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X1

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 Datily 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 cupidity 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
11” (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
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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 a2 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 29”7, “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 economic 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 III’'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 Spamsh 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
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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.

* ok 3k

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 to
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

* Holy Russia.— Ed.
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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 je. 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

2 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



Karl Marx

[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.”

I1. 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 11.— 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

2 Marx took these figures from the leading articles in The Times, Nos. 21668
and 21669, February 18 and 20, 1854.— Ed.
b 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.— Ed.

€ 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
Tur}s 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 mirds.” 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 vyesterday 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 Reddliffe, 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 Mjnistry 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 dls)lomatic 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 intcrpretation 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.— FEd.
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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
(emonstration 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. 57.—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,

# Hamelin.— 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 t6 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
: . . . 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 answer 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 28, 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 conciliation.”

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 pubhc 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 ingenuity 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 coumry."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

2 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 arly fmibune

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

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.”® 1 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. ‘

3-2910



36 Karl Marx

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 bring 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
Eubéa, 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. 1
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.‘121676, February 28, 1854.— Ed.

February 24, 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 Lroops 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.

Y Chateaubriand, Congrés de Vérone. Guerre d’Espagne. Négocigtions. Colonies
espagnoles.— Ed.

© Joseph Bonaparte.— 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.

® Here Abdul Mejid.— Ed.

€ Here Marx uses the term “Tartar”, which in nineteenth-century West-
European literature denoted Mongols, Manchurians and other Turkic tribes in
Eastern Asia.— Fd.

9 Hsien Féng.— Ed.

¢ Hung Hsiu-ch’tian.— 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 Anticipatiori 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 Gminden, 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 £
Francis Joseph 1.—Ed.
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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 Wihrung® 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 1II, 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 sy e

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 ....ceeeeeeevvvennnn. £20,175,000 POSL-taX .oveeeeeeeeiieriiiiins 1,200,000
ExXcise ..covveeviiiiiceeecaenn 14,595,000 Crown lands .....ccccovviinnes 259,000
Stamps ..coeeeeieeenienn. 7,090,000 Old stores .....ooovvveiiienneeenen 420,000
Taxes ..ccocvvvverneeeeneiannn. 3,015,000 Miscellaneous ................... 320,000

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

Funded debt ..........c..cuc. £27,000,000 Commissariat .................. 645,000

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

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

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

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

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

Causing a deficit of ........cccooviviiiiiini 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'/; 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 been 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
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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 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 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 :—

28, Dean Strect, Soho, London.
“ Yth March, 1854,

‘T regret deeply to be unable, for.the moment at
least, to leave London, and thus to be prevented gfrom
expressing verbally my feelings of pridé 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 &e hopes
of the working classes throughout Europe and America.

 Great Britain, of all other countries, has scen devo-
laped 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 so gradually béen 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 ty from labour has
bcen 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 absolate emancipation of
Labour. Such they are from the comscious clearness of
their position, the vast superiority of their naumbers, 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 down the 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 labouy 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 weallh-
producing powers from the infamous shackles 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, I 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 Manclhiester—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
masters. Yours truly,

Karr Manry.

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'/ad.

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.

II. 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.

c. 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
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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 (Liders) 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 Liiders’ 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.
Y The New-York Daily Tribune has: “for the grand concentration and the attack
on Kalafat.” — Ed.



Retreat of the Russians from Kalafat 67

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

2 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 lett.

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.
4 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 Furope, 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

