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PREFACE TO THE PELICAN EDITION

SINCE this book first appeared in 1957 the welcome given to it on both sides of the Atlantic has
been very encouraging. It attempts to present the history of the last 150 years of European
civilization in a new way. The conventional belief that European history must be presented in
terms of the separate component nations, and of the coming together of their representatives in
wars or conferences, conflicts or compacts, is being more openly doubted. The belief on which
this study is based -that tendencies which transcend several nations at once have a rather special
historical importance - is gaining ground. If the notion is welcomed that these tendencies, rather
than separate governmental policies, are a good and interesting focus for historical study, it is
because such an approach can give European studies that greater cohesion and coherence which
seem appropriate in our postwar experience.

For this edition the story has been continued to the end of 1963, which means to the brink of the
space age. The text and bibliography have been revised in the light of corrections and comments

815



received from helpful readers. I make no apology, even since the collapse of Britain's
negotiations to enter the European Economic Community, for having throughout considered the
British Isles as a part of European civilization.

DAVID THOMSON
Sidney Sussex College, Cambridge
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PREFACE

THIS study of what has been happening in Europe since 1815 has been written on two
principles, and it is well that the reader should be aware of them. The first is that a general
historical study, if the writing and the reading of it are to be more' than the mere drudgery of
amassing information, must concern itself with patterns woven by the process of historical
change. Certainly, if it is to give any pleasure to the author and any enlightenment to the reader,
it must seek to make the process of change intelligible. It must expose the interplay between
conditions, events, personalities, and ideas as well as the interconnexions between events
themselves. It must set out to show not that certain consequences were in any way predestined or
inevitable - for the hazards and unexpected twists of the course of history are part of its very
delight - but at least how it was, and as far as possible why it was, that certain consequences did
flow from particular temporal conjunctions of material circumstances and human will.

The author offers no apology, therefore, that he has ventured far beyond the tasks of narrative
and description, however basic these may be to the work of the historian. There is an art of story-
telling and there is an art of description, both of which have their place in the historian's work;
but they alone can scarcely be enough. He must apply, also, certain techniques of analysis,
explanation, interpretation, in order to elicit from the sequence of happenings, and from our
knowledge of their effects upon the fortunes of human beings, some better understanding of how
these things came to pass. It is for the reader, not for the writer, of history to infer from these
explanations whatever philosophical or ethical or political meanings his conscience and
understanding may impose. The better the writer has performed his task of explaining historical
events in their own terms of sequence and consequence, the more truthful and valid are such
inferences likely to be. The English liberal historian and politician, H. A. L. Fisher, prefaced the
famous History of Europe which he completed in 1936 with the words: ' Men wiser and more
learned than | have discerned in history a plot, a rhythm, a predetermined pattern. These
harmonies are concealed from me. | can see only one emergency following upon another as wave
follows upon wave, only one great fact with respect to which, since it is unique, there can
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be no generalizations ...." I, too, detect no plot or predetermined pattern; but | can see certain

rhythms of movement and certain patterns of change. They might better be called ' general
trends' , provided they are not regarded as flowing from eternal causes or proceeding to infinity.



It is no part of the historian's duty to be a prophet; but it is his duty to take advantage of his great
privilege of hindsight to elucidate what came to pass, even if participants in the events were not
always aware of the consequences that would follow from the decisions they took or the course
of action they pursued.

This study of modern Europe has been written on a second principle. It is that, just as historical
change, in the words of Britain's Poet Laureate, John Masefield, is more than merely ' one damn
thing after another', so Europe is something other than just ' one damn country after another' . Of
the numerous histories of Europe which fill library shelves, a depressingly large proportion treat
their subject as a mere collation of the separate histories of each European nation or state. No
historian would think of compiling separate accounts of all forty-eight states and then binding
them together with the claim that here is a ' History of the United States' ; nor of amassing the
local histories of English counties and boroughs and treating the collection as a ' History of
England’ . Although the states and the nations of Europe have not, perhaps unfortunately,
developed within the same common governmental structure as either the states of America or the
localities of England, yet they have shared so much in a common historical heritage, they have
experienced so much constant interaction, and have so assiduously imitated from one another
ideas and institutions of social life, that much of the story of their past can surely be told as one
coherent story. Since 1815 the assimilation of modes of life of European nations into one great
common pattern has gone far enough for it to be necessary to treat Europe and the United
Kingdom integrally if their recent history is to be understood at all. I have, therefore, made no
attempt to tell the continuous story of the development of each or any nation for its own sake. |
have concentrated upon the ' general trends' discernible in several nations, illustrating these
trends from the experience of individual countries. Even so, it has been necessary in doing this to
consider all the most important changes in the major states of Europe. In discussing international
relations and organizations, as in discussing wars and treaties, the major powers inevitably come
in for special and almost continuous attention.

Because it has been written on these two principles, the structure and method of the book have
been determined by those unities of time and of place which mattered most in each successive
generation.

18

The main Part divisions have been determined by unity of time; so that the generation between
1815 and 1850, the two decades of state-making in central Europe between 1851 and 1871, and
the prewar era of 1871-1914 which saw the rapid extension of democracy and socialism, of
imperialism and international alliances, are each treated as a unit of time. Since all history is one
continuum, and no division by dates has more than a relative validity, the trends of continuity
and overlap and interplay have always been emphasized. The eras of two World Wars, as well as
the era of French Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars, deserve special attention because of the
combination of internal strains and upheavals with international changes which characterized
both. But the great peace settlements have been treated in conjunction with the wars which they
ended, as well as with the immediate aftermath of the wars for which they have too often been
held responsible. | have emphasized, too, those more long-term forces of change, such as
industrialism and urbanization and the impact of new ideas and beliefs, for these have a habit of



operating before, during, and after great wars with a disconcerting impetus and persistence which
it is beyond the power of statesmen and peace makers to deflect or modify by more than a very
limited degree.

If the main divisions are unities of time, defined with a necessary imprecision in terms of
generations or decades, the internal structure of each Part has been devised mainly according to
unities of place. The shaping of Europe becomes more intelligible if nations are considered in
groups less according to their momentary diplomatic alignments than according to the forces of
change which, at a particular time, they were experiencing in common. Geography or economic
growth may throw nations into more significant groupings than diplomacy or politics, but over a
relatively long time even this grouping or its significance may change. Until about 1850 the
peoples of Italy and Germany belonged together more closely with the peoples of eastern
Europe, in their phase of political and economic growth; but after 1871 they belonged together
more closely with the nations of western Europe, with the United Kingdom and France and
Belgium, than with Austria-Hungary, Russia, or Ottoman Turkey. Accordingly the Chapter
divisions of Part 111, dealing with the generation between 1815 and 1850, are made in terms of
the chronological spread of revolutionary movements throughout Europe as a whole; whereas in
Part IV, dealing with the era of rapid industrialization in the west and of the making of new
states in Italy, Germany, and Austria-Hungary, the main divisions are regional. Then again, in
dealing with the longer span of time between 1871 and 1914, the main themes appear to be, on
one hand, the internal growth of universal suffrage, of a wealth greater than mankind had
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ever known, of new organizations of capital and labour, and of socialism; and, on the other, the
international rivalries and collisions brought about by the scramble for colonies and for
diplomatic alliances. The domestic developments of that period are of such momentous
importance for the twentieth century that they have been given somewhat fuller attention than
they often receive in a general history of Europe; and although these two themes have been
examined separately in Parts V and VI, their interaction has been explained in Chapter 21. Only
by some such flexible structure can the broad lines of the complex evolution of modern Europe
be made clear. Conventional distinctions between national and international history are artificial,
just as differentiation into political, economic, social, cultural, and other aspects of human
development is convenient but represents no objective reality. Such distinctions have been
treated as of only secondary meaning in this study. Similar methods have been applied to the
period since 1914, and it is hoped that the hindsight which has become possible since 1945 has
enabled this period of more strictly ' contemporary history' to be interpreted more as a whole and
in a more meaningful perspective.

The Parts have deliberately been kept few and large, in order to delineate the general trends and
characteristics of the whole period; but they are divided internally into Chapters which have been
numbered consecutively throughout the book and which, in turn, have been subdivided. There is,
in short, a certain fugue-like quality about the process of historical change, and this has been
directly considered in the Epilogue. The structure of the book has been designed to bring out this
quality as clearly and as completely as possible.



The history of the United Kingdom has been presented as an integral part of the history of the
European continent. Its important initiatives and differences, its special peculiarities, have not, |
hope, been neglected; and this might equally be said of every other European nation, since it is as
important to indicate contrasts as to stress similarities. It is in the rich diversity and striking
contrasts, as well as in the revelation of often concealed undercurrents of general movement, that
the alluring interest of modern European history lies.

In a study of this scope and size, about which libraries have already been written, it would be
futile to hope for either completeness or perfection. My indebtedness to previous writers on the
subject is so great that detailed acknowledgements are impossible. In the Bibliography | have
indicated some of the many good books used and consulted, and in which further information or
discussion can be found. For the errors of fact or interpretation which must have eluded all
efforts to keep them out, | am alone responsible and I shall be grateful if my attention
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is drawn to them. The constant need to rethink, and to encourage others to rethink, the recent
story of European civilization is perhaps excuse enough for venturing upon an undertaking so
large and so ambitious.

This book has been devised chiefly for the use of university students in the United States and in
Britain, and rests on close upon thirty years' experience of teaching modern history to such
students - mainly in Cambridge, England, but also at Columbia University in New York. My
debt to them all, which is very great, may be in part repaid if their successors on either side of the
Atlantic find that this account of events which concern us all is of interest, use, and even
enjoyment.

| am indebted also to Messrs R. R. Palmer and Joel Colton, authors of A History of the Modern
World, and to Messrs C. E. Black and E. C. Helmreich, authors of Twentieth Century Europe,
for maps taken from these books.

To the cartographer Theodore R. Miller, whose maps with simplifications are here included, to
the College Department of Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., and to Mr and Mrs Alfred A. Knopf
themselves for their many kindnesses, | am most grateful Mrs Kay Barnes (now Wesley) typed
the whole of the work and at every stage in its production gave invaluable help for which I am
deeply indebted. To my wife, whose eye for obscurities of expression and inelegancies of style is
so acute, | offer apologies for those which have doubtless escaped even her patient scrutiny, as
well as gratitude for saving me from all the rest.

DAVID THOMSON
Sidney Sussex College, Cambridge
March 1965
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PART ONE EUROPE IN THE MELTING
POT 1789-1814

1. Revolution in France
2. France at War

3. Dictatorship in France
4. Napoleonic Empire
22 23

IN the year 1789 two events of world importance happened. The new federal Constitution of the
United States of America came into operation; revolution broke out in France. While the New
World entered upon an era of integration and expansion within a flexible framework of
government, the Old World relapsed into twenty-five years of great disorder and upheaval which
shattered its existing political structure.

The sequence of events in Europe during the .quarter century after 1789 can be described in four
dramatic words: Revolution, War, Dictatorship, Empire. The story can be told, and has often
been told, as an epic of heroic grandeur, marching remorselessly toward its predestined end. In
this view, violent revolution led naturally to war; revolution and war, in combination, had as
their nemesis the dictatorship of a soldier; and military dictatorship led no less naturally and
fatalistically to the Caesarist ambitions of Napoleon. These successive upheavals haunted all
subsequent development in Europe, for it was by receiving the message of the Revolution,
enduring the wars that it caused, experiencing the efficient but exacting rule of Napoleon, and
struggling to free themselves from his tyranny, that the nations of Europe took modern shape.
This romantic interpretation of the making of modern Europe cannot be accepted. Historians
have become suspicious of inevitability, too conscious of complexities and too inquisitive about
the mysterious working of historical change, to accept unchallenged this neat standardized
account of how nineteenth-century Europe began. The consequences of the French Revolution
and the Napoleonic Empire, and of the wars to which both gave rise, were indeed of great
importance. But they were variable in importance and by no means the only formative influences
on nineteenth-century Europe. Nor was the sequence of events inevitable.

The necessary prologue to an exploration of European history since 1815 is some assessment of
how each of these four main phases of change did give place to the next, and of how profound,
permanent, and general was their accumulative effect on later generations.

24

CHAPTER 1 REVOLUTION IN FRANCE



THE REVOLUTIONARY SITUATION

IT is a paradox that no important people or forces in France of 1789 wanted revolution.
Revolutions may begin, as wars often begin, not because people positively want them. They
happen because people want other things that, in a certain set of circumstances, implicate them in
revolution or in war. There had been growing in Europe, throughout most of the eighteenth
century, what has been called ' the revolutionary spirit' . This spirit, a spirit of rationalist criticism
and of resistance to the established powers of the Roman Catholic Church, the absolutist
monarchy, and the privileged nobility, was fostered particularly by* the work of a remarkable
series of French thinkers and literary men, the philosophes. The writings of men like Voltaire,
Montesquieu, Diderot, and Rousseau were widely read throughout Europe, and they themselves
became European figures of eminence and influence.

But the connexion between their ideas and the outbreak of revolution in 1789 is somewhat
remote and indirect. They did not preach revolution, and were usually ready enough to lend
support to any absolute monarch who was prepared to patronize them and adopt their teachings.
Nor were most of their readers inspired to want, or to work for, revolution; they were mostly
themselves aristocrats, lawyers, business people, and local dignitaries, whose lot in the existing
order was far from unhappy. The doctrines of the philosophes came to be used later on, during
the course of the revolution in France, often to justify measures that the philosophes themselves
would have opposed. Their teachings became more important later; if they had any influence at
all on the outbreak and the initial stages of the great revolution, it was only to the extent that they
had fostered a critical and irreverent attitude toward all existing institutions. They made men
more ready, when the need arose, to question the whole foundation of the old order. What
mattered in 1789 - and what made men revolutionary almost in spite of themselves - was the
whole ' revolutionary situation' ; and in producing that situation the work of the philosophes
played no very important role.

The essence of the ' revolutionary situation' was that the King, who was the linchpin of the whole
established social and political system in
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France, was in desperate financial straits. For a decade before, successive ministers had tried to
put royal finances on a sounder footing, but all had failed. The costs of government were
increasing rapidly, and the cost of wars simply could not be met from the usual sources of royal
revenue. It was no new thing for a French king to be hard up; indeed it was the normal situation.
But the various means by which he could properly raise taxes had already been so fully and so
wastefully exhausted that the country was heavily burdened. By the standards of the time France
was a very large, populous, rich, and powerful state. Her foreign trade had increased fivefold
since the death of Louis XIV in 1715. She had a bigger middle class of businessmen and small
manufacturers and a generally more prosperous peasantry than any other state in Europe. The
peasants owned two fifths of the soil and worked almost all of it. But these very facts contributed
to the ' revolutionary situation’ . It tends to be people with something to lose, and not merely
something to gain, who think most eagerly of improving the existing state of society. And that
was what people thought of most in 1789. There was an insistent demand for reform of certain



abuses, a more efficient and equitable system of taxation and administration, a better system of
government. The last thing most people wanted was violent and destructive revolution, which
they knew might deprive them of what they had without gaining for them what they wished.

Louis XVI won fresh popularity when he made known his intention of summoning the Estates-
General, which was the nearest institution France had to a parliament representative of the whole
nation. His action aroused hopes of liberal and constitutional reforms, because it was the
traditional role of the monarch to defend the mass of his subjects against abuses and hardships.
Just as nobody of importance wanted revolution, so nobody of importance wanted a republic. It
was 1792 before a republican movement of any strength appeared, and until then the hopes of
reformers centred upon the King and not against him.

Yet the King's well-received action of summoning the Estates General precipitated revolution.
The economic and social structure of France had greatly outgrown her political and
governmental system. There was a sharp and bitterly resented contrast between the economically
effective parts and the politically effective parts of the nation. Her traditional legal and political
structure gave special privileges to the two classes most divorced in outlook and interests from
the peasantry and the middle classes - the higher clergy and the nobility. These two segments of
the ruling class had much in common, and many of the higher offices in the Church were held by
aristocrats. By the time of Louis XV every bishop was a nobleman, and members of noble
families almost
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monopolized the highest posts of government service and the army. Since they numbered in all
only about half a million out of a population of 24 or 25 million, political power was
concentrated in very few hands. This was one of the bitterest grievances of the growing and
wealthy class of merchants, businessmen, financiers, and lawyers, who collectively also owned a
good deal of the land but who were excluded by the chances of birth and social status from most
of the more responsible and dignified offices in state and Church. Moreover, because clergy and
nobles enjoyed so many exemptions from taxation, the main burden of meeting the expenses of
state and Church fell on the middle classes and the more prosperous peasants. The summoning of
the Estates-General suddenly gave them an opportunity to make their social and economic
weight politically effective. It was a chance they seized with both hands.

By not only arousing hopes of liberal reform but then drawing together many of the people most
eager for an overhaul of the social and political system, Louis crystallized the revolutionary
situation. He confronted the representatives of the privileged orders, the First and Second Estates
of clergy and nobility, with the representatives of the unprivileged orders, the Third Estate of
middle class and peasantry. Then by attempting to handle this critical situation through obsolete
procedures and creaking, rusty machinery, and with no clear plans or firm sense of direction, the
King began a train of events which led in the end to his own downfall. It was only after he had
forfeited his original public support by his lack of policy, his wavering and disappointing
conduct, and in the end his open betrayal of his own promises, that republicanism grew. Only the
king, in eighteenth-century France, could have created a republic.



The King and his ministers were themselves in a dilemma. The situation was inherently
revolutionary, because the king and his ministers, with the best will in the world, could not
satisfy the demands of the middle classes and peasants for a larger share of political power and a
smaller share of taxation without destroying the tangle of ancient rights by which nobles and
Church had their own law courts and powers of jurisdiction, monopolized all the most lucrative
offices in the state, and enjoyed immunity from the main burdens of taxation. They could not do
this without challenging and changing the whole social and political structure of France, the
essential character of the old order, in which their own authority was deeply embedded. The
French monarchy was a feudal monarchy, based on the centuries-old accumulation of feudal
relationships between king, aristocracy, clergy, and all the rest of the population known as the '
Third Estate’ . The right of the king to rule
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existed on the same foundations as the rights and immunities of the privileged orders. To attack
any part of this anomalous and fossilized structure was to attack by implication every other part,
including royal power itself. Yet the power of the king was regarded as absolute; and it was
absolute in so far as there existed no public authority with an acknowledged right to check or
deny the power of the king to govern as he chose. It had been checked in the past only by violent
resistance on the part of over-mighty nobles or by obstructionist behaviour of the local
parlements, both reactionary and not reformist forces. The king who claimed to rule by Divine
Right and to wield absolute authority was in fact enmeshed in a system that denied him
autonomy in jurisdiction, obliged him to rule only through the privileged orders of society, and
compelled him to finance his rule by unjust and wasteful fiscal arrangements. His authority came
not from God but only from prescription; his power was not absolute, only arbitrary. Only a
monarch prepared to be a revolutionary could have escaped from the dilemma.

It was a position of deadlock and stalemate, where reform was inhibited by prudence, and
revolution prevented only by apathy. The situation could not have lasted indefinitely, and
perhaps the chief cause for surprise is that it had lasted so long. Already other states, notably
Great Britain and Prussia, had escaped from similar positions, one by evolving strong
parliamentary institutions, the other by concentrating more substantial power in her monarchy.
When the Estates-General met, there were many proposals in the air for ways in which France
could similarly solve the dilemma. Most attractive and persuasive of these was the argument put
forward by the Abbe Sieyes, who was to become one of the most indefatigable constitution-
makers of the next twenty years. In his pamphlet, widely read by members of the Estates-
General, he asked the crucial question, ' What is the Third Estate?" His answer was that it was
nearly everybody, yet it counted for nothing: that it was identical with the nation, yet excluded
from the government of the nation. This was exactly what many already believed, but in January
1789 Sieyes put it in a nutshell.

THE CRISIS OF 1789

There was thus, in the France of 1789, an inherent constitutional crisis, if the term may be used
of a country that really had no constitution at all in the American or British sense. This
theoretically absolute monarchy was in practice powerless to effect the changes that most



urgently needed making. When it was obliged to admit its complete bankruptcy as well, a
financial crisis was superimposed on the constitutional
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crisis. But behind these lay an even more serious crisis, which contributed a particularly
explosive element to the whole situation. It was the even less appreciated economic crisis in the
country caused by prolonged inflation.

Between 1726 and 1780 France had absorbed no less than half the precious metals imported into
Europe, and in the course of the eighteenth century her population had increased from roughly 18
to 25 million. With much more metallic currency in circulation, an expansion of credit facilities,
an increased demand for goods on the part of her larger population, and a relatively slow
expansion in production, prices inevitably rose. As compared with the average general prices of
consumers' goods between 1726 and 1741, prices between 1785 and 1789 were 65 per cent
higher; and even in the longer period 1771-89 they averaged 45 per cent higher. Average money
wages rose only about a third as fast as prices, and the cost of living rose most steeply for those
who were living closest to subsistence level. Even nature added to the crisis. The harvests of
1787 and 1788 were bad, partly because of great hailstones in 1788. This brought extreme social
distress, which forced many desperate and hungry men into the few large towns. It was this that
introduced the element of violence, because it made the Paris mob and led to the peasant riots (or
jacqueries) of the countryside in 1789.

The political crisis of 1789, which started the course of events that made the revolution, is
explicable only in this setting of deep economic and social crisis. When, in preparation for the
meeting of the Estates-General in May 1789, the localities were invited to prepare cahiers or lists
of grievances, it was the long-standing grievances that got listed: the lack of a' constitution’ to
restrict ministerial despotism, the need to lighten the burden of indirect taxes and to control
taxation by periodic national assemblies, the desirability of ending internal customs barriers and
of ensuring freedom of the press. The more immediate discontents of the rural population got
eliminated from many of the cahiers and were scarcely voiced in the assembly. This neglect only
enhanced their importance as a source of violent upheaval and made for a general revolt in the
countryside in the summer of 1789.

Although the accumulating crisis could not longer be deferred, it might still have been eased in
several different ways. If the King could have found and kept able ministers who had a realistic
grasp of the needs of the moment, and if they could have used the Estates-General to put through
a clear and comprehensive policy of constitutional and fiscal reforms, it is conceivable that some
more durable form of constitutional monarchy might have evolved. But the personalities of all
the
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leading figures militated against this possibility: the character of the King, who was well-

meaning but weak-willed; even more the character of the Queen, Marie Antoinette, whose
Austrian connections and notorious frivolity and extravagance made her very unpopular, and



who persistently used her influence with the King to kill any projects of reform; the character of
the Comte de Mirabeau, the ablest statesman and debater who served the monarchy but also the
most personally disreputable and distrusted; the royal entourage, including the King's brothers,
whose intransigence and irresponsibility helped to doom the monarchy for the future.

Alternatively, if the privileged orders could have been persuaded to surrender voluntarily their
great administrative and juridical privileges and their fiscal immunities, the impasse might have
been broken without bloodshed and violence. On 17 June the Third Estate took the title of
National Assembly, and was joined by individual clergy and nobles. ' On 4 August 1789 there
took place within it the famous surrender of feudal privileges, when liberal nobles vied with one
another in giving up their ancient rights and the clergy competed with them in sacrificing tithes
and church rights. But that remarkable burst of generosity was modified in several ways. It is
true that such important grievances as aristocratic immunity from taxation, serfdom, forced
labour (corvee), and the monopolistic and judicial privileges of the nobles were then destroyed,
and were destroyed without indemnity. But other important feudal dues were to be commuted
and redeemed, and the National Assembly was hoping to salvage the more important feudal
property rights by sacrificing the less valuable. Even the genuine sacrifices so made were vitiated
by the fact that they came a month too late - after the Paris mob had tasted power in the fall of
the Bastille on 14 July, and after the peasants throughout the countryside had begun burning the
chateaux, destroying feudal archives, and asserting their own freedom from feudal burdens. The
Assembly completed its gesture of generosity by conferring on Louis XVI the title of ' Restorer
of French Liberty' and then decreed that ' the feudal regime is entirely destroyed’ . Frenchmen
knew that it was not Louis but the action of the population as a whole which had restored liberty,
and that it was the peasants, not the Assembly, who had really overthrown feudalism.

It was part of this new political crisis that the National Assembly was itself out of touch with
public opinion, and despite its recent election had slender claim to represent the nation as a
whole. The Estates-General was traditionally composed of three assemblies representing the
three Estates. The King had decided that the Third Estate should have about 600 deputies out of a
total of 1,155, but he had not decided the crucial
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issue whether voting was to be by head in one single assembly, or by each Estate casting its vote
in three separate assemblies. Having decided that the Third Estate should have more
representatives than the nobility and clergy together, if he had also decreed that they should be
able to use this numerical superiority within one large assembly, he would have ended the
political powers of feudalism by his own decision and so kept initiative and leadership. His
indecision left it open for the Third Estate to usurp, by its own defiant action, the status of a truly
national assembly, and then, after the adhesion of sections of nobility and clergy, to enforce the
principle of voting by heads. This happened, after considerable confusion and exacerbation, on
June 20, when the representatives of the Third Estate took an oath, in the rain and on the royal
tennis court, not to disperse until the constitution of the realm had been firmly established. This
act of political usurpation marked the first important stage in the downfall of the absolute
monarchy.



The National Assembly also decreed that taxes should continue to be paid only so long as it
remained in session, and it took the further logical step of declaring parliamentary privilege. It
decreed that the person of each deputy was inviolable. It refused to disperse when the King
ordered it to do so. Thus challenged, the King gave way as he had often given way in the past.
They want to stay?' he asked peevishly, ' then let them stay.' Joined by most of the
representatives of the nobility and clergy, the Third Estate henceforth existed as a National
Assembly, with the self-imposed task of issuing a Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the
Citizen and of protecting the liberty of the nation against the Crown and its ministers. The King,
for the first time, found himself on the opposite side from the representatives of the nation. He
never succeeded in rejoining them or in reasserting his initiative in reform. Henceforth, if the
monarchy was not doomed, at least its existing difficulties were very greatly enhanced. Its
political assets were squandered as wastefully as its financial.

Henceforth, too, the constitutional movement became more and more doctrinaire, reflecting the
extent to which the lawyers, businessmen, and journalists had imbibed the notions of the
philosophes. The first consequence was the ' Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen'
, Which the Assembly, after lengthy debate, adopted on August 26. It had echoes of the American
Declaration of Independence, and asserted that * men are born and remain free and equal in
rights', that ' the aim of all political association is to preserve the natural and imprescriptible
rights of man', and that ' these rights are liberty, property, security, and resistance to oppression'
. The famous declaration, which has remained of considerable importance and as recently as
1946 was
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" reaffirmed’ in the preamble to the Constitution of the Fourth French Republic, was adequately
described by its full title.

It was, first, a Declaration - a manifesto and a statement of the general principles' oh which the
National Assembly hoped to reform the French system of government. It was, secondly, a
Declaration of Rights - not a Declaration of Duties. It was an assertion of the new claims and a
statement of the political, constitutional, and social rights that its framers held to be essential for
making a better regime. It was, thirdly, a Declaration of the Rights of Man - a statement intended
to have universal application and which certainly had very far-reaching implications. It was
drawn up not for France alone, but for the benefit of men everywhere who wanted to be free and
to rid themselves of comparable burdens of absolutist monarchy and feudal privilege. This
universalism of the original French Revolution was to be of great importance. It was, finally and
fully, a Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen, and although the last three words of
its title are often omitted they are among its most important. It was careful to specify those civic
rights that most concretely expressed the immediate aims of the' middle classes which now
predominated in the Assembly: equality of all before the law, eligibility of all citizens for all
public offices, personal freedom from arbitrary arrest or punishment, freedom of speech and the
press, and above all an equitable distribution of the burdens of national taxation and the
inviolability of private property. These claims it founded on the two general doctrines that ' the
principle of all sovereignty rests essentially in the nation', and that ' law is the expression of the
general will' . These doctrines - intended to be universal in application - would clearly, if



accepted, destroy the very foundation of the old order of society and disrupt the state everywhere
in Europe. This was the inherent challenge of events in France to every one of her neighbours,
including Britain. One French historian has called the Declaration ' the death certificate of the old
regime' . It certainly remained a charter of liberalism throughout the nineteenth century.

Even so, the Declaration is less abstract and more realistic than it might appear at first. Its
omissions, as a manifesto of liberalism, are significant. It made no mention of freedom of
economic enterprise or of trade, so dear to its bourgeois makers, because the old order had
already in recent years suppressed the guilds and removed controls on the grain trade; it said
nothing of rights of assembly and association, nor of education or social security, although many
were aware of how important these were, for these matters were less relevant to the immediate
tasks of destroying the old regime. Although it tried to be universal, it did not set out to be
comprehensive. It deliberately omitted any Declaration
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of Duties, an omission not remedied until 1795. Its most liberal principles were stated cautiously.
Exercise of natural rights is limited by the need to assure enjoyment of the same rights for others.
" Law may rightfully prohibit only those actions that are injurious to society.' Freedom of opinion
is limited by the proviso that it must not trouble public order as established by law, and that it
must not be abused. Even the sanctity of property is subject to an * obvious requirement of public
necessity’ .

The Declaration was not, moreover, a manifesto of democracy. Even the Americans had not yet
instituted universal suffrage, and the French contented themselves with stating that * all citizens
have the right to take part, in person or by their representatives', in forming the law and in voting
taxes. That they intended neither universal suffrage nor direct democracy became clear before
the end of 1789, when a constitution was drawn up by the Assembly. This made a distinction
between " active' and ' passive' citizens and withheld the vote from the latter, defined as those
who did not pay taxes equal in value to three days' wages; it set up a purely representative and
parliamentary system of government, based less on Rousseau's ideas of popular sovereignty than
on Montesquieu's theory of a 'separation of powers' . If the Revolution became the great source
of democratic revolutions, that quality was derived from subsequent events, and was not present
in either the intentions or the actions of the original revolutionaries.

The most revolutionary doctrine included in the Declaration had also been included in the
American Declaration of Independence: the right of resistance to oppression. The Assembly
intended, by including it, to justify its own defence of the king and to legitimize the insurrection
of 14 July, when the Paris mob had captured the grim old fortress of the Bastille, which
symbolized arbitrary power. Paris had then organized, under the liberal noble Lafayette, a new
civic or " National Guard' to protect both public order and the Assembly. In October the principle
of resistance had again to be invoked, to overcome the obstacle of the king's right to veto all
legislation. In the ' October Days' the ultimate revolutionary sanction of popular violence was
decisive. On 5 October some six or seven thousand of the women of Paris marched in the rain to
Versailles to clamour for bread and to fetch the King to Paris. After the usual vacillation and
muddle, they got their way, and on the afternoon of the following day, in the mud and rain, a



strange procession moved into Paris from the palace of the kings. Headed by men of the National
Guard with wagons full of wheat and flour, and accompanied by cheering women, the procession
included a carriage in which rode the King and his family, with the Marquis de Lafayette,
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the revolutionary hero of two continents, riding beside it. It also included carriages bearing a
hundred deputies chosen to represent the Assembly. The crowd rejoiced that they were bringing
to the capital ' the baker, the baker's wife, and the baker's boy' . That night the royal family was
housed in the Tuileries, a palace it had deserted for more than a century. Not only had the King,
confronted with threats, agreed to ratify the Assembly's decrees; but now, a virtual prisoner of
the Paris mob, he could be a constitutional monarch only under obvious compulsion. He had
forfeited any hope of appearing to lead the revolution, as well as any material chance of resisting
it.

THE ROOTS OF WAR

During the year 1790 two factors, above all others, made still worse the now precarious position
of the monarchy. One was the bitter conflict caused by the Civil Constitution of the Clergy and
its attempt to make the Church a department of state; the other was the influence of the emigres,
the growing tide of exiles who fled from France and incited foreign governments to take up arms
against the revolution. The religious schism and the issues of foreign relations combined to effect
a transition from revolution to war. This ultimately made the French Revolution an event not
only in French but in European history.

Strangely enough, the first negative changes in the position of the Church met with little
resistance. On 4 August 1789 the Gallican Church voluntarily gave up its corporate status and its
rights to tax and to administer itself; and in February 1790, certain religious orders were
abolished with the consent of the higher clergy in the Assembly. Schemes to abolish
ecclesiastical tithes and to alienate ecclesiastical land were alike accepted without great
resistance. It was the more positive changes of 1790 which aroused fierce opposition. They were
not an attempt to separate Church from state, but the contrary - to subordinate the organization of
the Church to the dictates of the state, and to fill all ecclesiastical offices by popular election.
The French Church was to be separated from the Papacy and its clergy were to become paid
officials of the state. These changes were sanctioned by the King and promulgated on 24 August.
They aroused enough opposition within the Church for the Assembly to impose on all office-
holding clergy an oath that they would uphold the new constitution of the Church. Half of the
lower clergy and all but seven of the bishops refused to take this oath, and in March and April
1791, the Pope condemned the Civil Constitution and other political reforms of the Revolution.
Henceforth
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the Church fell into rival and irreconcilable factions. In May relations were broken off between
France and the Holy See.



In addition, by the end of 1790 there were already arrayed against the Revolution strong and
influential counter-revolutionary forces at Brussels, Coblenz, and Turin. In 1791 an emigre army
was formed in the Rhineland. The Comted ' Artois established headquarters at Coblenz, and
emigre agents roamed France persuading other members of emigre families to join their relatives
in exile and prepare for the liberation' of France.

The impact of this whole movement upon the position of the monarchy became apparent with the
fiasco of the King's flight to Varennes in June 1791. Louis had abandoned his original hopes that
he could ride the storm at home, his scruples of conscience about having sanctioned the Civil
Constitution of the Clergy had deepened, and the Queen urged that only foreign intervention
could now restore his power. Foreign intervention could hardly be expected until the King broke
with the Revolution and openly joined the counter-revolution. He was at last, by the spring of
1791, persuaded that he must leave the country. Late on the night of 20 June, disguised as a valet
and a governess, Louis and Marie Antoinette escaped from Paris on a planned flight to the
stronghold of Montmedy near the Luxembourg frontier. The journey was a whole chapter of
miscalculations and accidents. The fugitives were recognized and stopped at VVarennes, and were
brought back to Paris amid ominously silent crowds. Placed under virtual imprisonment, the
royal family could now be regarded as little more than potential traitors to the nation, prepared to
join foreign armies and exiles against the cause of the Revolution. There followed a wholesale
desertion of royal army officers. The Girondins within the Assembly, a group increasingly
favouring war, gained greatly in strength. The enemies of the Revolution could now be depicted
as the enemies of France.

The Legislative Assembly, in October 1791, under the new constitution, replaced the old
National Assembly. In January 1792, it decreed that the Habsburg Emperor of Austria, Leopold
I1, should be invited to declare whether or not he would renounce every treaty directed against
the sovereignty, independence, and safety of the French nation; a fortnight later it ordered the
property of the emigres to be sequestrated. This was an ultimatum to both Europe and the
emigres. Leopold, himself embarrassed in diplomatic relations with Catherine Il of Russia, was
ready to be conciliatory. But he died on 1 March. His son Francis Il, who succeeded him, was a
less intelligent man and more dominated by militarist and absolutist advisers. When he rejected
the French ultimatum, the Legislative Assembly on 20 April 1792 declared war
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"in rightful defence of a free people against the unjust aggression of a king' .

At once the army of King Frederick William, in accordance with the Prussian alliance with
Austria, prepared for active service. Austria and Prussia were joined by Victor Amadeus of
Savoy, king of Piedmont. Catherine of Russia, busily engaged in gaining Polish territory, held
aloof for the time, as did the British government. The initial conflict was between the
revolutionary armies of France and a league of three neighbouring monarchs supported by an
army of French exiles.

From the spring of 1792 until the rise of Napoleon the consequences of war and of revolution
became inextricably mixed. The immediate causes of the war included the intrigues of the court



and the emigres, the war clamour of the Girondins in the Assembly, the aggressive self-
confidence of the revolutionaries, the discredit of the King, and the diplomacy of Prussia. But its
basic cause lay deeper. It was, in more modern terms, the issue of whether two forms of society
based on totally different principles could peacefully coexist. France within her own territories
had ended feudalism, destroyed the pretensions of royal absolutism, and founded new institutions
on the principles of sovereignty of the people and personal liberty and equality. The old
institutions, which had been overthrown in France, remained established in her continental
neighbours. The influence of the Revolution was spreading, undermining the position of other
rulers and implicitly challenging the survival of serfdom, feudalism, and absolutism everywhere.
The revolutionary ideals were too dynamic to be ignored by the established order. The result was
the First Coalition of 1793, comprising Austria, Prussia, Britain, the Netherlands, and Spain.

This inexorable conflict became apparent in the rival manifestos issued by each side. In August
1791 the Austrian and Prussian rulers issued the Declaration of Pillnitz, expressing the hope that
there would be consultation between the powers about the position of Louis XVI, and hinting at
joint armed intervention in the cautiously worded suggestion to employ, in certain conditions, '
efficacious means for enabling the King of France full freedom to set up a monarchical
government in conformity with his rights and the welfare of the nation' . This aroused violent
resentment in France. Nearly a year later, and after war had begun, the Duke of Brunswick as
commander-in-chief of the Austro-Prussian forces issued from Coblenz his famous manifesto,
declaring categorically that his armies were intervening in France to suppress anarchy and to
restore the king's lawful authority. By threatening that the lives of the deputies and Paris
administrators would be held forfeit for whatever harm might befall the royal family, he ensured
that the
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revolutionaries would resist to the death. The Brunswick manifesto of 27 July had its sequel in
the revolutionary manifesto of November 1792, in which the French, in the first flush of early
victories against Prussia and Austria, offered ' fraternity and assistance' to all peoples wishing,
like the French, to assert their liberty. In December the Assembly served notice on Europe that
France would enforce revolutionary social principles everywhere. Occupation of any territory by
French armies, they declared, would be accompanied by the ending of feudal obligations and the
confiscation of clerical and aristocratic property.

The ideological conflict became clear. It was a clash between the old order and the new, now
locked in a struggle to the death for the whole of Europe. So, at least, it seemed to men in the
winter of 1792. The loudest trumpet call to conservatism had come in 1790 from the Irishman,
Edmund Burke, whose violently eloguent Reflections on the Revolution in France provided all
enemies of the Revolution with a counter-revolutionary philosophy; here was one of the most
persuasive expositions of traditionalism ever penned, predicting anarchy and dictatorship as the
outcome of such revolution. The revolution in France had become war in Europe: not an old-
fashioned, familiar kind of war between monarchs for territory, but a newer ideological war
between peoples and kings for the ending of old institutions and the fulfilment of dreams of a
new society, la short, war in Europe now meant revolution in Europe,
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CHAPTER 2 FRANCE AT WAR

THE JACOBIN TERROR

FROM the spring of 1792 onward, France sustained revolution and war at the same time. The
consequences for France were momentous. They were, in brief, the overthrow of the monarchy,
the dictatorship of Robespierre, the Reign of Terror, and the rise to power of General Bonaparte.
For Europe, too, the consequences were far-reaching.

The first casualty of the war was the French monarchy. The newly elected assembly known as
the Convention ' met on 21 September 1792, the day after the battle of VValmy in which the
revolutionary armies led by Generals Dumouriez and Kellermann routed the Prussians. The
following day it abolished the monarchy and decreed that the first year of the Republic should
date from 22 September.2 After the further victory of Jemappes on 6 November, as a result of
which the French occupied Brussels, the new Republic gained in self-confidence and decided
upon the trial of the King. He was executed on 21 January 1793. This act, added to a series of
other tensions between France and Britain, led to declaration of war against Britain and Holland
at the beginning of February, against Spain in March, and against Hungary in April. This rapid
extension of the war to most of Europe outside Scandinavia was soon accompanied by French
reverses. A revolt broke out in the western region of the Vendee in March; Dumouriez was
defeated at Neerwinden and the French were driven out of Holland in the same month. On 6
April the desertion of Dumouriez to the Austrians created a state of siege and emergency in
France.

These events had great repercussions on the course of the revolution in France because they
brought to an end the power of the Girondins. As the war party they were discredited by the
reverses. Their

1. See p. 39.

2. The romantic and innovating spirit of the time was well expressed in the renaming of the
months from September to August with the somewhat absurd names Vendemiaire, Brumaire,
Frimaire; Nivase, Pluviose, Ventose; Germinal, Floreal, Prairial; Messidor, Thermidor,
Fructidor. These have survived among historians because of the French habit of using them to
mark the great revolutionary (and counter-revolutionary) incidents. The contemporary English
translation of them was an apt comment: Wheezy, Sneezy, Freezy; Slippy, Drippy, Nippy;
Showery, Flowery, Bowery; Wheaty, Heaty, Sweety.
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failures opened the door to the rule of the more extreme Jacobins: advocates of direct democracy,
republicans, and most ardent champions of vigorous national defence against the forces of
counter-revolution. In Maximilien Robespierre the Jacobins found a leader of genius and
extraordinary fixity of purpose, whose ruthlessness and fanaticism enabled him to dominate the



Convention. From July 1793, when he first became a member of its Committee of Public Safety
until July 1794, when he died on the guillotine, Robespierre was virtually dictator of France, The
revolution, on the defensive, sought salvation in personal tyranny - in the first perhaps, of all the
single-party dictatorships of the modern world.

Of all the great French revolutionary personalities, Robespierre remains somehow the most
memorable and the most symbolic: more than Mirabeau, who was a better orator and a greater
statesman; more than Lafayette, whose statecraft failed to measure up to his inflated reputation;
more even than Danton, an infinitely more attractive figure and the generous inspiration of
national resistance to invasion and reaction. It is strange that so tumultuous and heroic an event
as the French Revolution should remain personified in the slight, bespectacled, and unglamorous
figure of this fastidious little provincial attorney. Is it that he in some sense represented the
precise mixture of social and ideological impulses which triumphed in the Revolution? Socially,
he was the arche type of the provincial lawyer who predominated in the revolutionary
assemblies, the feline party intriguer and critic, fluent in the idealistic phrases that so constantly
rang through those inexperienced parliamentary bodies. He was the little man of humble origins
made great by the upheaval of revolution. In purpose and principle he stood for all that
Jacobinism stands for in modern history: a doctrinaire idealism, exalting the principle of the
sovereignty of the people, the liberty, equality, and fraternity of all men, the national republic
one and indivisible' . In his own experience and career he personified the Jacobin revolutionary
impulses.

To examine the anatomy of his dictatorship is to reveal the shape of things to come. It set the
pattern for further revolutionary activity throughout most of Europe in the century that followed.
The cell of revolution remained the club and the secret society, centring on Paris but frequently
with provincial branches and committees throughout France. The pattern was, above all, the
Jacobin Club of the 'society of Friends of the Constitution’ where, from the Revolution's earliest
days, the respectable bourgeoisie of Paris listened intently to Robespierre's sententious
moralizings. By its role in exerting pressure upon the elected national assemblies, its capacity to
mobilize opinion and discontent in
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the provinces, its propensity to fall into the hands of the most extremist and ruthless leaders, it
eventually triumphed over its many rivals. By the end of 1790 it had 1,100 members, mostly of
the middle class, and when the monarchy fell the Jacobin Club had more than a thousand local
societies affiliated with it. It remained the only real and effective political organization in France
as a whole. It offered the perfect milieu for the full exercise of Robespierre's talents for intrigue,
manoeuvre, and persuasion.

The second medium of revolution was the Commune, and here too Paris was the hub. Municipal
and local organizations existed for many purposes, mainly administrative and military. In June
1789 the 407 delegates of the several quarters of Paris who had elected deputies to the Estates-
General set themselves up at the Hotel de Ville as an unofficial municipal government. In other
towns local risings led to the formation of similar municipal bodies. By December 1789 local
communal councils had been set up in all towns and villages. Local revolutionary surveillance



committees often came into existence. The National Guard, instituted at the time of the fall of the
Bastille and with mainly middle class recruitment, was also organized in local sections with
regional federations. This mass of local bodies tended to fuse together into local insurrectionary
organizations, and most significantly in Paris.

In August 1792, with recruits flowing into Paris on their way to the frontiers, and amid fierce
discontent in all the working-class quarters of the capital, the populace broke into open
revolution against the Legislative Assembly. They stormed the Tuileries, imprisoned the King
and royal family, and demanded the election, by universal male suffrage, of a new National
Convention. They also set up a revolutionary municipal government or ' Commune’ in Paris.
Robespierre was elected to it on 11 August and for a fortnight attended its meetings. This body,
supported by the extreme Jacobins, remained a rival authority in the capital to the national
representative assembly, and exerted constant pressure on it for ever more violent and extreme
measures. This was the second great medium of Robespierre's power, to be revived in even more
violent form in 1871.1

A third was the single-chamber assembly of the National Convention. It was elected on universal
male suffrage in the crisis of the fall of 1792 in response to the demands of the Jacobins and the
Commune. With the monarchy overthrown, executive power fell into the hands of committees of
the Convention. This arrangement lent itself admirably to the machinations of the Jacobins and
the special talents of Robespierre. The two most important committees were the Committee of
Public Safety,
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first created in April 1793, and the Committee of General Security. The former was subject to
monthly re-election by the Convention and was entrusted with wide discretionary powers of
government. The latter was especially concerned with police functions, and from September
1793 onward its members were chosen by the Committee of Public Safety. Robespierre joined
the Committee of Public Safety in July, after the exclusion of Danton, whose heroic efforts to
stem the tide of French defeats had plainly failed. The immense powers of both committees were
virtually at the disposal of Robespierre and his two closest colleagues, Louis de Saint-Just and
Georges Couthon. From August 1792 there had also existed in Paris a special court known as the
Revolutionary Tribunal. Set up originally to try political offenders, it became a convenient
means by which the government could by-pass the regular courts.

Such was the constitutional basis of Robespierre's ' revolutionary dictatorship', claiming
justification in the desperate internal and external condition of France and determined to
suppress all resistance by rigorous terrorism. In the frenzy of the time all resistance could be
denounced as treason or counter-revolution and punished with the guillotine. This situation also
chimed well with the personality of Robespierre, who had a mystical faith in the need for a"
Republic of Virtue' . The word ' Virtue' had echoes of both Machiavelli and Montesquieu, for
whom it meant a civic spirit of unselfishness and dutiful self-sacrifice, as well as of Rousseau,
who had added to it a more sentimental flavour of personal purity and incorruptibility.
Robespierre's dream was of a democracy of loyal citizens and honest men, and he treated it as his
personal mission to inaugurate a new democratic religion. In June 1794 he presided over the first



festival of the Cult of the Supreme Being, having a month before issued a decree organizing the
cult. The second and third articles of that decree were the most significant; they recognized ' that
the proper worship of the Supreme Being consists in the practice of human duties’, and that ' the
most important of these duties are to hate treachery and tyranny, to punish tyrants and traitors, to
succour the unfortunate, respect the weak, and defend the oppressed, to do all the good one can
to one's neighbour, and to treat no one unjustlyl. It was a revolutionary Declaration of the Duties
of Man and of the Citizen, a belated but necessary sequel to the Declaration of Rights. It was a
sign that the main surge of revolution had run its course; and a month later Robespierre himself
fell victim to the guillotine, when his own oppressive tyranny had become at last intolerable.
With him died his colleagues Saint-Just and Couthon.

The Jacobin Club, the Commune, and the Committees of the Convention were, in these ways, the
three Institutional bases of Robespierre's revolutionary dictatorship. Yet his strange power
remains only partially
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explained unless there is added to these the atmosphere of restless insecurity and anxiety, the
wider elements of revolutionary fervour and patriotic enthusiasm, the constant blackmailing
power of the excited and ferocious Paris mob, which compelled every political leader to outbid
his colleagues in denouncing treachery and giving proof of his own unsullied purpose. The Reign
of Terror became possible because of the overthrow of all familiar established forms of
government and the double menace of counter-revolution at home and invasion from abroad.
That it went so far and lasted so long was due to other causes; above all, to the power of enrages
and sansculottes, the bras-nits and the canaille ' -in short of proletarian violence and of criminal
extremism exploiting the excitement and savagery of the urban mob. The Tenor was directed not
just against recalcitrant nobility and clergy or treacherous bourgeoisie, but even more against the
mass of ordinary French men and women who were unfortunate enough to fall victim to the
twists and turns of party strife. Many were denounced because the chief anxiety was to save
yourself by condemning others. The Terror was not an instrument of class war, and 70 per cent
of its victims belonged to the peasantry and labouring classes, mostly in rebellion against the
state. The Revolutionary Tribunal of Paris condemned to death 2,639 people; revolutionary
courts condemned in all about 17,000. The rest of the Terror's 40,000 victims mostly died in
summary mass executions in places such as the Vendee and Lyon where there was open
rebellion against the Convention. Atrocious though it was, by the test of atrocities committed by
more modern dictatorships the Terror was mild and relatively discriminating.

The social incidence of the Terror was matched by the social incidence of the emigration. Over
the whole decade 1789-99, the number of bourgeois, peasant, and working-class refugees
outnumbered noble and clerical emigres by about two to one. It was in 1793, during the Reign of
Terror, that the emigration included mainly the unprivileged, and became broadly representative
of the whole nation. The Revolution was devouring its own children, and both by execution and
exile it was increasingly alienating large sections of the population. What gave it this terrifying
destructive power was the perpetuation of the war. The ultimate excuse for the Terror was the
identification of enemies of the nation with enemies of the Republic, an equation that the



emigration and the internal rebellions alike helped to strengthen. The revolutionary dictatorship
rested on revolutionary war.

Whether it was the Revolution which attacked Europe, or Europe

1. These slang term meant, respectively, the' wild men or republican extremists: the ' common
people or poor; those ' with bare arms' or the working classes: and ' the rabble’ or mob.
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which attacked the Revolution, is a question almost impossible and certainly unprofitable to
answer. As already suggested, there was an inexorable conflict between the two, and once war
had begun, for whatever reason or excuse, the conflict was likely to continue until it burned itself
out on the field of battle. The impact of war on the internal reconstruction of France was
immense. The converse was equally true. The levee en masse or universal conscription for
military service, introduced by the Committee of Public Safety in August 1793 on the advice of
Lazare Carnot, revolutionized modern warfare. It did not at once mean the mobilization of
everyone, which would have simply disorganized the country. At first only bachelors and
childless widowers between the ages of 18 and 25 were called up. But the measures established a
novel and far-reaching principle: that in time of emergency the state has the right to command
the services of all its citizens. It enabled France to put into the field of battle massive formations,
organized and equipped by the genius of Carnot, against which the older professional royal
armies proved outmoded. The system, perpetuated by the Directoryl in its Law of Conscription
of September 1798, laid a firm foundation for the military dictatorship of Napoleon.

Of necessity imitated by other countries, the system led eventually to the modern citizen-army,
and helped to turn war from a battle between armies into a conflict between whole nations.
Combined with the doctrines of democracy which prevailed in 1793, it led also to a programme
of internal reforms which was full of significance for the future. If persons and services can be
conscripted, so can property; and if all must make sacrifices, it is the duty of the state to provide
for the needs and welfare of those whose services it commands. The relation between
government and governed, between state and society, became an infinitely more reciprocal and
intimate relationship than had ever existed under absolutist monarchies. The revolutionary
dictatorship undertook to control prices and wages, to organize the distribution of supplies, to
regulate currency and trade, to encourage improvements in agriculture, to provide better
technical education, to assist the poor, even to abolish slavery in the French colonies.
Paternalistic monarchies, too, had done most of these things; but now they were done in the
name of democracy, through an assembly of the nation's democratically elected representatives,
and in a mood of excited enthusiasm for popular welfare. This connexion between necessities of
warfare and the development of welfare was to remain constant throughout subsequent European
history.

In August 1793 the main justification for the Terror was that there were five enemy armies on
French soil, and Paris had to be organized

1. See p. 44.
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like a beleaguered citadel. By the spring of 1794 the tide had turned. The revolt in the Vendee
had been broken; the British had been repelled at sea; the Prussian and Austrian forces had been
held and then pushed back out of Alsace and forced over the Rhine; in May the Ardennes and
western Flanders were reoccupied, and by June all Belgium was again in French occupation.
These successes were, in one sense, a measure of how far the Terror had succeeded in its
nationally defensible purpose. That the Terror not only continued but greatly intensified during
the summer, until the execution of Robespierre, was due mainly to its own impetus - the inability
of extremists to drop their habitual demands when there was personal peril in relaxing their grip
on power. In June and July the guillotine claimed 1,285 victims. Some pretext for strenuous and
harsh government could still be found in the deplorable economic conditions of the country. War
on the rich (especially the new rich of profiteers and speculators) for the benefit of the poor
could be indefinitely continued, the redistribution of property by confiscation and taxation which
Robespierre had proclaimed was certainly not yet completed, and the laws of the Maximum,
which attempted to control inflation by setting maximum prices, were undoubtedly widely
evaded. But France could not support Terror for such ends alone. It had outlived its usefulness.
After the death of Robespierre on 28 July 1794 some 80,000 prisoners were immediately
released, and soon all arrests made before his fall were cancelled. Nearly 90 members of the
Commune shared Robespierre's fate.

THE DIRECTORY

But if the ' Red Terror' was over, the ' White Terror' of reaction was just beginning. The
Convention sat until October 1795, reorganized its committees and readmitted surviving
Girondins to positions of power. These last fourteen months of the Convention are known as the
Thermidorian reaction (because in the new revolutionary calendar it was on 9th Thermidor that
Robespierre was overthrown). It was significantly not a royalist reaction. The forms of
revolutionary government went on just as the war went on. But it was a swing back toward
moderate Jacobinism, a revulsion against the final excesses of the Terror, a liquidation of party
feuds and hatreds. Only in May 1795 was the Revolutionary Tribunal abolished, though its most
despotic powers and procedures were taken away from it earlier. The Convention gave up
attempts to enforce the laws of the Maximum, and some of the emigres began to find their way
back into France. Abandoning the draft constitutions of both the Girondins and the Jacobins, the
Convention now drew up a third, which betrayed not only fear of the executive but also
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fear of the mob. It began with a declaration of duties as well as of rights. This Constitution came
into operation in October 1795, and lasted until November 1799.

The Directory of five, which held executive power under this new Constitution, was ill-fated
from birth. The men who successfully became Directors were, except for the patriotic organizing
genius of Carnot, disreputable and self-seeking politicians of little ability. The corrupt leaders of
a period when the moral standards of social and political life were at exceptionally low ebb, they
presided over the final liquidation of the Revolution. The new ruling class which backed the



measures of the Directory, as of the latter-day Convention, included businessmen and financial
speculators, army contractors and landowning peasants all those middle-class elements that had
profited most from the revolution and the war. These new rich, vulgar in taste and unscrupulous
in habits, wanted above all to consolidate and increase their gains. Opposed equally to royalist
reaction and to further mob violence, their aims were a constitutional parliamentary system on a
narrow social basis, moderate in action and so devised as to prevent personal dictatorship. They
succeeded in preventing a repetition of Robespierre's revolutionary dictatorship only at the price
of producing Napoleon's military dictatorship. Explanation of how this came about lies in their
success in crushing rebellion at home and their failure to produce victory abroad.

At home the Directory more and more openly relied upon the army to defend it against revolt.
The Convention had already, in 1795, destroyed the main instruments of revolutionary action
when it closed the Jacobin Club, ended the Commune and executed the Communards,
reorganized its own committees, and abolished the Revolutionary Tribunal. The Convention had
also set the example of relying upon troops to crush insurrection. By the spring of 1795 the
severe winter, dislocation of trade, and increase in social distress bred a series of revolts. In April
when Parisians rioted and demanded ' bread and the Constitution of 1793", troops under General
Pichegru promptly crushed them. In May, when insurgents led by Jacobin rebels occupied the
hall of the Convention, regular troops under Murat and Menou drove them out. Barricades
hastily erected in the working-class districts were easily demolished. The National Guard,
traditional ally of revolutionaries, was reorganized into a truly middle-class body. Again in
October, when the Paris mob made one final effort to assert itself against the representatives of
the nation, the Convention called to its defence the troops of General Barras. His subordinate
was young Napoleon Bonaparte, whose reward for his services was command of the home army.
The Directory readily enough followed these examples, and was mainly a mere continuation of
the
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Thermidorian reaction under the Convention. With an army of more than 800,000 men - the
largest ever raised until then by one European power - it felt able to make up for its lack of
popularity by frequent use of armed force.

The last episode of the French Revolution was not the fall of Robespierre but the strange and
extravagant episode known as the Babeuf Plot of 1796. In October 1795, in resistance to the new
Constitution of the Directory devised by the Convention to embody and perpetuate the power of
the new rich, a political club was formed called the Society of the Pantheon. It attracted many
former Jacobins and held meetings in a crypt by torchlight. It circulated its own paper, the
Tribun, edited by Francois-Noel Babeuf, an embittered and fanatical young agitator. While it was
hesitating between remaining a political debating society and becoming an active conspiracy, it
was attacked by the Directory, which in February 1796 sent General Bonaparte in person to close
the meeting place and dissolve the society. The more extremist members, led by Babeuf and
Sylvain Marechal, retaliated by setting up an insurrectionary committee or 'secret Directory' of
six, and preparing revolt. It was to be the final battle for the forgotten revolutionary ideal of
Aquality - the ideal most blatantly derided by the existing conditions of inflation, distress, and
corruption.



The Babouvists proposed to revive the Jacobin Constitution of 1793, which had been approved
but never implemented, in place of the new Constitution of 1795; to restore the revolutionary
movement to its original purity of idealism and sincerity of purpose; and to proclaim a' Republic
of Equals', in which a communistic organization of society would abolish the growing gulf
between rich and poor. Revolutionary agents, under the direction of the central committee, were
to penetrate units of army, police, and administration. This was the last important attempt to win
back the army to the cause of revolution. Preparations for insurrection were remarkably
thorough, arms and ammunition were stored, and on the given signal citizens from each district
of Paris, to the summons of tocsin and trumpet, were to march behind banners to support the
mutineers of the army. Public buildings and bakeries were to be

1. In the eighteenth century it had been Prussia, not France, that had set the example of large
standing armies’ . Although in 1789 the population of Prussia was only one third that of France,
she could raise in time of war an army of 250,000. France in 1789 could muster 211,000, or
287,000 if the militia, included at war strength, were added. But the Directory's Law of
Conscription of 1798 was the first to introduce the principle that the regular army, as distinct
from the militia, should be recruited by systematic national conscription. Though it worked badly
and ineffectively, it was later turned to full use by Bonaparte, and through him it affected all
Europe.
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seized. The Secret Directory would exercise power until completely democratic elections for a
new national assembly could be held. But the police had spies within the movement from the
start; on the eve of the insurrection its leaders were arrested or dispersed by loyal troops, and the
plot came to nothing. The days when a coup d' etat based on the Paris mob could dictate to
France were over for a time, and the strategy of the conspirators already had a somewhat old-
fashioned air.

Yet the event became of considerable historical importance because of the mythical and
legendary character it acquired. The trial of the plotters, staged in 1797 before a special court and
intended to frighten waverers into support of the Directory, lasted for three months and became a
platform for expounding the Babouvist ideals. Babeuf made it the occasion for an indictment of
the existing regime as well as of the social order, and the Directory rested on so little public
loyalty that he hit it just where it was most vulnerable. The execution of Babeuf after his
attempted suicide made him the last famous martyr of the White Terror. Through the
propagandist work of his colleague, Philippe Buonarroti, the Babeuf Plot became a heroic
republican legend among the most active revolutionaries of nineteenth-century Paris. Babeuf
won renown by his passionate sincerity. The insurrectionary techniques and inner organization of
the Plot were exhaustively studied, imitated, and elaborated. Modern Communism also claims
some affinities with the ideals of Babeuf. Perhaps he has acquired greater renown than he
deserved, or than the importance of the Plot in 1796 merited. But in revolutions legends are
powerful and ghosts can walk.1

In foreign affairs, too, the army assumed an ever greater role. By the beginning of 1796 France's
only active enemies on land were Austria and Sardinia, and at sea Great Britain. The Convention



had made peace with Holland, Spain, and Prussia. By incorporating the former Austrian
Netherlands (Belgium) into France in October, it was committed to continuing the war against
Austria, which would not accept this loss; while British refusal to make peace, even after the
breakup of the First Coalition, kept active the war at sea. Peace had also been made with
Portugal, with the German states of Saxony and the two Hesses, with the Italian states of Naples,
Parma, and the Papacy. By the beginning of 1796 the Directory was able to concentrate all its
efforts on the war against Austria.

On the last day of 1795 Pichegru had signed an armistice with the Austrians on the Rhine front.
Using this respite, the Directory planned to send its main armies against Vienna, under the
leadership of Moreau and Jourdan, by way of the Black Forest and the Danube. This was to

1. See pp. 144 and 196.
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be the decisive frontal attack. To aid it, another army was to create a diversion against Austrian
power in Italy. This army was put in the charge of General Bonaparte. By the Battle of Mondovi
he defeated the Sardinians and forced them to make an armistice by which they ceded Nice and
Savoy to France. Marching on, Bonaparte's army defeated the Austrians at Lodi on 10 May (the
very day when the Babeuf Plot was suppressed) and took Milan, where he was greeted as a
liberator from Austrian rule. By January 1797 he had succeeded, after a long struggle, in taking
the central Austrian stronghold of Mantua, and in routing an Austrian army of some 70,000 at the
Battle of Rivoli. Pressing north-east ward to Laibach, he forced the Austrians to make an
armistice in April.

Peace was delayed for six months because the main French armies in Austria had made much
less decisive progress; but when Bonaparte pressed on even to the Danube, Austria signed the
peace of Campo Formio on 17 October 1797. She thereby abandoned Belgium to France and
recognized its annexation; recognized the new French creation of a Cisalpine Republic in
northern Italy; surrendered the lonian Islands off Greece; but kept Venice and all her territory in
Italy and the Adriatic. Under secret articles the bargain went further. The Austrian Emperor
promised to cede to France large districts of the Rhineland, and in return was promised part of
Bavaria, the ecclesiastical state of Salzburg, and the exclusion of his rival, Prussia, from any
territorial gains. It was a settlement as characteristic of sly Napoleonic diplomacy as the
campaign had been of Napoleonic generalship. Only Britain now remained at war with France.
(See Map 1.)

At home the Directory faced its first political crisis with the elections of 1797, which it was
expected would result in an anti-Jacobin majority. Only 13 out of the 216 retiring members of
the elected councils were returned: a clear enough protest against the failure of the government
to restore French credit and currency or to alleviate the widespread social distress. In September
1797 the Directory forestalled the action of the new hostile and mainly royalist majority. With
the help of Bonaparte it expelled the newly elected members from the assemblies. By this coup d
etat of Fructidor the Directors forfeited their last shreds of legality, and henceforth relied more
openly on armed force. Bonaparte's own seizure of power was brought one step nearer. In the



further elections of May 1798 nearly all moderates abstained from voting, with the result that the
extremists held the field and the Directory resorted to the further coup d' etat of Floreal, in which
it annulled 98 elections. The political system was as bankrupt as the treasury. The elections of
May 1799 could not be suppressed with equal impunity, and they brought into the legislative
assemblies all the Directory's most active opponents. Of the
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five Directors, Barras and Sieyes were resolved to resort to the ultimate sanction : open alliance
with Bonaparte, the most popular personality in France, with a victorious army at his command.

Bonaparte in 1798 had departed on an expedition to Egypt designed to cut off the British from
India and their other eastern possessions. He had captured the island of Malta in June, occupied
Alexandria in July, and marched against Syria. Then he suffered reverses. His fleet was
destroyed by Nelson at Aboukir Bay in the Battle of the Nile (August 1798). Plague broke out
among his troops. By May 1799 he withdrew to Egypt with heavy losses. The campaign
produced, too, a second coalition against France, which included Turkey and Russia as well as
Britain. Bonaparte sailed from Alexandria in August 1799, evaded the watching British fleet, and
reached France in October. Despite his losses and reverses he was the only man in France who
enjoyed general confidence, and in the new conditions of emergency it was to him that men
turned.

On 9 November (18th Brumaire) in conspiracy with Barras and Sieyes, Napoleon carried out the
projected coup d' etat that brought him to political power. It did not go according to plan. He had
hoped that the assemblies, over one of which his own brother, Lucien Bonaparte, presided, could
be persuaded to move from Paris to Saint-Cloud, to entrust him with command of the troops in
Paris, and then to vote for constitutional revision under his direction. His chief hope was that his
undoubted popularity would lead to his being acclaimed almost spontaneously as head of the
state. The first two steps in the programme were safely carried out, and at Saint-Cloud he
addressed each assembly in turn. But they did not receive him with the acclaim he expected.
Instead, on 10 November they rejected his pretensions and affirmed their loyalty to the
Constitution. He had to appeal, unwillingly, to armed force. He ordered his troops to chase the
assemblies from their hall. A small number of the representatives remained and, in collusion with
Sieyes, voted for constitutional revision. They appointed three consuls to carry it out: Sieyes,
Bonaparte, and a nonentity, Roger Ducos.

The coup succeeded because neither assemblies nor Directory had any popular esteem left, and
the population as a whole - even in Paris -accepted the accomplished fact with little resistance. It
remained only for that veteran constitution-monger, the Abbe Sieyes, to draft a constitution on
his new formula. ' Confidence from below; power from above', and for Bonaparte to adapt it to
his own views of the situation, which required his personal autocracy endorsed by popular
plebiscite. Executive government was invested in a first consul, with two other consuls
subordinate to him; a nominated state council was to initiate
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legislation; a senate of 60 members was to be nominated by the consuls. When the new
arrangement was submitted to plebiscite, it was announced that more than three million votes
had been for it, only 1,562 against it. The Revolution had fulfilled the remarkable prophecy of
Edmund Burke of nine years before: ' In the weakness of one kind of authority and the
fluctuations of all, the officers of an army will remain for some time mutinous and full of faction,
until some general who understands the art of conciliating the soldiery ... shall draw the eyes of
all men upon himself. Armies will obey him on his personal account. But the moment in which
that event shall happen, the person who really commands the army is your master, the master of
your King, the master of your Assembly, the master of your whole Republic' On Christmas Eve,
1799, only a decade after the Revolution began, that prophecy was completely fulfilled in the
formal inauguration of the Consulate.

THE IMPACT ON EUROPE

Meanwhile, the effects of the war upon Europe were little less revolutionary than upon France
itself. Until 1914 the French Revolution could properly be regarded as the most important event
in the life of modern Europe, comparable in its consequences with the Reformation of the
sixteenth century and the religious wars of the seventeenth. It destroyed the landmarks of the old
established order in politics, economics, social life and thought, diplomacy, and war. Throughout
Europe the impact of revolution and war was enhanced by the previous cult of all things French,
which dated from the time of Louis XIV and from the spread of the Enlightenment during the
earlier part of the eighteenth century. In Germany particularly, French manners, literature, and
thought had become familiar long before 1789. The movement of the Enlightenment
(Aufkldrung) promoted by men such as Gotthold Lessing spread belief in reason and challenged
all existing institutions and beliefs. The same was true, if to a lesser extent, in Belgium, northern
Italy, and even Great Britain.

This cultural preparation explains the widespread enthusiasm evoked by the early stages of the
revolution in France. In Britain and the United States radicals and democrats of all kinds
welcomed the signs that the very model of established absolutist monarchy was at last yielding to
the need for constitutional reforms. There took place in 1789 a symbolic gesture of the solidarity
of the democratic international when Lafayette, the hero of the United States and newly
appointed commander of the National Guard, handed to Tom Paine, the republican English hero
of America, the key of the Bastille to take to George Washington. In 1792
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the National Assembly conferred upon Tom Paine the title of ' French citizen', and he was
elected as a deputy of the Convention, where he supported the Girondins. The leading English
radical philosopher, Jeremy Bentham, despite his hostility to natural rights and Jacobinism, was
also made a citizen of France, and as such he duly recorded his vote for Napoleon in 1799. The
dominant classes and parties of revolutionary France, feeling that they were conducting a
revolution on behalf of all mankind, welcomed into their ranks men of any other nation whom
they regarded as sharing their aspiration. And many generous-minded men of other nations
responded to this view of the Revolution - at least until the excesses of the Terror and the



aggressions of French armies disillusioned them. The eighteenth century was in culture
cosmopolitan, and it fittingly culminated in a cosmopolitan revolution.

It was precisely this universal characteristic of the Revolution -dramatized by the Declaration of
the Rights of Man and of the Citizen and by the revolutionary manifestoes 1 - that provoked
European rulers into antagonism. It was something that would not let them alone, and which
therefore they could not ignore. But this recognition was not immediate. If radicals were over-
enthusiastic in their welcome of revolution, rulers were at first equally exaggeratedly apathetic.
France was a traditional rival of all her neighbours, and for the French king to find himself
enmeshed in difficulties at home was no unwelcome news to them. There was a rough balance of
power in the Europe of 1789, a tolerable equilibrium between Bourbon and Habsburg, Austria
and Russia, Russia and Turkey. There was, as yet, no concert of Europe, no organization for
regular consultation about common European problems, no ' Holy Alliance' to lead a crusade
against revolution. All these were consequences of the revolutionary decade between 1789 and
1799, not factors in it. Even at war France found herself opposed only by partial and unstable
coalitions, held together mainly by British strategy and subsidies, and then not for long. Normal
diplomatic relations were governed by considerations of dynastic security and acquisition of
territories. Poland was partitioned during the Revolution itself, when in 1793 and 1795 the rulers
of Prussia, Russia, and Austria completed the carving-up that had begun twenty years before. In
January 1795, indeed, the monarchs of Russia and Austria made a treaty for the partition or
acquisition not only of Poland, but of Turkey, Venice, and Bavaria as well. The sweeping
successes of the first revolutionary armies become understandable only if this greedy and
separatist characteristic of their opponents is realized.

The disillusionment of democrats with the early promise of the Revolution is
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not to be explained only by the Terror and the course of the Revolution inside France, though all
Europe watched that struggle with the liveliest attention. It is related even more directly to the
shift in pretension and behaviour which came about in the revolutionary armies themselves in
1793. The declared war aims of the revolutionary government became more and more selfishly
nationalistic in character, less and less distinguishable from the time-honoured aggressive
policies of the French kings. Danton's doctrine of the ' natural frontiers' of France included not
only the indisputable ones of the Atlantic, the Mediterranean, and the Pyrenees, but also the
highly debatable ones of the Rhine and the Alps. This seemed but old Bourbon dynasticism writ
large. When the Convention supported these claims to the extent of annexing Nice, Savoy, and
Belgium, and attacking Holland, and when it openly defied existing public law and practices in
Europe, the claims had to be taken seriously. They were of a kind that neither kings nor peoples
could accept with equanimity, for they violated both dynasticism and nationalism.

The rigorous introduction of the novel French laws and institutions into annexed or occupied
territories was further proof of French intentions. The task of gallicizing Europe, which the
philosophes had begun in cultural matters and which Napoleon was later to attempt in imperial
administration, was equally vigorously attempted by the revolutionaries. They were aided,
indeed, by native supporters, and the destructive side of their work was often welcome enough. It



was only when populations found French masters no less exacting than their old regimes that
they were fired to ideas of self-government. The idea that 'sovereignty of the people’ should lead
to national independence was the indirect result of French occupation: its original meaning, of
abolishing privilege and universalizing rights, came to merge into this new implication only as a
result of conquests. The French revolutionaries spread liberalism by intention but created
nationalism by inadvertence

Under the arrangements made at Campo Formio in 1797 much of the Rhineland and northern
Italy were added to the territories directly under French administration. By then the need for the
French armies to live on local supplies and to make war profitable, combined with Bonaparte's
tendency to exact heavy tribute from the occupied territories, further intensified anti-French
feelings. The whole of western Europe between the Pyrenees and the Baltic was infused with a
strange mixture of general sympathy for the original ideals of the Revolution and an immediate
hostility to the practices of the French. It was the perfect mixture for nourishing the seeds of
nationalism. (See Map 1.)

In the belligerent states that remained beyond French rule, the results were naturally different. In
Austria and Prussia the major effect of the
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MAP 1. THE FRENCH REPUBLIC AND ITS SATELLITES, 1798-9

After 1792 the war aims of the revolutionary governments in France became more selfishly
nationalistic and less distinguishable from the traditional policies of conquest of the French
kings. In expanding eastward to her ' natural frontiers' of the Rhine and the Alps, France annexed
Belgium, Germany west of the Rhine, Savoy, and Nice. In the treaty of Campo Formio (1797)
these annexations were recognized by Austria, and German princes ousted from the Rhineland
were compensated by receiving the territory of erstwhile church-
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wars was to impose strain upon their financial resources and domestic administrations. Reverses
shook the position of their governments at home and enhanced the hardships and burdens of war.
Otherwise the short-term effects were not vastly different from the effects of more familiar kinds
of inter-dynastic struggle. Never was there any likelihood of an outbreak of revolution. And
court circles, in Vienna and Berlin as much as in the majority of the smaller states of Germany,
were in general stiffened in their existing tendencies of conservatism, scared away from any
previous thoughts of alliance between monarchy and the Enlightenment. They kept their power
over territories which were economically and socially still unfavourable to the reception of
revolutionary propaganda. In Russia, Catherine 11 and her successor Paul did all in their power to
seal off the country against the infiltration of French influences and agents; they succeeded
sufficiently well to prevent revolutionary ideas from reaching Russia until a whole generation
later.



Of all the opponents of France, it was the most persistent, Great Britain, that was most
immediately and most profoundly affected by the course of events. By dint of her own turbulent
past in the seventeenth century, her relatively advanced constitutional development, her early
progress in industrialism, Britain was especially receptive to the revolutionary ideas. Not only
did her active radical leaders like Tom Paine, Home Tooke, Thomas Hardy, and those who
formed a coterie around Lord Shelburne, welcome the Revolution as the greatest event since
American independence, but the large and influential Whig party, led by Charles James Fox, was
at first prepared to defend it in parliament. The moderate Tory government, led by the younger
William Pitt, had from 1784 onward sought to introduce many financial and administrative
reforms, and it had even considered parliamentary reform. It took time for the opinion of the
influential classes of England to set against the Revolution; and only after the King's execution,
the Terror, and the out break of war did the bulk of the Whig party, headed by the Duke of
Portland, take the fateful decision to desert Fox in " opposition and to support the war
administration of Pitt.

Fox, though himself very far from revolutionary, was impulsive and generous by nature. He
refused to believe that in England Jacobinism could ever be dangerous enough to justify
repression of free speech and

states scattered throughout Germany and Austria. By 1799six republics dependent on France
were set up in the Netherland, Switzerland and Italy . Thus enlarged and screened with satellite
states, France in november1799 came to be ruled by the consulate, with General Bonaparie as
First consul.
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association. But others were panicked by the rapid growth of a host of radical societies and clubs,
often on the model of the French and in contact with the French. The London Corresponding
Society included mainly small tradesmen, artisans, and lower-class elements; and it had affiliated
societies in northern cities. The Constitutional Society and the Friends of the People were
societies of gentry and trades people. They and many others demanded reform of the constitution
and varying degrees of democratic freedom. In November 1793 there even met, in Edinburgh, a'
British Convention' demanding universal suffrage and annual elections. But with prolongation of
the war such activities came to seem more and more unpatriotic, the government hardened in its
repressive policy as it won broader national support, and the outcome was on the one hand a
deepening of radical sentiments among the working classes, and on the other a consolidating of
Toryism into a policy of resistance to all reform. Parliamentary reform, which had seemed near
at hand before 1789, was postponed until 1832. The demands of the war, including payment of
subsidies to Britain's continental allies, imposed heavy financial burdens on the country, Pitt
borrowed money and thus increased the national debt and the rentier class. In 1798 he introduced
a novelty which was to have an immense future: the income tax.

As the century reached its close, so did the war in Europe. The First Consul knew that because
his power rested on the support of the army, he must ultimately give the army conquest and
glory. He also knew that his popularity at home depended upon his giving France a more stable,
efficient, and businesslike government than she had hitherto known. To settle and consolidate his



position in France, to establish order and security, he needed a truce. He therefore fought Austria
to a standstill at the Battle of Marengo in June 1800, and when this was followed up by Moreau's
victory at Hohenlinden in December, the result was the treaty of Luneville in February 1801. It
confirmed the terms of the treaty of Campo Formio. In the same year Bonaparte made a
concordat with the Vatican and settled the religious issue for the rest of his reign. In 1802 even
Britain agreed to make peace and signed the treaty of Amiens. The Second Coalition of 1799,
which had included Austria, Russia, Britain, Naples, and Portugal, broke up, as did its
predecessor of 1793.1 The revolutionary wars were over; the Napoleonic wars proper had not yet
begun. In the interval Napoleon dazzled France and Europe with the achievements of
dictatorship.
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CHAPTER 3 DICTATORSHIP IN FRANCE

NAPOLEON BONAPARTE

THE man who was to rule France and much of Europe for the next fifteen years was only thirty
years old when he became First Consul -the same age, exactly, as his greatest military opponent,
Arthur Wellesley, later Duke of Wellington. A Corsican by birth, Napoleon was French only
because the island of Corsica had been annexed to France the year before he was born. He was
trained as an artillery officer in French schools, self-consciously a foreigner and sensitively
solitary. By 1793 he had been converted to Jacobin ideas, and won some repute for his services
in repulsing the British from Toulon. His first great series of victories, in the Italian campaign of
1796-97, was due to his skilled application of new principles of warfare which as a young officer
he had studied and elaborated. Scientific improvements had encouraged a new and more
offensive type of warfare. Better roads and maps, combined with more mobile artillery more
closely coordinated with the movements of infantry, were revolutionizing armies and their uses.
Instead of using cumbrous equipment suited best to slow movement and siege warfare, it became
possible to organize campaigns of swifter movement, more rapid concentration of force, and
greater surprise. The infantry, too, drawn less from professionals and mercenaries and more from
the whole body of citizens through the levee en masse, had greater dash and elan. New
generalship had to be resourceful and adaptable, mastering a greater mass of details and
combining versatility of tactics with precision in their execution. Great military opportunities lay
before a soldier of genius who chose to seize them. Bonaparte, with his insatiable ambition and
boundless energy, did not hesitate to do so.

It is a constant temptation, in looking back upon the meteoric rise of a great conqueror such as
Napoleon, to invest him not only with indomitable will-power, which he undoubtedly had, but
also with a degree of foresight and control over events which seems uncanny. The true genius of
Napoleon is distorted unless this temptation is resisted. At several crucial moments in his career,
when his fortunes hung in the balance, he showed unexpected hesitation and uncertainty of
purpose. One such moment was in the coup d' etat of Brumaire itself, when he was; fraught with
nervous anxieties and his brother Lucien showed
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greater presence of mind and more capacity to control events than did Napoleon himself. It might
even be argued that so long as his character permitted of this degree of hesitancy, which revealed
some humility and also bred prudence, his plans were usually successful; it was when unbroken
triumphs had fostered excessive confidence and destroyed all humility that he began to fail. The
nervous excitement and anxiety that he was wont to suffer at critical moments serve to remind us
that to even the greatest historical figures each momentous decision was a choice between
relatively unknown alternatives. Every move was, at the time, a leap in the dark.

Bonaparte was the supreme opportunist, driven by a burning desire for power, which consumed
his energies, and guided by a highly intelligent insight into the forces at work in the Europe of
his time. He was a masterful opportunist partly because the opportunities before him were so
great. The momentum of the revolutionary movement in France had burned itself out, and, as
Burke had foreseen, the time was now ripe for a popular soldier with a genius for organization to
take over authority. Provided he could discriminate between the durable results of the Revolution
which could now be consolidated and its excesses and aberrations which had to be suppressed,
he could make for himself a unique position as the heir and legatee of the Revolution.

INTERNAL REORGANIZATION

Between 1800 and 1803 Bonaparte as First Consul was free to devote his energies mainly to the
internal reorganization of France. It was in this period, one of the most important in the whole of
modern French history, that his most constructively valuable work was done. He brought to the
task of reorganization the qualities of swift decision and action, the same precision and
concentration upon essentials which had already brought him success in war. The spirit behind
the great reforms of the Consulate at home was the transference of the methods of Bonaparte the
general to the tasks of Bonaparte the statesman. And, as in war, he was able to enlist in his
service a band of men imbued with the same spirit and devoted to the same ends.

Many reforms had been projected during the Revolution but only some of them had been carried
out. The division of France for purposes of local administration into a fairly symmetrical pattern
of communes and departments had been made in 1790; the administration of the public debt had
been unified by Joseph Cambon in 1793; the metric system had been introduced in 1793; the
beginnings of more modern technological education had begun in 1794, with Carnot's foundation
in Paris
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of the Polytechnic School (Ecole Polytechnique). But other reforms had been only partially
launched or merely projected: the erection of a central administration for assessing and collecting
taxes attempted by the Directory in 1797, and the codification of the law which was begun
between 1792 and 1796. Now, using the ablest men regardless of their past loyalties, ranging
from former servants of the monarchy such as the financial bureaucrat Martin Gaudin to former
regicide members of the Committee of Public Safety such as the administrator Jean Bon Saint-
Andre, Bonaparte provided the concentrated drive that got things done. He was the architect,
they the technicians. His over-all purpose was a systematic reconstruction of the main legal,



financial, and administrative institutions of France, which gives Bonaparte a strong claim to be
the last and greatest of the eighteenth-century benevolent despots.

Financial administration and taxation, the cancers of the old regime, were among the first to be
overhauled. The Bank of France was founded in 1800, its constitution drafted by a leading Paris
banker, Perregaux. The only four existing banks of any importance had been created since 1796.
Although at first an independent corporation, the Bank of France was from the outset linked with
the management of government loans and tax-collectors' deposits, and in 1803 it was given the
monopoly of issuing bank-notes. The system of collecting taxes, which the Revolution had
entrusted to autonomous local authorities, was now centralized and made more efficient by
Gaudin. Local government itself was at the same time centralized by putting a prefect, appointed
by the First Consul, in sole charge of each department. Local elected councils were left with only
advisory powers, and even the mayor of each commune was centrally appointed. These measures
virtually restored the centralized authority of the old regime with its powerful intendants, since
the prefects, who enjoyed immense local power, were all in turn completely under the direction
of the central government.

The enormously complex task of codifying French law was completed. In 1789 France knew no
common law, but only a medley of local laws and jurisdictions, all overlaid with a tangle of
feudal custom, royal edicts, and ecclesiastical Canon Law. Property rights and civic rights had
been entirely changed by the upheavals of the Revolution, and to define, stabilize, and codify the
new situation had become a vital need. The powerful Council of State, itself a revival in modern
form of the old curia regis or royal council, was the machine through which Bonaparte
remodelled the law. It held 84 sessions to discuss various drafts of the new codes, with
Bonaparte himself presiding over 36. It hammered out a synthesis between the liberal,
customary, and ' natural law' theories of the Revolution and the Roman law theories which,
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under the Directory, had been revived in reaction against the Revolution. The synthesis, which
was eventually embodied in the 2,287 articles of the Napoleonic Code of 1804, was itself made
possible by Bonaparte's readiness to employ men of talent whatever their past. On the Council of
State former revolutionaries like Theophile Berlier and Antoine Thibaudeau upheld the claims of
customary law, while former royalist jurists like Jean Portalis upheld the claims of Roman law.

The Code gave prominence to the principles of Roman law - a fact that made the Napoleonic
Code acceptable to other European countries in later years. This basis affected especially the
laws of the family, marriage and divorce, the status of women, paternal authority, and property.
The authority of the father over his wife, his children, and the property of the family was
strengthened, as against the revolutionary tendency toward equality of persons and equal division
of property. Under the new Codes wives were subjected to husbands, divorce was made more
difficult, and property up to a quarter of the whole could be bequeathed away from the family. If
Bonaparte supported these changes, it was less as a champion of Roman law than as an astute
statesman, eager to end the laxity of manners and morals which had existed under the Directory.
In other respects equality of civic rights was preserved. The Code confirmed the rights of private
property and the land settlement of the Revolution, and reassured all who had acquired the



former lands of Church and nobility that their existing rights would be preserved. Bonaparte
ensured, above all, that there would be no counter-revolution - and this rallied middle classes and
peasants alike behind the Consulate.

An ecclesiastical settlement was no less urgent and important. Bonaparte himself shared the
scepticism of the philosophes but not their violent anti-clericalism. He had a lively sense of the
political importance of religion, which he valued chiefly as a social cement. His only aim was
therefore to end the religious strife of the Revolution and find a realistic settlement. He wanted to
separate royalism from Catholicism, and to satisfy both the strong Catholic religious feelings of
large parts of the population, including peasants and intellectuals, and the anxiety of all who held
former Church lands and wished to avoid any ultra Catholic reaction that might seek to restore
the Church'’s secular power and property. Taking advantage of the accession in 1800 of a new
pope, Pius VI, Bonaparte began negotiations for a concordat with the Papacy which would serve
these ends.

By July 1801 he completed the bargain. He guaranteed freedom of worship subject only to the
preservation of public order, and recognized Roman Catholicism as ' the religion of the majority
of Frenchmen'.
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He undertook to pay the salaries of bishops and clergy, and so won papal recognition for the
revolutionary confiscation of Church property. In return, too, the Pope agreed that all existing
bishops would resign, and that in the future, bishops nominated by the French government would
be instituted by the Pope. In April 1802, Bonaparte embodied the Concordat in a general Law of
Public Worship, which applied also to other religious denominations and he added provisions,
not agreed to by the Pope, which subjected the clergy to minute state regulation. Here, too,
Bonaparte in effect reverted surreptitiously to the pre-revolutionary Gallican Church, closely
linked with the state and in a certain defiance of the Vatican. The ecclesiastical settlement proved
to be among the less durable of his achievements. It alienated many devout Catholics as well as
the more violent anti-clericals. It was, in the nature of things, not a synthesis, as were the legal
codes, but a compromise; and like many compromises it left both extremes actively dissatisfied.

Apart from all these institutional reforms of the Consulate, it achieved much that was more silent
and constructive. Bonaparte disciplined France and established order. Brigandage was stopped.
Life and property were made secure. Public works were begun. The ' career open to talents' and
free social and educational opportunity were ensured. The system of education was developed
with the opening of lycees or secondary schools, where boys were taught to be good citizens and
above all to be good soldiers. Scientific research and technological education were encouraged.
The Consulate began a healing process in French life, and built a framework of public order and
more efficient government within which the energies and genius of the French people could
again labour fruitfully. Bonaparte took pride in supporting the sciences and the arts; and as on his
famous expedition to Egypt, so also as ruler of France, he liked to surround himself with savants
and scientific experts. He helped to modernize France, and during the truce of Amiens people
from Britain and elsewhere flocked to Paris to behold the impressive new scientific system of
government which had at last emerged from the Revolution.



THE RENEWAL OF WAR

But the Consulate was devoted also to extensive preparations for the renewal of war in Europe.
Bonaparte, like many Englishmen and Austrians, regarded the Peace, of Amiens as bound to be
only a truce. He planned to rival British supremacy, and pressed on with the expansion of ports
and dockyards. He began extensive shipbuilding and
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fitted out colonial expeditions to Mauritius and Madagascar, ominously on the route to India. He
reorganized the Cisalpine Republic in northern Italy, the Batavian Republic in Holland, and the
Helvetic Republic in Switzerland, all previously set up under the Directory, as tributary and
satellite states of France (see Map 1). In 1803 with the consent of the Tsar of Russia he devised a
new imperial constitution for Germany which recast the old map of tiny principalities and greatly
reduced their number. In particular Prussia gained most of Westphalia in the heart of Germany,
and Habsburg predominance in the Diet was destroyed. In 1802 Bonaparte made himself Consul
for life, instead of only for the period of ten years originally fixed in 1799. In 1804 he took the
further step of becoming ' Emperor of the French', inducing the Pope to come to Paris in
December for the ceremony of coronation and then, at the crucial moment, placing the crown on
his own head. It was a realistic gesture: he was a self-made emperor, well suited to the new era
of self-made men which the industrial revolution was bestowing upon Europe.

In the decade between 1804 and 1814 Europe beheld in France a system of government which
was as much a defiance of the traditional basis of existing governments as had been the
revolutionary dictatorship of Robespierre. It surrounded itself with many of the trappings of
more traditional monarchies: a court of brilliance and elaborate etiquette, imperial titles and
honours, new uniforms and old ceremonials. Napoleon even took care to marry into the most
grandiose dynasty of all, the Habsburgs, when in 1810 he married the Archduchess Marie
Louise, a niece of Marie Antoinette. But these old-fashioned trimmings of respectability barely
hid the realities of an upstart military dictatorship. Unlike the monarchs of Vienna or St
Petersburg, Berlin or London, Napoleon could never claim to derive power from descent and
from the past. Instead he claimed to derive authority from the present: from popular will. He took
care to endorse all his main seizures of power with the subsequent approval of a plebiscite. In
reality, as all knew, he derived political authority from military power. He ruled France because
he had been a successful and popular general, because the army remained loyal to him, because
he devoted all his life, talents, and energies to winning and keeping this military power." It was
only if the doctrines of the Revolution and the ideas of democracy were true, that his position
could be justified." A child of the Revolution, he combined the substance of old absolutism with
the new sanction of popular approval. He was even more of a challenge to other monarchs than
was the Revolution itself: a crowned and anointed Jacobin, a usurper legitimized by the will of
the sovereign people.

As emperor he continued the constructive work of the Consulate.
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By 1808 he produced the scheme for the ' University of France', a form of centralized Ministry
of Public Instruction which was to supervise all levels of education. By 1813 he made the system
of secondary education in France the best in Europe, though primary education was neglected.
Paris was beautified and schemes of public works continued. But now such beneficial schemes
were accompanied by an increased stifling of social life and political freedom. The Ministry of
Police, suppressed in 1802, was revived in 1804 under the care of Joseph Fouche. A decree of
1810 virtually revived the hated lettres de cachet of the old regime, for it set up state prisons and
allowed arrest and detention with out trial on the authority of the Council of State. The press was
heavily censored and by 1810 only four papers appeared in Paris. Correspondence was censored
too. An army of spies and secret agents kept Napoleon well informed of any opposition, and he
could crush it ruthlessly whenever he chose.

France relapsed more and more into a police state, under an autocracy often heavy-handed and
tempered only by the military needs of the Emperor. To meet these he was prepared to perform -
and to drive others to perform - prodigies of organization, of labour, of self-sacrifice. Yet he had
none of the extravagance, showed none of the wastefulness, of the old regime. His serious and
dull court had none of the frivolity of the Bourbon courts. He had a passion for financial
solvency, pared down every state expenditure, and constantly urged frugality and thrift upon his
whole administration. By inflicting heavy exactions upon other countries, he spared the pockets
of French taxpayers, even during his costliest campaigns. Only in 1813 did French taxes have to
be sharply raised, and when he abdicated in 1814 the French public debt was only 60 million
francs. Never had a great state been run more economically. At the same time he saw to it that
industries were encouraged, unemployment relieved, food supplies maintained. He was anxious
to make empire, and even war, sound business for France.

The dictatorship of Napoleon in France was a utilitarian, efficient, industrious, hard-headed
government. Its oppressiveness must not be exaggerated. It lacked the fanaticism and passions of
the rule of Robespierre and the harsh all-pervasive ruthlessness and brutality of twentieth-century
dictatorships. Although extreme royalists, fervent Roman Catholics, and more doctrinaire
Jacobins were never reconciled to it, Napoleon contrived to rally the support of the great
majority of the French people. From about 1808 onward the growing tensions within his Empire,
the protracted wars, and the shadow of defeat increasingly tarnished his regime, but the order,
efficient government, and prestige that it provided satisfied most Frenchmen. Part of his strength
was the absence of
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any acceptable alternative to his government. At a time when memories of revolutionary
excesses were still fresh and fears of royalist reaction still active, Bonapartism seemed preferable
to both, even though the price to be paid for it was incessant war.

A further element of strength was the economic advantages that Napoleon's policy brought to
French industrialists, farmers, and traders. The Continental System, the attempt to seal the
continent of Europe against British trade, was more than a device of economic warfare against
Britain. It was a vast system of economic preference and protection in favour of France, and
against not Britain alone but the rest of Europe. Italy was almost turned into an economic colony



of France, providing raw materials for French industry and a market for French textiles. The
economic development of Holland was entirely subordinated to that of France. While the
introduction of machinery was encouraged in France, it was discouraged elsewhere. The French
cotton and sugar-beet industries prospered behind a heavily protective screen. In economic terms
the Empire undoubtedly paid handsomely, at least on the short run.

The Napoleonic Empire was doomed because of its inherent and self-defeating contradictions. Its
programme of conquests ensured remorseless British resistance. From May 1803, when war
began again, until the abdication of Napoleon in 1814, there was no more truce. After the failure
of his invasion plans in 1804-05 and the Battle of Trafalgar in October 1805, when Nelson
annihilated the main body of the combined French and Spanish fleets, it was clear that Britain
remained superior at sea. Napoleon resorted to the Continental System in an effort to undermine
naval power by economic weapons - sapping British trade and undermining her commercial
prosperity. To make the system effective he had to extend his territorial conquests and gain
control of more and more of the continental coastline. But such further aggressions only
intensified British resistance and threw more of Europe into active hostility. It was a vicious
circle of conquest and resistance, which British trade could survive so long as the other
continents of the world were open to it. The Continental System had to be virtually abandoned in
1813 because it was a failure. The Empire was self-defeating, too, in the inner contradictions
between Napoleon's dynastic and nationalist policies. He placed his brothers on the thrones of
Holland, Naples, Westphalia, and Spain, creating a new dynastic system in Europe. But the
junior branches of the dynasty struck no native roots because it was Napoleon's policy to
subordinate their countries so completely to French interests. * My policy," he wrote in 1810, " is
France before all." Old family dynasticism and modern exclusive nationalism do
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not go together: since the revolutionary ideas as well as the revolutionary example had served to
stimulate ideas of national self-determination, he was committed to frustrating the very
tendencies to which he owed his own position. Thus it was the Empire that completed the whole
process of upheaval and transformation in Europe which had begun in those far-off days of 1789.
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CHAPTER 4 NAPOLEONIC EMPIRE

THE EMPIRE AND ITS EFFECTS

THE Empire of Napoleon in Europe was established as a result of the great series of brilliant
victories by which, within two years, he smashed the Third Coalition of 1805. In 1805 Pitt
constructed a coalition of Great Britain, Austria, and Russia. In the Treaty of Press burg in
January 1806, Austria made peace after being defeated at the battles of Ulm in October and
Austerlitz in December 1805. When Prussia joined the coalition, she too was defeated - at the
battles of Jena and Auerstadt in October 1806 - and forced to cede large territories to Napoleon.
He then routed the Russian armies at Friedland in June 1807, and by a brilliant stroke of



diplomacy induced the Tsar Alexander 1 not only to make peace but to become an ally of France
for five years.

The emperors of France and Russia met privately on a raft in the river Niemen, and the outcome
was the Treaty of Tilsit in July 1807. Napoleon won Alexander's recognition as Emperor of the
West in return for the entrancing vision he depicted of Alexander's own possible future as
Emperor of the East. The only obstacle to both was the stubborn resistance of Britain, which
barred Napoleon's path in the west as she checked Alexander's expansion towards Turkey,
Persia, Afghanistan, and India. In November 1806 Napoleon had issued from conquered and
occupied Berlin a decree forbidding the importation of British goods into any part of Europe
under his control or allied with him. Russia and Prussia both agreed to enforce this decree, and
within a few months they as well as Austria declared war against Britain. Not only was the Third
Coalition smashed - it was reversed. The Continental System, an economic boycott of British
trade throughout Europe set up by the Berlin Decree, was the basis of the new Empire.

The Treaty of Tilsit and its consequences represent the moment when the Napoleonic Empire
reached not its greatest extent but its firmest consolidation (see Map 2). Annexed to France were
Belgium, Nice, Savoy, Genoa, Dalmatia, and Croatia. As an inner ring of satellite states were
Holland (with Louis Bonaparte as king), the Confederation of the Rhine (formed in 1806), the
kingdom of Westphalia under Jerome Bonaparte (formed in 1807 out of Prussia’s Rhenish lands),
the kingdom

65

of Italy (formed in 1805 with Napoleon as king), the Grand Duchy of Warsaw (formed in 1807
mostly out of Prussia's Polish lands), and Switzerland. Joseph Bonaparte was made king of
Naples and Sicily in 1804, and after 1808 king of Spain. The Confederation of the Rhine was
extended in 1807, the Duchy of Warsaw in 1809. As allies, France had Bavaria and
Wurttemberg, Denmark and Sweden, Spain, Russia, Prussia, and Austria. Britain was
diplomatically isolated; her great war leader Pitt had died in January 1806. There were to be
further additions of territory until 1811, when the Grand Empire and its allies covered the whole
European mainland, except the Balkans. But by then Napoleon was faced with rebellion and war
in Spain and Portugal, renewal of the war against Austria, and the breakdown of his Continental
System caused by organized smuggling and the counter-measures of the British naval blockade.

The extent of the Empire at its greatest was made possible by the separatist and expansionist
rivalries of the other main powers. Just as the early successes of the French revolutionary armies
had been facilitated by the absence of any concert of Europe,1 so the great victories of Napoleon
were won against incorrigibly unstable and unreliable coalitions. He was able to defeat his
enemies one by one. Pursuing their separate and often rival purposes, beset by mutual distrusts,
the powers were as ready to ally with Napoleon as against him. He was simply more successful
than they in doing what they were all doing - seeking to acquire territories, extend influence,
enhance prestige. British colonial expansion, Prussian ambitions for leadership in northern
Germany and eastern Europe, Habsburg imperial aims in the Danube valley, Russian aspirations
in Poland and Turkey, were different from French aims more in degree and in incidence than in
kind. But they worked to closer horizons, save perhaps the visionary Alexander I. Prussian and



Austrian aims were regional rather than continental in scope. The chief concern of Britain was to
preserve some balance of power in Europe; for unification of European resources under a single
hostile power would threaten her national security, end her naval superiority, and impede
development of her overseas trade. The uniqueness of Napoleon's Empire lay partly in its
generalized aim of dominating the whole continent, but even more in the immense energy,
ingenuity, ability, and success with which he pursued his objective.

It may be doubted whether, even in 1807, he had any precise and far reaching design of imperial
organization outside the limited regional area of France and her surrounding annexations and
satellites in western Europe. Within this area he evolved certain techniques of empire. These

1. See p. 50
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included, besides the enthronement of his brothers and intermarriage with older ruling houses,
besides the economic policy implicit in the Continental System, such devices as the introduction
of the Code napoleon into conquered territories and the establishment of a relatively uniform
system of administration and justice. Napoleon was wedded to the idea of government as a
rationally and scientifically constructed system, a matter of technique capable of being applied
anywhere regardless of historic traditions. What people wanted was public order, equitable
administration, efficient organization. This, he believed, he could provide through his legal codes
and trained administrators. He did so, for a time, in Belgium, Holland, Italy, and Germany.
Beyond these areas he had to deal with established regimes less easily over thrown - as in Russia
and Austria - and in these he relied not on imperial organization but merely on diplomacy.
Whereas in the West he aimed at some unity, in the East his concern was to exploit disunity. His
aim, indeed, was to prevent any general settlement or pacification of Europe. He avoided
congresses and general negotiations, and insisted on dealing separately with each power. He
contrived to play upon their mutual fears and jealousies in order to keep them from combining.
Unification in the West had to be accompanied by constant division and conflict in the East; and
his power was never consolidated east of the Elbe and the Adriatic.

The special characteristics of his Empire can best be described by comparing it with the other
empires of his day. It was quite unlike that insubstantial medieval relic, the Holy Roman Empire,
which Voltaire had derided as being neither Holy nor Roman nor an Empire. In 1S04 when
Francis Il promulgated the Austrian Empire as distinct from the Holy Roman Empire of which
he was the Habsburg heir, he tried to substitute a more substantial reality for the shadow of a
defunct system; and in 1806 the Holy Roman Empire was formally dissolved by Napoleon, who
gathered his 15 client German states into the new Confederation of the Rhine. It resembled more
closely the Habsburg Austrian Empire, which was basically a mere conglomeration of territories,
with some geographical unity in the Danube valley, but held together only by the common over
lord ship of the Habsburg dynasty. It was totally different from the British Empire, which was a
maritime, over seas, commercial entity, held together by trade and settlement and defended by
naval power. The western Empire of Napoleon was the transient product of lightning war and
diplomatic coups, hastily bound together by dynastic settlement of thrones upon members of his



family and by the emergency devices of the Continental System. It did not last long enough even
in the west for the more durable mortar of a common
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code of law, justice, finance, and administration - which he injected into its joints - to set hard
and bind it into a real imperial system. Opportunism and expediency haunted it throughout.

Its most destructive achievements were among its most permanent. Napoleon extended and
perpetuated the effects of the French Revolution in Europe by destroying feudalism in the Low
Countries, in much of Germany, and in Italy. Feudalism as a legal system, involving noble
jurisdiction over peasants, was ended; feudalism as an economic system, involving payment of
feudal dues by peasants to nobles, was ended, though often in return for compensation and
indemnity. The claims of the Church were never allowed to stand in the way of this
reorganization. Middle classes and peasants became, like nobles, subjects of the state, all equally
liable to pay taxes. The system of levying and collecting taxes was made more equitable and
efficient. Old guilds and town oligarchies were abolished; internal tariff barriers were removed.
Everywhere greater equality, in the sense of careers open to talents, was inaugurated. A gust of
modernization blew through Europe in the wake of Napoleonic conquests. His violent attempts
to hammer western Europe into one subservient bloc of annexed or satellite territories succeeded,
at least, in shaking it free from accumulated relics of petty feudal power, from antiquated
jurisdictions and privileges, from outworn territorial divisions. Most of what he swept away
could never be restored. If the French Revolution had thrown Europe into the melting pot,
Napoleon stirred it about, making sure that much of the dross was removed and giving it a shape
it was never to lose. Europe could never be the same again, however earnest and extensive the
attempts at ' restoration’ after his fall.

MAP 2. EUROPE, 1810. See following pages.

This map shows the power of Napoleon at its height. To the conquests of the revolutionary
armies (see Map 1) he had now added the Netherlands and northern Germany, Piedmont, Genoa,
a kingdom in western Italy, and the 1llyrian provinces of the Dalmatian coast. By means of
dependent regimes he controlled all the rest of Germany and Italy, Spain, and the Grand Duchy
of Warsaw. His allies included, at this time, Sweden, Denmark and Norway, Prussia, Austria,
and Russia. Britain, Portugal, and the Balkans ruled by the Ottoman Turks, remained beyond his
grasp. His invasion of Portugal in 1810 was repelled by Wellington. Anxiety to keep Russia
within the orbit of his power led in 1812 to his fateful campaign (see inset), which was to end in
the catastrophe of his retreat from Moscow and the crumbling of his Empire.
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DESTRUCTION OF THE EMPIRE
The methods by which the Empire was created were one of the main reasons for its defeat. The

internal contradictions of the Napoleonic Empire in France have already been suggested; they
were matched by its broader European contradictions. It had none of the qualities of permanence



of his domestic work as First Consul. It was experience of how territories were consistently
snatched from them after military victories, of how dynastic interests were violated by
diplomatic manoeuvres, that eventually persuaded the great powers of Europe to combine in a
concerted effort to destroy Napoleon. Motivated as they were by separatist interests, it was only
the proven necessity for joint action to defend these interests which at last induced the rulers of
Europe to make common cause. The most important contribution of Britain to his defeat was to
remain intransigently at war until, one by one, her former allies came round to the view that yet a
fourth coalition must be formed and kept in being until victory. Meanwhile Britain contained
Napoleon's power within Europe, strangling it by her naval supremacy and the power of her
blockade. Only the threat posed by Napoleon could have united the governments of Europe in so
solid and formidable an alliance: he made the Grand Empire, and he destroyed it.

While defeats, territorial losses, and diplomatic humiliations drove the governments of Europe
into alliance, so the disastrous effect of French economic exactions and of the continental
blockade aroused among the peoples of Europe a deeper, more national resentment against the
rule of Napoleon. It is easy to exaggerate the extent and the depth of the forces of nationalist
feeling aroused in Germany and Italy, Spain and Russia, by Napoleon's victories. Such reactions
were strongest in Italy and Germany, and, in the romantic cultural environment of the time, hurt
national pride readily took semi-political forms. But what most impressed ordinary people was
no doubt the glaring contrast between the professed French aims of popular sovereignty and
liberation from oppression, and the actuality of the more efficient despotism clamped upon
France and Europe by Napoleon. This impression was powerfully backed by bitter experience of
high prices, acute shortages, and even occasional starvation, caused by his economic policy of
protecting France and fighting Britain by disrupting the whole of Europe's trade. Resistance to
him at a popular level in Europe was mainly regional and economic, a matter of guerrilla warfare
as in Spain or of bitter economic grievances as in Holland and Italy. It became truly national only
later and often only in retrospect, as there grew up the legend of mass popular revolt against the
foreign tyrant. But the amalgam of governmental
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resolve to destroy him by a concerted use of regular, professional state armies, with popular
revulsion against his treatment of conquered peoples, was powerful. It proved sufficient to make
his Empire but a transient episode in the history of the continent.

Open and active revolt came first in Spain where British naval and military help were most
readily forthcoming. It was there that Napoleon suffered his first serious reverses on land. The
Spanish people had profound regional and local loyalties, and a certain national pride in their
great past. Unlike Germany or Italy, Spain was a single kingdom, though governed by an effete
and corrupt monarchy. This monarchy, beset by quarrels between the reigning Bourbon king,
Charles 1V, and the crown prince Ferdinand, headed a regime so little rooted in popular loyalties
that Napoleon expected little resistance. He forced Spain into war against her neighbour Portugal
in order to deprive Britain of harbours, and he took the opportunity to billet French troops in
Spain. In 1808 Charles 1V abdicated in favour of Ferdinand, but Napoleon induced him to
repudiate his abdication and surrender all his rights as king of Spain to the Emperor of the
French. In May, Joseph Bonaparte was declared king of Spain. The Pyrenees, it seemed, no



longer existed. But the Spanish people, by provinces and cities, broke out in open revolt against
this purely dynastic handling of their fate, and Britain at once sent them help.

Napoleon found himself fighting a war that cost him half a million men, and he was later to
blame ' the Spanish ulcer' for his downfall. The Peninsular War, which dragged on for the rest of
his reign, gave Sir John Moore and Arthur Wellesley ideal battlegrounds. Backed by British
naval power and by the fierce guerrilla fighters of Spain, they kept large French forces
preoccupied and subject to steady losses when Napoleon was sadly in need of them elsewhere in
Europe. In 1810 the Spanish parliament (Cortes) was summoned in response to popular
demands, and it proceeded to draft a new constitution on the pattern of the French revolutionary
constitution of 1791. It prescribed a single assembly based on universal manhood suffrage; it
rested on the principles of the sovereignty of the people, freedom of the press, and individual
liberty. This Constitution of 1812 was to become the ideal of nineteenth-century liberals in many
countries besides Spain. It served to accentuate the contrast between the original revolutionary
ideals and the autocratic despotism of Napoleon.

The Peninsular War placed Napoleon at every disadvantage. Although when he himself led his
troops in Spain he was able to win victories, his generals with smaller forces found their task
hopeless. The dispersed nature of the fighting, the guerrilla tactics of the Spaniards,
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the backing of British naval superiority, all prevented his usual tactics from reaping their usual
reward. He could not by concentration of overwhelming force and mastery of strategy inflict
decisive defeats on his enemies. The irregular warfare and the difficult terrain compelled a
dispersal of forces amid a hostile population. His natural impulse, to throw in superior weight
and crush resistance, was inhibited by difficulties he was encountering in other parts of his
Empire, which were in turn stirred to fresh energies by news of his reverses in the Iberian
peninsula.

These other difficulties were ubiquitous. They arose in France itself, where his chief diplomatic
agent, Talleyrand, and his chief of police, Fouche, were making 