus gained soon
became his most dangerous enemies—the funds for their support
being exhausted on the sixth day. How much the Government
dreaded a pronunciamento in the capital is evident from General
Lara’s (the Governor’s) proclamation forbidding the circulation of
any news respecting the progress of the insurrection. It appears,
further, that the tactics of General Blaser were restricted to the
care of avoiding any contact with the insurgents, lest his troops
should catch the infection. It is said that the first plan of General
O’Donnell was to meet the Ministerial troops on the plains of La

? The data from the Madrid Gaceta given here and below have been taken from
the reprint in Le Moniteur universel, Nos. 200 and 201, July 19 and 20, 1854.— Ed.
° A league is equal to 4.83 kilometres.— Ed.
¢ Blaser y San Martin. Bulletin of July 15, 1854, Le Moniteur universel,
No. 201, July 20, 1854.—Ed.
General Lara’s proclamation of June 28, 1854. Le Moniteur universel, No. 185,
July 4, 1854.—Ed.
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Mancha, so favorable to cavalry operations. This plan, however,
was abandoned in consequence of the arrival of ex-favorite
Serrano, who was in connection with several of the principal towns
of Andalusia. The Constitutional army thereupon determined,
instead of remaining in La Mancha, to march upon Jaen and
Seville.

It may be observed, en passant, that the boletines® of General
Blaser bear a wonderful resemblance to the orders of the day of
the Spanish generals of the sixteenth century, which gave such
occasion for hilarity to Francis I, and of the eighteenth century,
which Frederick the Great turned into ridicule.

It is plain that this Spanish insurrection must become a source
of dissension between the Governments of France and England,
and the report given by a French paper that General O’Donnell
was concealed previous to the outbreak, in the palace of the
British Embassador,” is not likely to lessen the misgivings of
Bonaparte on its account. There exists already some commence-
ment of irritation between Bonaparte and Victoria; Bonaparte
expected to meet the Queen at the embarkation of his troops from
Calais, but Her Majesty answered his desire by a visit to the
ex-Queen Amélie on the same day. Again, the English Ministers
when interpellated about the non-blockade of the White Sea, the
Black Sea, and the sea of Azov, alleged as their excuse the alliance
with France. Bonaparte retorted by an announcement of those
very blockades in the Moniteur, without waiting for the formal
consent of England.© Lastly, a bad effect having been produced in
France by the embarkation of French troops in British vessels
only, Bonaparte published a list of French vessels destined for the
same use and applied to it.

The Porte has communicated to the representatives of the four
allied powers a note? concerning the authority given to the Greek
merchant ships again to enter Turkish ports. This authorization is
to be valid for two months, on condition that the Greek
Government does not render itself guilty of any act justifying its
suspension. If, at the expiration of this term, the Greek
Government shall have failed to give satisfactory reparation to the

? Bulletins.— Ed.
Sir John Caradoc.— Ed.
¢ This information is taken from Le Moniteur universel, No. 196, July 15,
1854.— Ed.
Marx, apparently, got this information through the Polish or Hungarian
refugees in London. The text of the note was published later in the Journal des
Débats on July 28, 1854.— Ed.
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Porte, the latter reserves to itself the right of reestablishing the
actual status quo. Greek ships in the Turkish ports will be subject to
the local authorities, and deprived of any appeal to other
protection. Within the two months the basis of an arrangemeént
and of a commercial treaty will be negotiated. The indemnity
claimed by the Porte for the immense damage done by the Greek
insurrection is to be regulated by arbitration, on the report of a
committee of inquiry, to be sent to the proper places, and
composed of Frenchmen, Englishmen, Turks and Greeks.

Shamyl has been officially invested by the Porte with the title of
Generalissimo of the army of Circassia and Georgia.

Three dragomans in the service of the French army have been
shot at Varna, all of them having been found to correspond with
the Russians. Two of them were Greeks and one Armenian. At the
moment of his execution, one of them swallowed a paper of a
compromising character.

We are informed from Hermannstadt, on the 16th inst., that no
engagement has yet taken place in the vicinity of Frateshti.?

The arrival of the allied forces at Rustchuk was, of course, a lie,
and their whole aim, in the present instance, will be to keep under
restraint—as The Times calls it—the barbarous fury of the
victorious Turks.¢

Written on July 21, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York
. . X . Daily Tribune

First published in the New-York Daily

Tribune, No. 4148, August 4; reprinted

in the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune,

No. 960, August 8 and the New-York

Weekly Tribune, No. 674, August 12, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx

? Le Moniteur universel, No. 202, July 21, 1854.— Ed.
® See this volume, p- 303.—Ed.
¢ The Times, No. 21799, July 21, 1854, leader.— Ed.
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THE WAR DEBATES IN PARLIAMENT**

London, Tuesday, July 25, 1854

At last Thursday’s evening sitting of the House of Commons, in
reply to an inquiry of Mr. Disraeli, Lord J.Russell stated that her
Majesty had been pleased to order that a message should be sent
to the House, in pursuance of which he proposed to move on
Monday a vote of credit for £3,000,000. There would be no
necessity for a Committee of Ways and Means.? To Mr. Disraeli’s
question whether there would be an autumnal session this year,
Lord John gave no reply. Accordingly the vote of credit was
accomplished without a division, in the sitting of both Houses
which took place yesterday.’

In the House of Lords, Lord Aberdeen, in moving the vote,
delivered the shortest, dryest, and most common-place speech that
ever he has favored us with since his accession to the Premiership.
He had to ask for three millions, and he was sure their lordships
would have no objection. They might entertain different opinions,
but all of them must be unanimous as “to the necessity of
adopting all such measures as were best calculated to lead to an
early and successful termination of the war.” This result was
mainly to be produced “by the activity and energy of the efforts of
England and France, with the concurrence of the other powers.”
He did not say whether he meant the efforts to be made by war,
or negotiation; nor even exclude Russia from “the other powers”
with whom England and France are to concur. Parliament being
about to be prorogued, there was so much more reason to provide

: See Debates in Parliament in The Times No. 21799, July 21, 1854.— Ed.
The debate on the budget in Parliament on July 24, 1854 is given according
to The Times, No. 21802, July 25, 1854.— Ed.
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the Government with money. Possibly some noble lords might
prefer to see the money intrusted to other hands than his, but
such fanciful wishes ought not to interfere with business. Which
business, the business on hand, was to vote three millions of
pounds.

The Earl of Ellenborough, who has the particular gift of never
speaking to the question, thought this the fittest occasion for
recommending the Government “to carry the most searching
economy into all those civil departments which have no connection
with the war.”

The Earl of Hardwicke saw a very great force in the Baltic
ready for any emergency, a similar force in the Black Sea, and the
greatest army sent out that ever left this country. He did not know
what the Government intended to do with them, and, therefore,
he appealed to every noble Lord to grant the credit demanded
from them.

Earl Fitzwilliam, an out-of-place Whig, protested against “this
country being described as being the highest taxed in Europe; it
ought to be described as that in which the taxes fall more lightly
on the people than in any other section of the European
commonwealth.” If the noble Lord had spoken of the lords
instead of the people, he would have been right. “As to the speech
of his noble friend at the head of the Government,” there had
never been made one on such an occasion “of which it might be
more truly said that it conveyed scarcely a single idea to the House
addressed,” and the noble Lord ought to know better what the
wants of the House are in respect to ideas. Earl Fitz-William
desired to learn from Lord Aberdeen who were “the other
powers,” whose concurrence he was anxious to have? Perhaps
Austria? He feared they might be induced by that power to
consider certain minor objects, as the evacuation of the Prin-
cipalities, and the free navigation of the Danube, as justifying
them in concluding peace. (Ridiculous fear, since Lord Aberdeen
will certainly not be induced by any one to demand so much.) He
wanted also to know what was to be understood by the integrity of
Turkey—whether it was that circumscribed by the treaty of
Adrianople,” or something else? Finally, he considered that they
found themselves in a very singular position, Parliament having no
information whatever of the intentions of the Government.
Accordingly he would vote for the credit.

The Marquis of Clanricarde, whose temper is getting sourer
each day which separates him further from office, claimed at least
some explanation as his due for the unexampled liberality with
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which he had hitherto treated the ministry—an explanation
respecting the progress which had been made and the course
pursued since the former supplies were asked for; he wanted to
know something of the conditions and prospects of the war, and
of the state of the country with respect to its allies. There had
been successes on the side of the Turks, but not on the side of the
British government or the British arms, which should not prevent
him, however, from passing a eulogium on the bravery of the
sailors in the Baltic and Black Sea. As to the relations with their
allies he would fix a day when he would move the production of
the recent treaty entered into between Turkey and Austria,* as
well as of other documents likely to throw a light on their present
position.

“From general rumor it appeared that through the pressure and persuasion of
the British government, the Divan, which was much averse to it, and the Turkish
minister - recently conciuded a convention with Austria, by which the Austrian
troops were to enter the Danubian provinces, and occupy a portion of the Turkish
empire.”

How was it that, at the hour of danger, Austria, instead of
hurrying into the field, held back and commenced fresh negotia-
tions? He wanted also to know whether the Vienna Conferences
went on,”* and what they were consulting about? On the whole
they depended too much on the German Powers.

In order to prove that Austria “ought” to be the best possible
ally, Lord Clarendon showed how she was circumscribed and
threatened by Russia in all parts of her dominions. The
Austro-Turkish treaty could not have been laid before the House,
no ratified copy of it having been received as yet. He thought he
might assure them that the time was not far distant when they
should have Austria cooperating with them; he “answered,
however, for nothing.” Still, from the general character of Austria,
and from his own administration of the Foreign Office, their
lordships were satisfied to draw the most cheering conclusions.
Having twice been convicted of the most unblushing falsehoods,
Lord Clarendon naturally expects implicit belief in his assurance

“that there is no intention of returning to the status quo, and that there is no

intention of listening to a patched-up peace, which could only be a hollow truce,
and which would render a return to war inevitable.”

After this brilliant display of their own highly educated minds,

Scc this volume, pp. 269-71.—
® Reshid Pasha.— Ed.
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the Lords naturally turned to the subject of national education,
and we will leave them there.

During the discussion in the Lords the Commons were occupied
upon several indifferent subjects, until the speech of Lord
Aberdeen was communicated to them, which produced “a
disagreeable sensation.” Lord John Russell perceived at once that
it was necessary to produce a counter sensation.

When the first extraordinary grant was about to be asked, the
Government dispatched the “magnificent” Baltic fleet; on the
occasion of the second one, the famous bombardment of Odessa
had to serve as a catcher; now the watchword selected was
Sevastopol.

Lord John began by certifying to the “patriotic” spirit of the
House in having given its aid so liberally when asked for the first
grants, and thanked the House for having hitherto so judiciously
abstained from putting any embarrassing questions to the Govern-
ment. Great, very great things had been achieved thereby, namely,
a very great number of ships and men had been procured. Of
first, second and third-rate steamers they had now 17, against only
one on the Ist of January, 1853; of sailing line-of-battle ships 17
against 11; and a marine force of 57,200 against 33,910. They had
also placed on the Turkish shores a force of above 30,000 soldiers,
“a great part of which was lately at Varna.” So much for the
material of war. As to the operations of war, they had

“but just commenced, and all he could say was, that the Turkish army had
performed deeds of valor. Nobody would now say that it required only a fillip
from the Emperor of Russia to overthrow the whole Ottoman Power. Beside the
chivalrous deeds of the Turks, the glories of this war consisted in the perfect union
and harmony between the French and English armies.”

Now, with respect to the vote he asked for, he could not tell
them what the money was exactly required for. Some two millions
might be absorbed by the Commissariat, ordnance, and transports;
besides, a large body of Turkish troops might be joined with the
British army and receive pay from the British Government. On
the whole, he asked the money not on the ground of detailed
estimates, but for the use of the Government, “as it might have
occasion for it.”

Austria, said the noble Lord, had a greater interest in protecting
Turkey than even France or England. The Czar would have the
complete command of the Government of Austria as soon as he
domineered over the Principalities, with a predominant influence
in Turkey. However, to judge Austria justly, it should be borne in
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mind with what difficulties she was beset. On more than one side
Russian armies could approach to within no great distance of the
Austrian capital, and on the other hand, some of the kingdoms
submitted to her were so disturbed as to make it a perilous thing
for her to enter into hostilities. It had, therefore, been her policy
to attempt, as long as possible, to obtain the settlement of these
questions by negotiation. But recently she had dispatched a
message to the Emperor of Russia, whose answer could not be
termed evasive.

“Firstly, Russia does not profess herself ready to fix any time for the evacuation
of the Principalities. She states, now that war has been declared, and now that
England and France are engaged in that war, and are superior to her in the Black
Sea and the Baltic, while her fleets do not leave her ports, that there remains only
the seat of war in the Principalities, and the navigation of the Danube, where she
can hope to restore the balance, and by the successes of her arms to obtain a
victory for herself. She therefore declines on those terms the evacuation of the
Principalities.”

Russia was ready to adopt the principles contained in the
protocol of the 9th of April,*®* except the admission of Turkey
into the European concert. With regard to the future conduct of
Austria, Lord John considers on the one side that she is mistaken
in her present policy, but on the other he cannot believe that she
will forfeit the engagements into which she has entered. By those
engagements with the western powers and with Turkey, she was
bound to take part in the attempt to drive back Russia. It was
possible that she might attempt again to obtain from St
Petersburg some better assurance. They, of course, had no control
over the councils of Austria, and Austria had no control over the
King of Prussia. All the powers were, accordingly, in the most
favorable position for jointly counteracting Russia.

Lord John then came to a great and enthusiastic exposition of
what they—England and France—proposed to do. The integrity
of Turkey was not compatible with a return to the status quo in
the Principalities. He said:

“But, Sir, there is another mode in which the position of Russia is menacing to
the independence and integrity of Turkey. I mean the establishment of a great
fortress, prepared with all the combinations of art, made as impregnable as it is
possible for art to make it, and containing within its port a very large fleet of
line-of-battle ships, ready at any time to come down with a favorable wind to the
Bosphorus. I say that that is a position so menacing to Turkey, that no treaty of
peace could be considered wise which left the Emperor of Russia in that same
position of menace. (Enormous cheering.) We shall be ready, as we have been
ready, to communicate with the Government of France upon that subject, and I

have every reason to believe, that the views of the Government of the Emperor of
the French coincide with our own in that respect.” (Cheers.)
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With respect to Mr. Disraeli’s proposition of an autumnal
session, Lord John “declined to accept at the hand of members of
this House restrictions on freedom of ministers.”

It would be as tedious as it is superfluous to report the saying of
the Humes, Bankes, Knights, Alcoxes, and tutti quanti, on this
occasion.

Mr. Cobden, believing in the words of Lord John, and thinking
that he had turned the House into a council of war, very anxiously
labored to show why Sevastopol and the Crimea should on no
account be taken. A point of more interest was raised by him
through means of the question whether this country was in
alliance with the sovereignties against the nationalities. A great
delusion prevailed with the people who fancied that the war had
been undertaken in favor of any oppressed nationalities. It had,
on the contrary, been conducted with a view of riveting still closer
the chains by which Hungary and Italy were bound in the grasp of
Austria. There were honorable and deluded gentlemen in the
House who

“had been crying out that the Government were not carrying on the war as they
ought to do, that they ought to have some other man at the head of the War
Department; nay, sometimes they had even said, at the head of the Government.
They had called out for Lord Palmerston. And this was all done for the interest of
Hungary and the Italians. He had heard it from the lips of two of the greatest
chiefs of Hungary and of Italy® declared, that so far from their hopes and
aspirations resting upon that noble Lord, they knew that when the noble Lord had
an opportunity of giving them a moral support, he would not so much as lift up his
finger in their favor. If there was any member in the present Government at this
moment, upon whom these leaders would be less disposed to rely than upon
another, it was that noble Lord. He did not believe that the noble Lord was aware
of the great imposture practiced in his name, but the delusion had happily
exploded.”

Mr. Layard and Lord Dudley Stuart did nothing but repeat
their old speeches, with this variation, that Lord Dudley’s opinion
of the magic force of the name “Palmerston” was “more exalted
than ever.”

It was reserved for Mr. Disraeli to blow up by one single breath
the whole bubble speech of Lord John. Having briefly justified his
proposition of an autumnal session by an allusion to Sinope *** and
other exploits that occurred during the last autumnal vacation, he
confessed himself to be surprised, bewildered, alarmed at the
announcement of the impending destruction of Sevastopol and the
conquest of the Crimea. Lord John here expressed dissent, but did

? Kossuth and -Mazzini.— Ed.
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not rise; Mr. Disraeli, however, sitting down on his part, forced
Lord John to an explanation. In a voice of humility and confusion
he came forward, at last:

“I may as well state that what I said was, that I thought Russia could not be
allowed to maintain the menacing attitude she has done by keeping so large a fleet
at Sevastopol.”

Having elicited this confession from Lord John, Mr. Disraeli
delivered one of his most savage and sarcastic speeches on record,
which would well repay a perusal in extenso, (it is copied at length
below among the news from Great Britain,®®) and which ended
with the following words:

“Really, after what we have heard there seems great unfairness in the painful
distinction which is made at times between the policy of Lord Aberdeen and the
policy of soine of his colleagues. I am no admirer or supporter of Lord Aberdeen,
but I am no admirer either of the parliamentary policy which would exonerate
members of a Cabinet at the expense of their colleagues. It does not at all appear
to me, after the statement which the noble Lord opposite has made of what it was
he says he said, that his policy as to Russia, substantially differs from that of Lord
Aberdeen, and this, after all, is some satisfaction to the people of England. We
have not, then, a divided Cabinet; the session at last closes upon Ministers in
unison upon this subject; and, so far as conducting the war with small purposes
goes, so far as having from great objects of policy mean and insignificant resuits,
the Coalition Government appear to be unanimous.”

Lord Palmerston’s jokes were of no use. After the speech of Mr.
Disraeli, and a number of other members having risen to protest
that they had been entirely deluded by Lord John's first speech,
the motion for the supply was indeed voted, but only on the
condition that the debates should be resumed to-night, Lord
Dudley Stuart announcing at the same time his intention to move
an address to the Queen,

“praying that she would be graciously pleased not to prorogue Parliament until
she might be enabled to afford the House more full information with respect to the

relations existing with foreign powers, and of her views and prospects in the
contest in which her Majesty was engaged.”

Written on July 25, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

Daily Tri
First published in the New-York Daily aily Tribune

Tribune, No. 4150, August 7; reprinted
in the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune,
No. 960, August 8 and the New-York
Weekly Tribune, No.674, August 12, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx
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Karl Marx

[THE POLICY OF AUSTRIA.—
THE WAR DEBATES IN THE HOUSE OF COMMONS] %7

London, Friday, July 28, 1854

In one of my former letters I gave you an analysis of the
Austro-Turkish Treaty of the 14th of June,? and stated as the
purposes aimed at by that curious diplomatic transaction: 1st. To
give the allied armies a pretext for not crossing the Danube, and
for not confronting the Russians; 2d. To prevent the Turks from
reoccupying the whole of Wallachia, and forcing them out of that
part which they had already conquered: 3d. To restore in the
Principalities the old Reactionary Government, forced upon the
Roumans by Russia in 1848. We are now actually informed from
Constantinople, that Austria has protested against Omer Pasha’s
presumption in crossing the Danube; that she claims an exclusive
occupation of the Principalities for herself, and the right of
shutting them not only against the Anglo-French troops, but
equally against the Turks. Upon this remonstrance, the Porte is
said to have forwarded orders to Omer Pasha not to cross the
Danube for the present, while refusing to admit, in principle, the
exclusive occupation of the Principalities by Austria. Wretched
Pasha® who has learned something from his master and contriver,
Lord Palmerston, has of course little objection to admitting in fact
what he refuses in principle. You may perhaps think that Austria
has already violated as well as practically canceled the treaty of the
14th June, by not entering Wallachia at the moment when the
Russian army was disorderly retreating in three different direc-
tions, and was exposed in the flank and the rear to an Austrian

? See this volume, pp. 269-71.— Ed.
" Reshid Pasha. See this volume, p. 291.— Ed.
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attack, if it had failed to retire at once behind the Sereth. Only
remember that by the very words of this famous treaty Austria is
bound neither to enter the Principalities at once, nor to leave them
at any exact epoch, nor even to force the Russians to evacuate
them within any definite term. It is now stated that the Austrians
are really entering Little Wallachia, and that the Russians are
recalling their troops from the Carpathian passes and concentrat-
ing them at Fokshani. This, however, means nothing but that the
Austrians, instead of expelling the Russians from Great Wallachia,
have resolved to eject the Turks from Little Wallachia, thus
preventing their operations on the banks of the Aluta. It is evident
that no better contrivance could have been imagined to work up a
military insurrection in Turkey than their exclusion from the
territory conquered by the Turkish army, and by an occupation of
Bulgaria through Anglo-French troops, who are fully avoiding the
Russians, keep the Turks under a sort of state of siege—as you
may see from the common proclamation of the Anglo-French
commanders to the inhabitants of Bulgaria—a proclamation
almost literally copied from a Budberg, a Gorchakoff and tutt:
quanti. 1 have told you long before this that the western powers
would render one service to progress—the service of revolutioniz-
ing Turkey, that keystone of the antiquated European system.”
Besides the protest against the Turkish presumption of occupy-
ing Turkish territories, Austria demands the reinstallation of the
two hospodars now residing at Vienna, whose return to Wallachia
and Moldavia, along with the first Austrian troops, Herr von
Bruck has announced to the Porte. Reshid Pasha replies that the
Porte will take the propriety of their restoration into considera-
tion—Herr von Bruck, on his part, insisting, however, on the
fulfillment of Article III of the Convention, which stipulates the
reestablishment of the late Government. It will be remembered
that 1 called attention to the ambiguous construction liable to be
put on this article.” Reshid Pasha retorts that this reestablishment
could not take place before the Porte had made sure that the
hospodars had not failed in their duty as loyal subjects. The Porte
had no serious complaints against Prince Ghica of Moldavia, but
the conduct of Stirbey, the hospodar of Wallachia, had been very
compromising, having proved himself a partisan of Russia in the
most scandalous manner, so that his expulsion had been imposed
upon the Porte. Herr von Bruck then appealed to the Sultan, who

* See this volume, pp. 70-72 and 129-31.— Ed.
® Ibid., p. 270.— Ed.
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assembled an extraordinary Council, in which the compromise was
made that both hospodars should be recalled to their posts
provisionally, while the Porte would appoint a High Commissioner
to inquire into their conduct, and then come to a definitive
resolution. Now it will be at once understood that Prince Ghica,
against whom Reshid pretends to have no serious objections, is
only nominally recalled, Moldavia remaining in the hands of the
Russians. The recall of Prince Stirbey, expelled by the Porte itself,
and stigmatized as a Russian agent, is, on the contrary, a real
restoration, as a portion of Wallachia is already evacuated by the
Russians, and the other likely to become so at no distant time.

But the action of Austrian diplomacy does not stop there. We
read in yesterday’s Morning Post, dated Belgrade, July 19

“An order arrived yesterday, from Constantinople, immediately to suspend all
armaments and military exercises. It is confidently stated that there is another

order for disarmament. The intelligence was forwarded at once to Prince
Alexander.”

This, then, is the answer of the Porte to the Servian protest
against an Austrian occupation. Thus that miserable Turkish
Government is simultaneously prevented from thwarting its
avowed enemy, and driven into hostile and usurpatory acts against
its own loyal dependencies. By the treaty of the 14th June it broke
its Conventions with the Principalities, and by the order for
disarmament it breaks the fundamental laws of Servia.”®® By the
same stroke of policy, the Turkish army is worked into a state of
insurrection, and Servia and the Principalities are thrown into the
arms of Russia. The Austrian summons for the evacuation of the
Principalities turns out to be a prohibition to the Turks to enter
them, and the boasted armaments of Austria to be the disarma-
ment of Servia.

With all that stupid Austria, a mere tool in the hands of the
Czar and his English confederates, is only preparing the elements
of a general revolution, the first victim of which she herself will
be, and of which nobody can complain except utopian reac-
tionaries like David Urquhart.

You are already informed of the first movements in Italy. The
public papers speak of riots at Genoa, Modena, Parma, &c.; but,

* Telegraphic dispatch from Belgrade of July 19. The Morning Post, No. 25137,
]ul% 27, 1854.— Ed.
Alexander Karageorgevi¢.— Ed.
¢ Telegraphic dispatch from Vienna of July 25. The Times, No. 21803, July 26,
1854.— Ed.
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in my opinion, the scenes which have occurred at Ferrara remind
us more of the general insurrection of 1848 than all the rest.

That I have justly characterized, from the first, the patriotic
voluntary loan of the arrogant and bankrupt Austrian Govern-
ment,* you will see from the notification Chevalier le Burger has
lately addressed to the loyal subjects of Lombardy. He informs
them that the quota the Lombardian territory has to pay to the
voluntary loan will amount to 40,000,000 florins, equivalent to
104,400,000 francs, which, divided among the population, makes
40 francs per head.

“This voluntary loan,” says the Unione, “resolves itseli into a gigantic
confiscation—every province, every commune and every individual being assigned
a quota which it must pay voluntarily.”

In order to leave no doubt as to the true meaning of this
voluntary loan, the notification of Chevalier Burger ends in the
following terms:

“It must be more than evident, that in case the voluntary loan should not
succeed, an extraordinary and forced contribution must be levied upon the various
elements of the produce of land, capital, commerce and industry in the most
convenient proportions.”

At Monday’s sitting of the Commons,” for the first time in the
annals of Parliament, the Lord President of the Ministry® and
Leader of the House rose on the pretext of giving a deliberate
exposition of the intentions of the Cabinet, which he completely
recanted six hours later in the same place. At 7 P.M. Sevastopol
was bombarded, dismantled, destroyed and dismembered from
Russia. At 1.15 A.M. the Russian fleet at Sevastopol was to be
reduced by one or two sail of the line, and “Russia by no means to
be disturbed in her present rank and position.” During six hours
little Johnny brawled, swaggered, bullied, hectored, rodomon-
tized,* cheered, congratulated, amplified to his Commoners??;
during six hours he caused Parliament to revel in “a fool’s
paradise,” when, by no more than one sting of Mr. Disraeli’s
tongue, this bubble speech suddenly shrunk together, and the
false lion was forced to hang his usual calf-skin round his
shoulders. This was a “day of humiliation” for the Ministry, but
they carried their three millions of pounds.

* See this volume, pp. 288-89.— Ed.
° July 24.— Ed.
¢ Lord John Russell.— Ed.
Derived from the name of Rodomonte, a character from Ariosto’s L’Orlando
furioso.— Ed.
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At Tuesday’s sitting the debate on Lord Stuart’s motion for the
non-adjournment of Parliument took place.* They had voted away
the money of the country; they could not but vote their
confidence in the Ministry. This being generally understood by the
honorable members, the House was but thinly attended, the
debate dull, the Ministry more provoking than ever, and the
motion of Dudley negatived without a division. The Ministry
contrived to turn their very disgrace into a victory over the
Commoners. This was the “day of humiliation” for Parliament.
Nevertheless, the sitting became important from the defense of
the warfare furnished by Mr. Herbert, the British Secretary at
War, and Woronzoff’s brother-in-law; from Berkeley, the Lord of
the Admiralty’s indiscretions; and from littde Johnny’s magisterial
declarations on the internal state of the English Ministry.

In answer to the complaints about the deficient organization of
the commissariat, Mr. Herbert, a thin-headed ex-young Tory,
entered into an elaborate eulogy of Commissary-General Filder,
who was certainly the fittest man for the place, because, some fifty
years ago, he had enjoyed the confidence of the Iron Duke,” and
held high offices under him. To the disagreeable letters of the
newspaper correspondents, he opposed the high-colored reports
of “the very best paymasters in the service”, and the obligatory
compliments of some French officers. He uttered not a word
about the army being destitute of any means of transport, being
supplied neither with mules nor horses to carry the baggage and
the water necessary for an army marching from Varna and Devna
toward the Danube, and the other necessaries required on a
march. He uttered not a word about the deficient means of the
army to supply itself with food. He did not refute the fact that no
commissariat was appointed until several divisions of troops had
been sent out, and the fleets were at Constantinople. He dared not
contradict the assertion that Lord Raglan himself had stated that
his troops had been stationed at one place nearly two months, but
could not advance from the deficiency of the commissariat,
although they were almost within cannonshots hearing of the
half-starved enemy.

In a similar way the ingenious brother-in-law of Prince
Woronzoff got rid of the complaints on the ordnance. He spent
much breath upon an answer to a reproach made by nobody but

? The parliamentary debates on July 25, 1854 are given according to The Times,
No, 21803, July 26, 1854.— Ed.
b Wellington.— Ed.
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himself, viz: that there were only six-pounders out with the army
in Turkey, while he passed under obstinate silence the facts that
there was no battering train with the army, that the infantry was
almost unsupported by cavalry, the most essential arm for
operations in the plains of Wallachia, and that the 40,000 men at
Varna had not 40 pieces of artillery to oppose to the Russians
where every corps of 40,000 men deploys 120 pieces.

To the attacks on the negligence of the Government in
supplying the army with the necessary implements, the brother-in-
law of Woronzoff answered by an indignant defense of the
military commanders who were -not at all to blame.

As to the fatal accidents and the British monopoly of fatal
accidents, none of which happened to the French expedition, the
Hon. Mr. Herbert replied, first, that it was true that a ship which
carried out a portion of the 6th Dragoons was lost by fire, but that
the commander,

“a noble old man, faced the most terrible death which man can be subject to,

and refused, at the solicitation of his own men, to leave the ship until, alas! it was
too late, and he perished at. his post.”

The imbecile Commoners cheered this nonsensical answer. As to
the loss of the Tiger,®® he declared it to belong to the chapter of
accidents. As to the “grievous casualty in the Baltic—why, it
proved the foolhardiness of our seamen.” **!

The small-headed man then proceeded to answer the question
whether “no practical results had been brought about by our fleets
and armies?” and he glories in the “complete, effective, and
irresistible blockade of the Russian ports.” This blockade was so
effective that, for instance, eight Russian war-steamers have
reached Odessa from Sevastopol, notwithstanding bombardments,
fights and obstruction. It was so effective that the Baltic trade is
carried on through Russia to such an extent that Russian produce
is selling at London at a price very little higher than that at which
it sold before the war; that at Odessa commerce is carried on
exactly as last year, and that even the nominal blockades of the
Black and White Seas were only some days ago forced upon the
English by Bonaparte.

But the English Government did more, exclaims the noble
young man called Herbert. Had they not wrested from Russia the
ability of communicating supplies by the Black Sea, and cut them
off from all access by sea? He forgot that for four months they left
the Russians in the command of the Danube, that they allowed
them to appropriate with only 15,000 men the European
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corn-houses of Moldavia and Wallachia, that they abandoned to
them the rich flocks of the Dobrodja almost under their eyes, and
that they prevented the Turkish fleet from annihilating the
Russian squadron at Sinope.

They had an ample share in the military success of the Turks,
because by forming their reserve they enabled them to use every
man and every gun against the invading army. Need I repeat to
your readers® that, as long as the Russians were unable to
concentrate a superior force in the Principalities, the British
Government interdicted Omer Pasha the use of his own numerical
superiority and the fruits of his first victories?

Had their forces done anything else?

“How many pounds sterling had been expended by Russia in erecting a line of
forts along the coast of Circassia? In one short campaign,all these strong places,
which formed the chains with which Circassia was bound, had, with one exception,
fallen into their hands or into those of their allies.”

Woronzoff! Woronzoff! Do you not remember that, when
advised, at the beginning of the session, to take those forts, you
refused to do so, thus allowing the Russians to withdraw their
garrisons to Sevastopol? You have only taken the forts which the
Russians chose to abandon, and that single “exception,” which you
neither destroyed nor captured, nor attacked, is the only one
worth taking, the only one thought worth holding by the Russians,
and the only one by which you could communicate with the
Circassians— Anapa.

Mr. Herbert reached the climax of his insipid diatribe when he
pretended that in the glorious defense of Silistria, which they
neither relieved, nor allowed Omer Pasha to relieve, England had
a share, because of one dead young man, called Captain Butler.
Lieutenant Nasmyth, as a living man, is of course not mentioned.
Captain Butler, let me tell you, went to Silistria, only after the
Government had refused to send him there, and the more ground
for Marshal Herbert to claim credit for his conduct. As to
Lieutenant Nasmyth, he belongs to the class who were shortly to
be expelled from the British camp, and went to Silistria in the
capacity of a newspaper correspondent.

Lord Dudley Stuart having assailed the Government for not
procuring steamers drawing only three feet of water and carrying
one or two heavy guns, Admiral Berkeley—who spoke after Gen.
Herbert—begged the noble Lord “to teach the Surveyor of the

* See this volume, p. 223.— Ed.
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Navy® how to build such steamboats.” This was the answer given
by the gallant Whig admiral to the question how the Admiralty
could fit out a fleet for the Baltic without providing a large
number of gun-boats. Brave Berkeley and his scientific Surveyor
of the Navy would do well to apply for instruction at the Swedish
and Russian Admiralties than to poor and deluded Dudley Stuart.

We have now done with the defense of British warfare as put
forward by elegant Herbert and gallant Berkeley, and we come
now to the indiscreet revelations of that same Berkeley. On the
previous evening the Sevastopol bubble was blown up by little
Johnny; on this evening the Kronstadt bubble exploded through
the means of Berkeley. As the Austrians alone will fight out the
case in the Principalities, there remains no field of action “for the
most formidable armies and navies, with screw-propellers,
paixhans, and other monster powers of destruction ever fitted and
sent out by any country.” From a letter written by the gallant
commander of the Baltic fleet® the following quotation was made
by gallant Berkeley:

“It has not been in my power to do anything with this powerful fleet; for
attacking either Kronstadt or Sweaborg would have been certain destruction.”

This was not all. Brave Berkeley exulting at what the most
powerful fleet could not do, went on babbling:

“Admiral Chads, than whom no man possesses a greater amount of scientific
knowledge, wrote also in these terms: ‘After two days inspection from the
lighthouse, and full views of the forts and ships, the former are too substantial for

the fire of ships. They are large masses of granite. With respect to an attack on the
ships where they are, it is not to be entertained.””

As to Napier, brave Berkeley concludes with the words:

“There never was a British officer who had more completely carte blanche o
undertake what he pleased. So far from his hands being tied up by the
Government it has afforded him every encouragement to proceed”

from Bomarsund to Kronstadt, and from Kronstadt to Bomar-
sund.

On the remark of Mr. Hildyard, a Tory, that “in the whole
course of his life he never heard such indiscretion,” that Berkeley
had spoken as a plain agent of Russia, and that all the
rodomontades about Kronstadt had notwithstanding experienced
his silent approval, brave Berkeley recanted his indiscretions so far

? Sir Baldwin Wake Walker.— Ed.
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as to say that Napier had only spoken of his present position with
ships alone, and without being backed by any land forces. That
nothing could be done in the Baltic without land troops and
without an alliance with Sweden, I have repeated to you all the
time, since Napier left the English shores,® and my opinion was
participated in by every scientific military man.

I come now to the last point of this memorable debate, the
magisterial declarations of Lord John Russell. After having got his
note for 3,000,000 he was as barefaced as he was shamefaced, 20
hours before, when quailing under the sarcasms of Disraeli.

“He certainly did not think it necessary to give any further explanation of the
statements which he made last night.”

As to the “painful distinctions” which certain parties had
attempted to draw between Aberdeen and his colleagues, he would
tell them that

“with regard to the general measures of the war, those measures had been
considered, step by step, by those advisers of Her Majesty who are usually called
the Cabinet, and for the decisions which had been adopted, all the colleagues of
Lord Aberdeen are alike responsible to Parliament and the country with that
noble Lord.”

In fact, he dared—but at no risk—to tell the House:

“If we are fit to be ministers of the Crown, we are fit to have the discretion to
call or not to call Parliament together; if we are not fit to have that discretion, on
the other hand, we are no longer fit to remain the ministers of the Crown.”

Being present at the sittings of the English Parliament on
Monday and Tuesday, I confess to my error in having stigmatized,
in 1848, in the New-Rhenish Gazette? the Berlin and Frankfort
assemblies as the lowest possible expressions of Parliamentary life.c

It will be amusing for your readers to see opposed to the
declarations of Woronzoff’s British brother-in-law,® the fades*
bravadoes of a Russell, and the roaring leaders of The Times, the
following extracts from the latest letter of The Times correspon-
dent at the British camp near Varna, dated July 13.

“The night before this there was a general belief that peace would soon be
proclaimed, inasmuch as an Austrian Envoy was reported to be dining with Gen.

? See this volume, pp. 202-04 and 251.— Ed.
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Brown, and this Austrian Envoy was on his way from Shumla, where he had held
long interviews with Omer Pasha, to Varna, where he was to consult with Lord
Raglan and Marshal St. Arnaud. It was reported that the Duke of Cambridge had
said that the cavalry would be home by November, and the infantry by May. Surely
it cannot be affirmed we are at war, or that the allied armies have taken a
belligerent part, or exhibited warlike actions since they landed in Turkey. Our
parades, reviews, drills, and inspections are as harmless, as innocent, as if they took
place at Satory or at Chobham, and our whole operations of offence by land have
been confined to, first, a reconnoitering excursion by Lord Cardigan; secondly, the
dispatch of some engineer officers and sappers to Silistria and Rustchuk; thirdly,
the march of a few French pontoniers in the same direction; and, fourthly, the
further dispatch of a company of sappers and of 150 sailors to Rustchuk, to
construct a bridge across from the bank to the islands and thence across to the
other side.”?

There exists no Bastille in England, but there exist lunatic
asylums to which every individual obnoxious to the Court, or
standing in the way of certain family arrangements, may simply be
confined by a lettre de cachet. In Wednesday’s debate on the case of
Dr. Peitman,® this was fully proved by Mr. Otway, backed by Mr.
Henley. There were wanted only some words of Lord Palmerston,
the civis Romanus,*** and the notorious advocate of “the rights and
privileges of the British subject”—and the subject [was] dropped.
Palmerston did not so much as pretend that Peitman was a real
madman, but only that “he appeared to imagine to have some
claim upon Government,” and imagining to pursue that claim in a
very troublesome way to the Queen, or rather that anonymous
personage called Prince Albert. The Coburgs are everywhere; they
pretend at this very moment to appropriate the Spanish nation.c

“It is,” says the Ministerial Globe,"a question of the rights of the doctor and of
the rights of the Queen, and we believe that there is no man in or out of
Parliament who can hesitate in balancing these rights.”

No wonder, then, that Thomas Paine’s “Rights of Man” were
publicly burned in this free and blessed country.?*®

Another little Parliamentary comedy was performed on the
same Wednesday evening. At the sitting of last Friday,® Mr. Butt
had moved the resolution that British. subjects should be
forbidden,under certain penalties, to trade in Russian Government
securities; this bill relating only to loans contracted by the Russian

? Report from Varna of July 13, 1854. The Times, No. 21805, July 28,
1854.— Ed.

® The debate on Dr. Peitman’s case on July 26 is given according to the
parliamentary report published in The Times, No. 21804, July 27, 1854.— Ed.

¢ See this volume, pp. 305-06.— Ed.
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Government during the present war. The British Government had
not proposed the bill, but it could hardly dare to oppose it, as
Bonaparte had already falsely announced in the Moniteur that the
British Government concurred with him in considering subscrip-
tions to the Russian loan as illegal? Palmerston, therefore,
supported Mr. Butt’s motion, but found himself opposed in no
very courteous manner by Mr. Wilson, the sage editor of The
Economist, and Secretary of the Treasury. Now, on Wednesday the
same Palmerston, having defended the Coalition Cabinet on
Monday, having abstained from speaking on Tuesday and thus-
secured the real success of the Coalition, could not but seize upon
this opportunity to resume his position as the ‘“unprotected
female” of the Cabinet. He spoke with the aspect and in the tone
of a male Sibyl, as if overpowered by the spontaneous explosion of
his patriotic feelings, which he, poor man, was forced to suppress
on the two preceding evenings, fettered as he was by the cold
necessity of an official position. He elicited the inevitable cheers of
the honorable and deluded gentlemen when he declared

“the bill simply affirmed the principle that British subjects should not supply
the Russians with funds to carry on the war. The arguments adduced by the

Secretary of the Treasury went to show that we should abolish our laws of high
treason. Such arguments were sheer nonsense.”

Note that this is the same man who, during twenty-four years,
imposed the Russo-Dutch loan *** upon England, and is at this very
moment the most influential member of a Cabinet which’continues
to pay the capital and interest of that loan, thus supplying him
with “funds to carry on the war.”

Written on July 28, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

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

Tribune, No. 4152, August 9; reprinted
in the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune,
No. 961, August 11, 1854

Signed: Karl Marx

! Le Moniteur universel, No. 189, July 8, 1854.— Ed.
> The debates on the Russian government securities bill are given according to
The Times, Nos. 21300 and 21804, July 22 and 27, 1854.— Ed.
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THAT BORE OF A WAR?%

It is now very near a twelvemonth since a small Turkish corps,
two battalions, succeeded in crossing the Danube near Turtukai,
opposite Oltenitza, threw up intrenchments there, and being
attacked by the Russians, repulsed them in a very spirited little
affair, which, being the first engagement in the war, took the style
and title of the Battle of Oltenitza. There the Turks alone were
opposed to the Russians; they had no British or French troops
behind them as a reserve, and could not even expect any support
from the allied fleets. And yet they held their ground on the
Wallachian side of the river for a fortnight at Oltenitza, and for
the whole winter at Kalafat.

Since then, England and France have declared war against
Russia; sundry exploits, of a doubtful nature it is true, have been
achieved. Black Sea fleets, Baltic fleets, and an army of now nearly
a hundred thousand English and French soldiers are there to
assist the Turks or to make diversions in their favor. And the
upshot of all this is nothing but a repetition of the Oltenitza
business on a larger scale, but rather less successfully than last
year.

The Russians laid siege to Silistria. They went about it stupidly
but bravely. They were defeated day after day, night after night;
not by superior science, not by Captain Butler or Lieutenant
Nasmyth, the two British officers present who, according to The
Times, saved Silistria.” They were defeated by the ignorance of the
Turks, an ignorance extending so far as not to know when a fort

* See this volume, p. 329.— Ed.
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or rampart ceases to be tenable, and sticking doggedly to every
inch of ground, every molehill which the enemy appears to covet.
They were defeated, besides, by the stolidity of their own
Generals, by fever and cholera; finally by the moral effect of an
allied army menacing their left, and an Austrian army menacing
their right wing. When the war began, we stated that the Russian
army had never been able to lay a regular siege, and the
ill-managed operations before Silistria show that they have not
improved since. Well, they were defeated; they had to decamp in
the most discreditable way imaginable; they had to raise the siege
of an incomplete fortress in the midst of a fine season, and
without any troops coming to relieve the garrison. Such an event
occurs not more than once in a century; and whatever the
Russians may try to do in the autumn, the campaign is lost,
disgracefully lost for them.

But now for the reverse of the medal. Silistria is free. The
Russians retreat to the left bank of the Danube. They even
prepare for, and gradually execute the evacuation of the
Dobrodja. Hirsova and Matchin are dismantled. The Sereth seems
to be the line to which the Russians trust for the defense, not of
their conquests, but of their own territory. Omer Pasha, the wily
old Croat, who can hold his tongue or tell a lie as well as anybody,
“in the execution of his duty,” at once sends a corps to the
Dobrodja and another to Rustchuk, thus engaging the two wings
of the Russians at once. There were far better maneuvers possible
at the time, but poor old Omer appears to know the Turks and
the allies better than we do. The correct military move to be made
would have been to march through the Dobrodja or by Kalarash
upon the communications of the enemy; but after what we have
seen, we cannot even accuse Omer of having missed a goor!
opportunity. We know that his army is very badly cared for
—provided with almost nothing—and cannot, therefore, execute
rapid movements which would remove it to a distance from its
base, or open up fresh lines of operation. These movements,
decisive as they are in their effect, when undertaken by a
sufficient force, are not within the reach of an army which lives
from hand to mouth, and has to pass through a barren country.
We know that Omer Pasha went to Varna, imploring the aid of
the allied generals, who at that time had 75,000 capital soldiers
there, within four days’ march of the Danube; but neither St.
Arnaud nor Raglan thought proper to come up to where they
could meet the enemy. Thus Omer could do no more than he has
done. He sent 25,000 men toward the Dobrodja, and marched
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with the rest of his army to Rustchuk. Here his troops passed
from island to island until the Danube was crossed, and then, by a
sudden march to the left, took Giurgevo in the rear, and forced
the Russians to quit it. On the next day the Russians were drawn
up on some hights to the north of Giurgevo, where the Turks
attacked them. A sanguinary battle ensued, remarkable for the
number of English officers who, with rare success, competed for
the honor of being shot first. They all got their bullets, but with
no benefit to anybody, for it would be preposterous to think that
the sight of a British officer being shot could inflame a Turkish
soldier to invincibility. However, the Russians having a mere
advanced guard on the spot—a brigade, the two regiments of
Kolyvan and Tomsk—got beaten, and the Turks made good their
footing on the Wallachian bank of the Danube. They at once set
about fortifying the place, and as they had British sappers, and as
at Kalafat they did very well for themselves, there is no doubt that
they were making a formidable position of it. But thus far they
were allowed to go, and no further. That Emperor of Austria who
now for eight months has been trying hard to act the part of an
independent man, steps in at once. The Principalities have been
promised to his troops as a feeding ground, and he intends to
have them. What business have the Turks there? Let them go back
to Bulgaria. So down comes the order from Constantinople to
withdraw the Turkish troops from the left bank, and to leave “all
that plot of land” to the tender mercies of the Austrian soldiers.
Diplomacy is above strategy. Whatever may. come of it, the
Austrians will save their own frontiers by occupying a few yards of
ground. beyond; and to this important end even the necessities of
the war must give way. Besides, is not Omer Pasha an Austrian
deserter? And Austria never forgets. In-Montenegro she interrupt-
ed his victorious career; and she repeats the process again, to
make the renegade feel that he is not yet out of the allegiance of
his lawful sovereign.

It is entirely useless to enter into the military details of this
present stage of the campaign. The actions possess little tactical
interest, being plain, straightforward front attacks; the movements
of troops on either side are ruled more by diplomatical than
strategical motives. Most likely we shall see the campaign closing
without any great enterprise, for on the Danube there is nothing
prepared for a grand offensive, and as to the taking of Sevastopol,
of which we hear so much, the beginning will probably be delayed
until the season is so far advanced that it must be postponed till
next year.
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It would seem that whoever may have had any conservative
leanings in Furope must lose them when he looks at this
everlasting Eastern Question. There is all Europe, incapable,
convicted for the last sixty years of incapability to settle this puny
little strife. There they are, France, England, Russia, going actually
to war. They carry on their war for six months; and unless by
mistake, or on a very shabby scale, they have not even come to
blows. There they are, eighty or ninety thousand English and
French soldiers at Varna, commanded by old Wellington’s late
military secretary,” and by a Marshal of France® (whose greatest
exploits, it is true, were performed in London pawnshops)—there
they are, the French doing nothing and the British helping them
as fast as they can; and as they may think this sort of business not
exactly honorable, the fleets are come up to Baltshik Roads to
have a look at them and to see which of the two armies can enjoy
the dolce far niente® with the greatest decorum. And yet, although
the allies have hitherto only been eating up the provisions upon
which the Turkish army had calculated, idling away day after day
at Varna for the last two months, they are not yet fit for duty.
They would have relieved Silistria if required by about the middle
of May next year. The troops that have conquered Algeria and
learned the theory and practice of war on one of the most difficult
theaters in existence,?*® the soldiers who fought the Sikhs on the
sands of the Indus, and the Kaffirs in the thorny bush of South
Africa,”” in countries far more savage than Bulgaria—there they
are, helpless and useless, fit for nothing in a country which even
exports corn!

But if the allies are miserable in their performances, so are the
Russians. They have had plenty of time to prepare. They have
done whatever they could, for they knew from the beginning what
resistance they would find. And yet, what have they been able to
do? Nothing. They could not take a yard of contested ground
from the Turks; they could not take Kalafat; they could not beat
the Turks in one single engagement. And yet they are the same
Russians who, under Miinnich and Suvoroff conquered the Black
Sea coast from the Don to the Dniester. But Schilder is not
Miinnich, Paskievich is not Suvoroff, and though the Russian
soldier can bear flogging with the cane beyond all others, yet when

a

Raglan.— Ed.
> On Saint-Arnaud see this volume, pp. 230-33.—Ed.
¢ Sweet doing-nothing.— Ed.
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it comes to habitual retreating, he loses his steadiness as well as
anybody else.

The fact is, that conservative Europe—the Europe of “order,
property, family, religion”—the Europe of monarchs, feudal
lords, moneyed men, however they may be differently assorted in
different countries—is once more exhibiting its extreme impoten-
cy. Europe may be rotten, but a war should have roused the sound
elements; a war should have brought forth some latent energies,
and assuredly there should be that much pluck among two
hundred and fifty millions of men that at least one decent struggle
might be got up, wherein both parties could reap some honor,
such as force and spirit can carry off even from the field of battle.
But no. Not only is the England of the middle classes, the France
of the Bonapartes, incapable of a decent, hearty, hard-fought war;
but even Russia, the country of Europe least infected by infidel
and unnerving civilization, cannot bring about anything of the
kind. The Turks are fit for sudden starts of offensive action, and
stubborn resistance on the defensive, but seem not to be made for
large combined maneuvers with great armies. Thus everything is
reduced to a degree of impuissance and a reciprocal confession of
weakness, which appears to be as reciprocally expected by all .
parties. With governments such as they are at present, this Eastern
war may be carried on for thirty years, and yet come to no
conclusion.

But while official incompetency is thus displaying itself all over
Europe, in the south-western corner of that continent a movement
breaks out which at once shows that there are still other forces
more active than the official ones. Whatever may be the real
character and the end of the Spanish rising, so much at least may
be affirmed, that it bears to a future revolution the same relation
as the Swiss and Italian movements of 1847 to the revolution of
1848.2% There are two grand facts in it: first, the military, the
actual rulers of the continent since 1849, have got divided among
themselves, and have given up their calling of preserving order,
for the purpose of asserting their own opinion in opposition to the
Government. Their discipline taught them their power, and this
power has loosened their discipline. Secondly, we have had the
spectacle of a successful barricade fight. Wherever barricades had
been raised since June, 1848,2* they had hitherto proved of no
avail. Barricades, the resistance of the population of a large town
against the military, seemed of no effect whatever. That prejudice
has fallen. We have again seen victorious, unassailable barricades.
The spell is broken. A new revolutionary era is rendered possible,
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and it is significant that while the troops of official Europe are
showing themselves useless in actual war, they are at the same time
defeated by the insurgent inhabitants of a town.

Written on July 29 and August 1, Reproduced from the New-York
1854 Daily Tribune

First published in the New-York Datly
Tribune, No. 4159, August 17; reprinted
‘in the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune,
No. 963, August 18 and the New-York
Weekly Tribune, No. 675, August 19,
1854 as a leader
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ESPARTERO **

It is one of the peculiarities of revolutions that just as the people
seem about to take a great start and to open a new era, they suffer
themselves to be ruled by the delusions of the past and surrender
all the power and influence they have so dearly won into the
hands of men who represent, or are supposed to represent, the
popular movement of a by-gone epoch. Espartero is one of those
traditional men whom the people are wont to take upon their
backs at moments of social crises, and whom, like the ill-natured
old fellow that obstinately clasped his legs about the neck of
Sindbad the sailor, they afterward find it difficult to get rid of.
Ask a Spaniard of the so-called Progressist School®' what is the
political value of Espartero, and he will promptly reply that
“Espartero represents the unity of the great liberal party;
Espartero is popular because he came from the people; his
popularity works exclusively for the cause of the Progresistas.” It
is true that he is the son of an artisan, who has climbed up to be
the Regent of Spain; and that, having entered the army as a
common soldier, he left it as a Field-Marshal. But if he be the
'symbol of the unity of the great liberal party, it can only be that
indifferent point of unity in which all extremes are neutralized.
And as to the popularity of the Progresistas, we do not exaggerate
in saying that it was lost from the moment it became transferred
from the bulk of that party to this single individual.

We need no other proof of the ambiguous and exceptional
character of Espartero’s greatness, beyond the simple fact that, so
far, nobody has been able to account for it. While his friends take
refuge in allegoric generalities, his enemies, alluding to a strange
feature of his private life, declare him but a lucky gambler. Both,
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then, friends and enemies, are at an equal loss to discover any
logical connection between the man himself, and the fame and the
name of the man.

Espartero’s military merits are as much contested as his political
shortcomings are incontestable. In a voluminous biography,
published by Senor de Florez,” much fuss is made about his
military prowess and' generalship as shown in the provinces of
Charcas, Paz, Arequipa, Potosi and Cochabamba, where he fought
under the orders of General Morillo, then charged with the
reduction of the South American States under the authority of the
Spanish Crown. But the general impression produced by his South
American feats of arms upon the excitable mind of his native
country is sufficiently characterized by his being designated as the
chief of the Ajyacuchismo, and his partisans as Ayacuchos, in allusion
to the unfortunate battle at Ayacucho, in which Peru and South
America were definitively lost for Spain.?®® He is, at all events, a
very extraordinary hero whose historical baptism dates from a
defeat, instead of a success. In the seven years’ war against the
Carlists, he never signalized himself by one of those daring strokes
by which Narvaez, his rival, became early known as an iron-nerved
soldier. He had certainly the gift of making the best of small
successes, while it was mere luck that Maroto betrayed to him the
last forces of the Pretender,” Cabrera’s rising in 1840 being only a
posthumous attempt to galvanize the dry bones of Carlism.**
Sefnor de Marliani, himself one of Espartero’s admirers, and the
historian of modern Spain, cannot but own that the seven years’
war is to be compared with nothing but the feuds waged in the
tenth century between the petty lords of Gaul, when success was
not the result of victory.”® It appears, by another mischance, that
of all the Peninsular deeds of Espartero, that which made the
liveliest impression upon the public memory was, if not exactly a
defeat, at least a singularly strange performance in a hero of
liberty. He became renowned as the bombarder of cities—of
Barcelona and Seville. If the Spaniards, says a writer, should ever
paint him as Mars, we should see the god figuring as a
“wall-batterer.” ¢

When Cristina was forced, in 1840, to resign her Regency and
to fly from Spain, Espartero assumed, against the wishes of a very

? José Segundo Florez. Espartero. Historia de su vida militar y politica y de los
g'ra{)zdes sucesos contempordneos.— Ed.
Don Carlos (Charles V).— Ed.

¢ [Hughes,] Revelations of Spain in 1845. By an English Resident, p. 14.— Ed.
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large section of the Progresistas, the supreme authority within the
limits of parliamentary government. He surrounded himself with a
sort of camarilla, and affected the airs of a military dictator,
without really elevating himself above the medlocrltz' of a
Constitutional King. His favor extended to Moderados?” rather
than to old Progresistas, who,with a few exceptions, were excluded
from office. Without conciliating his enemies, he gradually
estranged his friends. Without the courage to break through the
shackles of the parliamentary regime, he did not know how to
accept it, how to manage it, or how to transform it into an
instrument of action. During his three years’ dictatorship, the
revolutlonary spirit was broken step by step, through endless
compromises, and the dissensions within the Progresista party
were allowed to reach such a pitch as to enable the Moderados to
regain exclusive power by a coup de main. Thus Espartero became
so divested of authority that his own Embassador at Paris®
conspired against him with Cristina and Narvaez; and so poor in
resources, that he found no means to ward off their miserable
intrigues, or the petty tricks of Louis Philippe. So little did he
understand his own position that he made an inconsiderate stand
against public opinion when it simply wanted a pretext to break
him to pieces.

In May, 1843, his popularity having long since faded away, he
retained Linage, Zurbano and the other members of his military
camarilla, whose dismissal was loudly called for; he dismissed the
Lopez Ministry, who commanded a large majority in the Chamber
of Deputies, and he stubbornly refused an amnesty for the exiled
Moderados, then claimed on all hands, by Parliament, by the
people and by the army itself. This demand simply expressed the
public disgust with his administration. Then, at once, a hurricane
of pronunciamentos against the “tyrant Espartero” shook the
Peninsula from one end to the other; a movement to be compared
only, for the rapidity of its spreading, to the present one.
Moderados and Progresistas combined for the one object of
getting rid of the Regent. The crisis took him quite unawares—
the fatal hour found him unprepared.

Narvaez, accompanied by O’Donnell, Concha and Pezuela,
landed with a handful of men at Valencia. On their side all was
rapidity and action, considerate audacity, energetic decision. On
the side of Espartero all was helpless hesitation, deadly delay,

* Olozaga.— Ed.
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apathetic irresolution, indolent weakness. While Narvaez raised the
siege of Teruel, and marched into Aragon, Espartero retired from
Madrid, and consumed whole weeks in unaccountable inactivity at
Albacete. When Narvaez had won over the corps of Seoane and
Zurbano at Torrejon, and was marching on Madrid, Espartero at
length effected a junction with Van Halen, for the useless and
odious bombardment of Seville. He then fled from station to
station, at every step of his retreat deserted by his troops, till at
last he reached the coast. When he embarked at Cadiz, that town,
the last where he retained a party, bade its hero farewell by also
pronouncing against him. An Englishman who resided in Spain
during the catastrophe, gives a graphic description of the
sliding-scale of Espartero’s greatness:

“It was not the tremendous crash of an instant, after a well-fought field, but a
litdde and bit by bit descent, after no fighting at all, from Madrid to Ciudad Real,
from Ciudad Real to Albacete, from Albacete to Cordova, from Cordova to Seville,
from Seville to Port St. Mary,” and thence to the wide ocean. He fell from idolatry
to enthusiasm, from enthusiasm to attachment, from attachment to respect, from

respect to indifference, from indifference to contempt, from contempt to hatred,
and from hatred he fell into the sea.”

How could Espartero have now again become the savior of the
country, and “Sword of the Revolution,” as he is called? This
event would be quite incomprehensible were it not for the ten
years of reaction Spain has suffered under the brutal dictatorship
of Narvaez, and the brooding yoke of the Queen’s minions, who
supplanted him. Extensive and violent epochs of reaction are
wonderfully fitted for reestablishing the fallen men of revolution-
ary miscarriages. The greater the imaginative powers of a
people—and where is imagination greater than in the south of
Europe?—the more irresistible their impulse to oppose to
individual incarnations of despotism individual incarnations of the
revolution. As they cannot improvise them at once, they excavate
the dead men of their previous movements. Was not Narvaez
himself on the point of growing popular at the expense of
Sartorius? The Espartero who, on the 29th of July, held his
triumphant entrance into Madrid, was no real man; he was a
ghost, a name, a reminiscence.

It is but due to justice to record that Espartero never professed
to be anything but a constitutional monarchist; and if there had
ever existed any doubt upon that point, it must have disappeared

? Puerta de Santa Maria.— Ed.
b [Hughes,] op. cit., pp. 15-16.— Ed.
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before the enthusiastic reception he met with during his exile, at
Windsor Castle and from the governing classes of England. When
he arrived in London the whole aristocracy flocked to his abode,
the Duke of Wellington and Palmerston at their head. Aberdeen,
in his quality of Foreign Minister, sent him an invitation to be
presented to the Queen; the Lord Mayor and the Aldermen of the
city entertained him with gastronomic homages at the Mansion
House; and when it became known that the Spanish Cincinnatus
passed his leisure hours in gardening, there was no Botanical, or
Horticultural, or Agricultural Society which was not eager to
present him with membership. He was quite the lion of that
metropolis. At the end of 1847 an amnesty recalled the Spanish
exiles, and the decree of Queen Isabella appointed him a Senator.
He was, however, not allowed to leave England before Queen
Victoria had invited him and his Duchess to her table, adding the
extraordinary honor of offering them a night’s lodging at Windsor
Castle. It is true, we believe, that this halo thrown round his
person was somewhat connected with the supposition that
Espartero had been and still was the representative of British
interests in Spain. It is no less true that the Espartero demonstra-
tion looked something like a demonstration against Louis Philippe.
On his return to Spain he received deputation upon deputation,
gratulations upon gratulations, and the city of Barcelona dis-
patched an express messenger to apologize for its bad behavior in
1843. But has anybody ever heard his name mentioned during the
fatal period from January, 1846, till the late events? Has he ever
raised his voice during that dead silence of degraded Spain? Is
there recorded one single act of patriotic resistance on his part?
He quietly retires to his estate at Logrono, cultivating his cabbages
and flowers, waiting his time. He did not go even to the revolution
till the revolution came for him. He did more than Mahomet.* He
expected the mountain to come to him, and the mountain came.
Still there is one exception to be mentioned. When the revolution
of February® burst out, followed by the general European
earthquake, he caused to be published by Sefior de Principe, and
some other friends, a little pamphlet entitled Espartero, his Past, his
Present, his Future,”® to remind Spain that it still harbored the man
of the past, the present, and the future. The revolutionary
movement soon subsiding in France, the man of the past, of the
present, and of the future once more sank into oblivion.

# Mohammed.— Ed.
® 1848.—Ed.
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Espartero was born at Granitula, in.La Mancha, and like his
famous fellow countryman,® he also has his fixed idea—the
Constitution; and his Dulcinea del Toboso—Queen Isabella. On
January 8, 1848, when he returned from his English exile to
Madrid, he was received by the Queen and took leave of her with
the following words:

“I pray your Majesty to call me whenever you want an arm to defend, or a
heart to love you.”

Her Majesty has now called and her knight-errant appears,
smoothing the revolutionary waves, enervating the masses by a
delusive calm, allowing Cristina, San Luis and the rest to hide
themselves in the palace, and loudly professing his unbroken faith
in the words of the innocent Isabella.

It is known that this very trustworthy Queen, whose features are
said to assume year after year a more striking resemblance to
those of Ferdinand VII, of infamous memory, had her majority
proclaimed on November 15, 1843. She was then only thirteen
years old on November 21 of the same year. Olozaga, whom
Lopez had constituted her tutor for three months, formed a
Ministry obnoxious to the Camarilla and the Cortes newly elected
under the impression of the first success of Narvaez. He wanted to
dissolve the Cortes, and obtained a royal decree signed by the
Queen giving him power to do so, but leaving the date of its
promulgation blank. On the evening of the 28th, Olozaga had the
decree delivered to him from the hands of the Queen. On the
evening of the 29th he had another interview with her; but he had
hardly left her when an Under-Secretary of State came to his
house, and informed him that he was dismissed, and demanded
back the decree which he had forced the Queen to sign. Olozaga,
a lawyer by profession, was too sharp a man to be ensnared in this
way. He did not return the document till the following day, after
having shown it to at least one hundred deputies, in proof that
the signature of the Queen was in her usual, regular handwriting.
On December 13, Gonzalez Bravo, appointed as Premier, sum-
moned the Presidents of the Chambers, the principal Madrid
notables, Narvaez, the Marquis de la Santa Cruz, and others, to
the Queen that she might make a declaration to them concerning
what had passed between her and Olozaga on the evening of

* Don Quixote of La Mancha.— Ed.
[Principe, Giron, Satorres, Ribot,] Espartero: su pasado, su presente, su
porvenir, p. 58.— Ed.
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November 28. The innocent little Queen led them into the room
where she had received Olozaga, and enacted in a very lively, but
rather overdone manner, a little drama for their instruction. Thus
had Olozaga bolted the door, thus seized her dress, thus obliged
her to sit down, thus conducted her hand, thus forced her
signature to the decree, in one word, thus had he violated her
royal dignity. During this scene Gonzalez Bravo took note of these
declarations, while the persons present saw the alleged decree
which appeared to be signed in a blotted and tremulous hand.
Thus, on the solemn declaration of the Queen, Olozaga was to be
condemned for the crime of laesa majestas,® to be torn in pieces by
four horses, or at the best, to be banished for life to the
Philippines. But, as we have seen, he had taken his measures of
precaution. Then followed seventeen days’ debate in the Cortes,
creating a sensation greater even than that produced by the
famous trial of Queen Caroline in England.”” Olozaga’s defense in
the Cortes contained among other things this passage:

“If they tell us that the word of the Queen is to be believed without question, I

answer, No! There is either a charge, or there is none. If there be, that word is a
testimony like any other, .and to that testimony I oppose mine.”®

In the balance of the Cortes the word of Olozaga was found to
be heavier than that of the Queen. Afterward he fled to Portugal
to escape the assassins sent against him. This was Isabella’s first
entrechat on the political stage of Spain, and the first proof of her
honesty. And this is the same little Queen whose words Espartero
now exhorts the people to trust in, and to whom is offered, after
eleven years’ school for scandal® the “defending arm,” and the
“loving heart” of the “Sword of the Revolution.”

Written on August 4, 1854 Reproduced from the New-York

First published in the New-York Daily Daily Tribune
Tribune, No. 4161, August 19; reprinted

in the New-York Semi-Weekly Tribune,

No. 964, August 22 and the New-York

Weekly Tribune, No. 676, August 26,

1854 as a leader

* Lese-majesty, high treason.— Ed.
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347

Frederick Engels

THE ATTACK ON THE RUSSIAN FORTS?®

At last it seems that the allied French and English are to make a
genuine attack on Russia. The outmost fortifications of the
Empire, on the Aland Isles and at Sevastopol in the Black Sea, are
successively, 1f not simultaneously, to be assailed. Indeed, it is
rumored in Western Europe that the former point has already
been taken after a brief bombardment, but the report wants
confirmation, and is probably premature. As for the attempt upon
Sevastopol, we have no official information that it is to be made,
but it is positively asserted by The London Times® and generally
believed in that city. So far only a couple of divisions of French
and English troops have been embarked at Varna, and though it is
supposed they form part of the expedition to the Crimea, it is
possible, on the other hand, that they are destined to besiege the
Russian fortress of Anapa in Asia. On this point all doubt will
probably be removed by the arrival of the next steamer.?

The attack upon Bomarsund will be an event of great military
interest. It will be the first time that Montalembert’s casemated
town-fortifications are put to the proof. To judge from views and
plans of the place, the forts there, although on a far smaller scale
than those of Helsingfors, Kronstadt, or Sevastopol, are defended
against a land attack as much as against a bombardment by ships,
and are exclusively constructed upon Montalembert’s principles. A
long bomb-proof fort, with about one hundred guns flanked by
temporary earth works, forms the main defense against ships,
while it is commanded and protected in the rear by large towers,

% The Times, No. 21814, August 8, 1854, leader.— Ed.
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'~ mounting one thirty, and one ten guns. While the main fort would
chiefly engage the ships, the attack on the towers would occupy
the land forces. According to our last accounts the garrison is very
much weaker than we had supposed; it consists of b