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Due to their desire for a strong Central European

nation to counterbalance France and Russia and their belief

that any people should have the right to unification, the

British supported the German nationalist movement after

1866. Due to French meddling in the affairs of other

countries and French opposition to what the British thought

was the legitimate aim of the German people, the British

became anti-French in the late 1860s. Due to the belief

of the British in progress, they could view most of the

events on the Continent, even the violent ones, as the

gradual advancement of civilization. The Franco-Prussian

War required the British to re-evaluate all of these views,

as well as many others, and conclude that Germany, not

France, constituted the threat to Europe.
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PREFACE

In July 1870, Great Britain watched with horror as the

two greatest nations on the Continent plunged into war osten-

sibly over the minor issue of the Hohenzollern candidacy

for the Spanish throne. The Franco-Prussian War culminated

four years of watching, waiting, and speculating on the part

of the British people. Early in 1866, the old institutional-

ized European states-system and balance of power had begun

to crack under new stresses and structural defects. Then,

at Sadowa on 3 July 1866 collapsed, dispite assurances

from every side that it would withstand the strain. From

that date, John Bull watched with growing uneasiness

the mounting tensions between France and Prussia. This

enmity produced rumors of an imminent Franco-Prussian war

which caused the British government and public grave concern.

Every new imperial speech, royal decree, ministerial

pronouncement, or diplomatic circular was reported and

analyzed by the British daily press, while journals printed

in-depth studies and editorials on various aspects of the

Franco-German problem.

British writers and thinkers also scrutinized the social,

political, and intellectual institutions of both countries
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and found that some of their own time-honored institutions,

especially the Foreign Office and the military system,

suffered by comparison. But the British public, so far as

their periodicals reflected their interests, were strangely

disinterested in the affairs of Europe. England of the 1860s

was a nation in political, social, and intellectual ferment;

the people and their government were occupied with their

own pressing concerns. Contemporary newspapers and periodi-

cals commented at length on these affairs: reform of the

government, ritualism in the Church of England, the Univer-

sity Tests Act, the Alabama claims, labor problems, and

Ireland, with its many and varied difficulties. These and

other problems were much on the minds of Englishmen, but

the Franco-German rivalry, which threatened war at any time,

steadily received more attention as it grew in importance.

From the Battle of Sadowa through 1870, the majority of

the British people and press were pro-Prussian, or at least,

more sympathetic toward Prussia than France. They generally

supported German unification and distrusted French attempts to

stop or retard this national movement.

This study attempts to discover the basis for this

attitude and to trace its evolution. Did it stem from
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Anglo-German commonalities of background, religion, and

ruling families? What views did the British public hold of

those continental affairs which appeared to affect their

interests? To what extent do the prevailing intellectual

attitudes and philosophies of mid-Victorian England explain

these opinions? How did they change? Did the English see

their position in Europe altered by continental developments?

Why did Her Majesty's government declare strict neutrality

in the Franco-Prussian War when it did erupt in 1870?

British foreign affairs, domestic politics, German unifica-

tion, and French imperialism between 1866 and 1870, all are

beyond the scope of this thesis. Its focus is what G.M.

Young declared, in the introduction to his Victorian England:

Portrait of an Age&--and reaffirmed in the Last Essays: "What

matters most in history is not what happened, but what people

said about it when it was happening--about it, and around

about it . . . ." Both Napoleons would have agreed. What

actually happened, of course, is narrated, but only to place

the views of the British public and government in their

historical setting. The late 1860s were a fecund time, for

This quotation comes from the introduction to Last
Essays (London: Rupert Hart-Davis, 1950), p. 9. See also
his Victorian England Portrait of an Age, 2nd ed. (London:
Oxford University Press, 1953), p. vi.
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it was the gestation period of opinion and policy which not

only determined what course the London cabinet would take

when Prussia and France went to war, but for years thereafter.

To understand the zeitgeist, it is necessary to know

at least the principles of British foreign policy, but again

the narrative emphasizes what the British people thought

and said about this subject. British diplomacy at this

time has been covered at length in Richard Millman, British

Foreign Policy and the Coming of the Franco-Prussian War,

G.A. Craig, "Britain and Europe, 1866-1869: A Study in the

Application of Non-Intervention" (his doctoral dissertation),

and in Kenneth Bourne, The Foreign Poic of Victorian

England, 1830-1902, a general account.2 None of these

works, however, delves into the climate of opinion or its

reaction to particular events from Sadowa to the Franco-

Prussian War. Millman discusses it briefly in the concluding

chapter, but without the benefits of extensive use of

contemporary periodicals; Craig's bibliography lists many

journals and newspapers, but the text contains few references

to them; and Bourne ignores the periodical literature.

2Millman, (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1965); Craig,
(Ph.D. dissertation, Princeton University, 1941); and Bourne,
(Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1970).
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This study rests primarily upon newspapers, weekly

periodicals, monthly and quarterly reviews, memoirs, letters,

and contemporary works of all kinds--pamphlets, broadsides,

and books. It draws heavily on three major daily newspapers:

The Times, the Pall Mall Gazette, and the Manchester Guardian

for a reflection of British public opinion. Unfortunately,

no "popular" working-class periodicals could be obtained.

Thus the opinion analyzed is that of the middle and upper

classes, the elite group which contributed most to the

intellectual and political leadership of Great Britain. Some

of their ideas and views, nonetheless, are inaccurate,

naive, or stupid, but it is the historian's duty to report

them, not to condemn them, for they indicate something of

the emotional state, insight, bias, or philosophy of the

person who uttered (wrote) them. It should be remembered,

too, that the late Victorian world was simpler and more

optimistic than our own.

I would like to thank the Research Society for Victorian

Periodicals for their assistance in attempting to locate

various newspapers and periodicals; Ms. Ellie Whitmore,

Interlibrary Loan Librarian, North Texas State University

Library, for her invaluable aid; Bill Painter for reading
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the manuscript, his support, and Hebrews 11:1; Terje Leiren

and Sam Knight for their helpful criticism and friendship;

and Trisha for everything.

Denton, Texas

December 1974

Roger Lee Rainwater
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PROLOGUE

GREAT BRITAIN AND THE CONTINENT, 1866-1870

In 1866 the London Foreign Office assumed the stance

of "non-intervention," meaning that Great Britain would not

become involved in the affairs of another country, unless

national interests were directly at issue. This separatist

policy had more or less determined British action since

1815, but since that date the key terms "involved," "National

interests," and "directly at issue" had been variously

defined by succeeding governments and foreign secretaries.

It had been directly in the interest of the nation, for

example, to aid in the containment of Russia in 1854; it

had not been in its interest, according to Parliament, to

intervene in the Austro-Prusso-Danish war of 1864. After

1864 four different governments would define these three

terms in the strictest way, so narrow indeed that the London

cabinet would not consider anything which occurred on the

Continent to be in the national interest. There were only

two exceptions to this rule: The guarantee of the neutrality

and independence of Luxemburg in September 1867 and the

1
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protection of the neutrality of Belgium at the outbreak of

the Franco-Prussian war in July 1870. A.J.P. Taylor, the

British historian, contends that Richard Cobden's favorite

toast, "no foreign politics," became the guiding principle

of British foreign policy in Europe. No government between

the years 1864 and 1906 in fact seriously considered armed

intervention on the Continent. According to J.W. Headlam-

Morley, who was historical advisor to the British Foreign

Office in the 1920's, in the decade following the death of

Palmerston (18 October 1865), there was a "complete absence

of diplomatic interest" in the affairs of Eurppe, never had

there "been a time when [Great Britain] kept so much aloof

from continental affairs." Richard Millman, American

historian of Victorian foreign affairs, argues that the

nation's leadership did "abandon a great deal of the initiative

a great power is entitled and expected to exercise," though

the government did increase its foreign commitments. Liberal

and Conservative ministries, in sum, were agreed in finding

no British interests involved in Europe, except on the afore -

mentioned occasions. Englishmen, of course, had other

domestic and foreign concerns, and they rejoiced that the

British Isles were separated from the Continent, and that

Victoria had been unable to inherit the crown of Hanover.1

1 A.J.P. Taylor, The Trouble Makers. Dissent over Foreign
Policy, 1792-1932 (London:Fiamish Hamiton T957), pp. Y3-4,
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Due to the ambiguity of the foundation of British

diplomacy, everyone had his own definition of what it

meant, but a consensus existed that armed intervention was

out of the question. Charles Buxton, a Liberal M.P., summed

up this view in a small book entitled Ideas of the Day on

Policyjwhen he explained that the British were "growing

enamoured" of the opinion that a nation could make itself

felt in the world at large by means other than military

glory, large armies, and "overshadowing or overawing those

around her . . . ." To gain the respect of other countries,

Britain should set "a noble example . . . of justice,

generosity, and self-control." According to Buxton, each

nation of the world had the right to control its own affairs,

and all other countries should respect that right. Instead

of inforcing her will on any other nation, England should

try to solve her own problems and leave others alone to do

the same. The government had the duty to "condemn wrong and

urge the peaceful settlement of quarrels" but that was the

66, and 67; J.W. Headlam-Morley,'istorical Introduction,"
Bismarck's Relations with England, 1871-1914, selected and
trans. by E.T.S. Dugdale (New York and London: Harper &
Brothers, Publishers, 1928), p. xiv; Richard Millman, British
Foreign Policy and the Coming of the Franco-Prussian War
(Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1965), p. 6. See also Times
(London), 8 Feb. 1870, p. 7. A Mr. Hawkshaw apparently
proposed a channel tunnel in 1866 to connect France and
Britain, an idea attacked by the Athenaeum, 7 July 1866,
p. 20.
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extent to which it should become involved in the affairs of

other countries. Buxton, in short, suggested that the

doctrine of laissez faire be applied to diplomacy.2

At the opposite end of the scale, there were those who

agreed that England should avoid interference in the internal

affairs of other nations but insisted, too, that duty required

her to resort to "energetic action" to compel others to

adopt the same policy.3 The London cabinet attempted to

follow the juste milieu between these extremes, but if

setting a good example did not do the job, how long should

the government's representatives talk, threaten, or negotiate,

before having recourse to other actions, if at all? This

was the question Englishmen debated throughout the four years

between the Austro-Prussian War of 1866 and the outbreak of

the Franco-Prussian War in 1870.

The extent of public approval of the policy of non-

intervention, defined in its strictest sense, can be found

in the periodicals, letters, and literature of the period.

2 Charles Buxton, The Ideas of the Day on Policy (London:
John Murray, 1866), pp. 75-76 and 81; cf. Frederic Seebohm,
On International Reform (London: Longmans, Green, and Co.,
1871), p. 147.

3 Richard Congreve, "Systematic Policy," in Two Addresses:
I. Systematic Po II. Education. Delivered on the
Festival of Humany in the Years 81, 82 since the Opening

o he French Revolution, Januar 1, 1869; J y 1, 1870
(London: Truber and Co. 1870), p. 16.
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From Queen Victoria, who would have preferred more involvement,

to members of Parliament, everyone commented upon the mood

of the country. On 28 July 1866 Victoria assured King John

of Saxony that the people "universally approved" the policy

of non-intervention; consequently, her government had no

choice but to honor that sentiment.4 Edward Henry, Lord

Stanley, who became foreign secretary in June 1866, concurred,

stating "there never was a time when the English public was

more thoroughly bent on incurring no fresh responsibilities

for Continental objects . . . ," and he acted accordingly

throughout his term of office. The Saturday Review,

although it did not always completely agree with this policy,

reported this national attitude in terms like "universal

consent" and on one occasion stated that any change in the

"modern policy of non-intervention will need to be justified

by some plausible motive."6 The Whig (Liberal) Manchester

4Alexandrina, Queen Victoria, The Letters of Q
Victoria: A Selection from Her Majesty's Correspondence and
Journal between the Years 1862 and 1878, 2nd ser., ed. George
Earle Buckle, 2 vols. (New York: Longmans, Green, and Co.,
1926), 1:362 (hereafter cited as Victoria, Letters).

5 Stanley to Gen. Grey, the Queen's secretary, 27 Apr.
1867, ibid., 1:423; and Stanley to Cowley, 2 and 7 May 1867,
quoted in M.R.D. Foot, "Great Britain and Luxemburg, 1867,"
English Historical Review 67(1952):372-73.

6 "Lord Stanley," Saturday Review 22(7 July 1866) :6;
"England and the Continent," ibid. 22(21 July 1866):65; and
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Guardian disagreed with the policy more often than not but

recognized that the majority of Englishmen favored it.7

In a letter to the editor of the Pall Mall Gazette signed

W.T.M., the author thought it was "ridiculous" even to mention

the possibility of intervention, because "the English mind

had . . . been so imbued with the opposite doctrine . . . ."8

The Gazette itself editorialized that the people were "just

now showing a remarkable indifference to the aspect of

affairs abroad" and commented that though news from the

Continent contained the possibility of war, "the public

takes no care about it at all."9 The London Times, organ

always of the establishment, thought that intervention "was

by no means acceptable to the public . . . ."10

There were several contemporary explanations offered

to explain why the British people took so little interest in

"Luxemburg," ibid. 23(20 Apr. 1867):485 (hereafter cited as
Sat. Rev.) For list of abbreviations of other periodical
titles, see Appendix B.

7Manchester Guardian, 28 Aug. 1866, p. 4; ibid., 6 July
1867, p. 4; and ibid., 23 Nov. 1869, p. 4.

8Letter to the editor, Pall Mall Gazette (London),
29 Oct. 1867, p. 3.

9 Ibid., 15 Sept. 1868, p. 1.

10 Times, 1 June 1867, p. 9.
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the affairs of the Continent. The Saturday Review thought

this attitude stemmed from opposition to Lord Palmerston's

meddling in recent years, not from any belief that the

policy of non-intervention was the "safest and most dignified"

approach that Britain could take. Buxton, however, argued

that Britain had adopted isolationism because intervention

had become unprofitable, and most Englishmen believed that

every nation should enjoy the inalienable right to govern

its own affairs. Henry Reeve, editor of the Whig Edinbg

Review, dissented; in his view, the British people, even the

educated, did not know what really happened on the Continent,

the significance of events, or the principles involved. Their

minds befogged by ignorance, it was no wonder they took no

interest in these matters. The Pall Mall Gazette also

complained of the people's general ignorance of foreign

affairs and politics. In an implied criticism of The Times,

the Gazette, an evening paper, urged its readers to study

the problems deeply and not depend solely on the morning

newspapers for their information.

All of these views contain an element of truth. The

most often expressed reason for not becoming involved in

11 "English Influence in Europe," Sat. Rev. 22(15 Sept.
1866):316; Buxton, Ideas of the Da p. 75; [Henry Reeve],
"The State of Europe," Edinbu Review 124(July 1866):275;
and Gazette, 15 Sept. 1866, pp. 1-2.
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continental affairs was that no British interests were at

issue. The Times argued that England had absolutely no

interest in anything occurring on the Continent. She was

friendly with all nations and would continue to be, but

she would not interfere in the affairs of Europe. The

Empire would give "its sympathy for any brave and united

people, its preference for popular institutions, its natural

love of justice, and its tastes for peace and order," but

it would never do more than give that sympathy or advice,

which other nations could take or leave.12 In specific

instances, such as the Austro-Prussian War of 1866 and the

Luxemburg crisis of 1867, the people and ministry did not

believe British interests were at issue beyond mediation.

Even Henry Reeve admitted that no English interest was

involved in the Austro-Prussian struggle for supremacy in

the Germanies.13 In the early months of that conflict which

resulted in war, Prime Minister Lord John Russell expressed

the opinion of the Liberal government when he protested

against the queen's desire to interfere against the policy

of Bismarck. He gave as the most important of three reasons

12 Times, 13 July 1866, p. 8; and ibid., 26 July 1866, p. 8.

13 [Reeve], "State of Europe," Edin. Rev. 124:294. See
also Times, 26 July 1866, p. 8. For a detailed discussion
of the Luxemburg crisis see pp. below.
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that "it would be an injustice to the people of England to

employ their military and pecuniary resourses [sic] in a

quarrel in which neither English honour nor English interests

are involved."14 The same held true in 1867, when Napoleon III

attempted to buy Luxemburg from its grand duke, William III,

King of the Netherlands. Some thought that because the

British were pledged to protect the possessions of the Dutch

monarch British interests were involved. Not so, replied

Foreign Secretary Stanley, the country was bound by treaty

to intervene only if someone tried to take said property

by force, but in this case the king had freely decided to

sell some unwanted land; thus the affair did not concern

14 Russell to George William Frederick, Earl of Clarendon,
foreign secretary, 30 Mar. 1866, in Herbert Maxwell, The
Life and Letters of George William Frederick, Fourth Earl
Clarendon, 2 vols. (London: Edward Arnold, 1913), 2:311.
This is not to say that the British never thought their
interests were involved in the world. It was a rare year
when the forces of Her Majesty were not involved somewhere.
To take only one example: The Abyssinia Expedition. In
order to rescue two minor consular officials and 58 other
hostages, not all British, from Theodore, the Abyssinian
ruler, the Derby government sent 13,000 combat troops;
approximately 29,000 workmen, servants, and others; 36,000
animals; and 291 ships of all kinds to the African nation,
at a total cost of &8,600,000 and less than 400 British
soldiers killed or wounded. There was little or no protest,
although the cost ran to four times what Parliament had
originally voted. See D.G. Chandler, "The Expedition to-
Abyssinia, 1867-8," in Victorian Mil Ir Campaigns, ed.
Brian Bond (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, Publishers,
1967), pp. 107-59.
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England.1 Stanley's determinant in this case was whether

a treaty obligated Britain to take a certain action, such

as protect territory from an unprovoked attack or to defend

the neutrality of a given country. There was little concern

in the island kingdom for mere "questions of boundary,"

in the words of The Times. Cyrus Redding, who had once

edited the New Mo Magazine, expressed the opinion of

most Englishmen when he declared Britain "should feel that,

however the boundaries of the other European nations may

be shifted and turned about, it cannot matter to us . . . ."16

Let the countries of Europe solve their own problems so that

the British people can devote all their energies to working-

out their own, even if it meant giving up some of the power

that the Empire once had.'7

This attitude constituted a dramatic shift from that

which had held sway for more than a century. Since 1727,

isTimes, 8 Apr. 1867, pp. 8-9.

16 Times, 5 Apr. 1867, p. 8; Cyrus Redding, "Our Political
Progression," New Monthly Magazine 141(Dec. 1867):432; and
"England and the Continent," Sat. Rev. 22(21 July 1866):65.

17 Gathorne Hardy, diary entry for 8 July 1866, in
Gathorne Hardy, First Earl of Cranbrook: A Memoir with
Extracts from his D and Correspondence, ed. Alfred E.
Gathorne-Hardy, 2 vols. (London and New York: Longmans,
Green, and Co., 1910), 1:191 (hereafter cited as Gathorne
Hardy).
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the first year of the reign of George II, most Englishmen

had thought that any territorial change on the Continent

concerned them, because it could upset the balance of power.

In 1727, His Majesty's government had cited the European

balance of power as an official reason for maintaining a

standing army in peace time, but in 1868, that justification

was deleted from the Mutiny Act. One Victorian political

observer was more than delighted. That "pernicious super-

stition . . . , that Moloch . . . , 'the balance of power,'

has now ceased to be an object of national worship . . . ."18

Although there was much talk of the balance of power between

1866 and 1870, no one seriously suggested sending British

regiments into the field to defend it.1 9

Although Lord Stanley was not the only exponent of

non-intervention in the Foreign Office, none was greater

than he. While serving his father, Lord Derby, and later

Benjemin Disraeli, he consistently interpreted Britain's

treaty obligations in their narrowest sense and refused to

permit his country to become involved in anything which went

on in Europe. Despite widespread support throughout the

18 Homersham Cox, Whig and Tory Administrations dur
the Last Thirteen Years (London: Longmans, Green, & Co.,
1868), pp. 65-66.

19 For examples see Times, 13 July 1866, p. 8; and "France

and the Rhine," Sat. Rev. 22(15 Sept. 1866):322.
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country, he also had influential critics including Queen

Victoria herself, who feared he was too cautious, and wished

he would stop announcing England's intention not to meddle

in continental affairs.20 In her opinion, there could come

a time when her government would find it necessary to intervene

in Europe to preserve peace, and he should keep his options

21
open. Stanley's successor as foreign secretary, George

William Frederick Villiers, Fourth Earl of Clarendon, also

"'begged him . . . not to proclaim our determined inaction

on every opportunity," even though Clarendon agreed that

non-involvement was the best course for Britain.22 The

Pall Mall Gazette contended that Stanley did not want to

assume responsibility and that his methods left everyone

in doubt as to what his real aims were, if he himself knew. 2 3

20 For examples of support of Lord Stanley see Athenaeum,
8 Dec. 1866, pp. 754-55; Times, 18 June 1867; and Rosslyn
Wemyss, Memoirs and Letters of the Right Hon. Sir Robert
Morier, G.C.B. from 1826 to 1876, 2 vols. (London: Edward
Arnold, 1911), 2:84-85 (hereafter cited as Wemyss, Morier
Memoirs) .

21 Victoria to Gen. Grey, 30 June 1866; Victoria to Lord
Stanley, 18 July 1867; and Gen. Grey to Disraeli, 29 July
1867, Victoria, Letters, 1:353, 447, and 451.

22 Clarendon to Cowley, 14 July 1866, quoted in Kenneth
Bourne, The Foreign Policy of Victorian England, 1830-1902
(Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1970), p. 119.

2 3 Gazette, 20 June 1868, p. 1.
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British actions and Stanley's pronouncements led many

European governments to conclude that the English and their

government were indifferent to them, their problems, and the

cause of European peace. To counter this view The Times

declared that Europe should never infer that "non-interference

means indifference" to what occurred on the Continent. The

United Kingdom indeed saw itself as the one country in

Europe which had endeavored to maintain the collective treaty

obligations of the Great Powers, but she found it difficult

to obtain foreign support for this task. The British too,

had faith in the ability of the Congress System to solve

general European problems and in the efficacy of collective

guarantees to maintain peace. The problem with the Concert

of Europe, however, was that no country, not even Britain,

could be counted on either to attend a congress or to honor

a collective guarantee. The British government would not

act alone, so deep was its conviction that unilateral

military action by any power never could solve any question.24

When the London conference--called by Stanley in May

1867 to find a solution to the Luxemburg crisis--asked Britain

24 Times, 26 May 1866, p. 8; ibid., 21 June 1867, p. 9;
[Reeve], "State of Europe," Edin. Rev. 124:279; Edward Dicey,
"War and Progress," Macmillan's 16(June 1867):176; and
"Causes of the War," Fraser's Magazine, o.s. 82(August 1870):268.
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to guarantee the neutrality of the small country, the foreign

secretary refused to go it alone and demanded that the

continental powers enter into a collective guarantee. On

9 September, Great Britain, France, Prussia, Austria, and

Russia signed the Treaty of London which guaranteed Luxemburg

independence and neutrality, but within a month, Stanley

declared that the treaty did not bind England to anything,

for future Parliaments must decide if it were in the country's

interest to fulfill this particular treaty. Two years later,

even Lord Clarendon thought it might be politically impossible

to implement some of the treaties to which Britain was a

party, treaties which never could have been negotiated in

1869, and he informed the queen that such was the case, due

to popular opinion. In taking this stand, he received the

support of John Stuart Mill, who argued that a nation had

only a very limited "right . . . to bind itself and its

posterity permanently, even by an express treaty ."25

2 STimes, 9 May 1867, p. 10; Stanley to Cowley, 8 May
1867, quoted in Foot, "Great Britain and Luxemburg," EHR
67:373; Lord Derby in Lords, Great Britain, Parliament,
Parliamentary Debates, 3rd ser., ed. T.C. Hansard, 187(1867):
379 (hereafter cited as PD); Stanley to Loftus, 25 June 1867,
in Foundations of BritishjForeign Policy from Pitt (1792)
to Sajsbury (1902) or Documents, Old and New, ed. Harold
Temperley and Lillian M. Penson (Cambridge: The University
Press, 1938), p. 313; Clarendon to Victoria, 16 Apr. 1869,
Victoria, Letters, 1:590-91; and J. S. Mill to J. George
Mawby, 6 July 1866, John Stuart Mill, The Collected Works of
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Agreeing with this position, certain critics of non-inter-

vention suggested that if Britain's ability to help keep

the peace were not to evaporate totally, the Great Powers

should be informed of the specific cases which would compel

Britain to fight a war on the Continent. The only situation

which even remotely resembled this clear definition of a

casus belli was, of course, an invasion of Belgium.2 6

According to one wag, Charles James Lever, best known

for his novels, Britain, withdrawing into isolationism, "had

arrived at that pinnacle of greatness which consists in

being powerless." To the Satury Review, the country had

demonstrated that it cared "not at all for principles" but

only for customers. Let Europe fend for itself, the Review

continued, while England went on with her "majestic task of

violently forcing the Japanese to buy Manchester dry goods."

The Times, of course, did not share this view. It conceded

John Stuart Mill, ed. J.M. Robson, et al., vols. 14-17: The
Later Letters of John Stuart Mill, 1849-1873 (Toronto:
University of Toronto Press, 1972), 16:1182. See also
Article II, Treaty of London, 1867, No. 405, The ap of Eurpe
2y Treaty, Show the Various Political and Territorial
Changes which have Taken Place since the General Peace of
1814, ed. Edward Hertslet, 4 vols. (London: Butterworths,
1875-91) , 3:1803.

26 Congreve, "Systematic Policy," in Two Addresses,
p. 15; and "English Influence in Europe," Sat. Rev.
22(15 Sept. 1866) :317.
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that the country undoubtedly had lost some of its national

honor, which was regretable, but insisted that "the influence

of England for any good purpose . . . probably [was] as

great as ever." This influence, however, consisted merely

of "moral influence" or "moral support." At one point in

the Luxemburg crisis, Stanley actually informed the Dutch

minister at London, that in the event Prussia attacked the

Netherlands, England would send "all moral support . . . to

prevent or resist any such attack." The Dutch and Queen

Victoria, wanted much more. The Pall Mall Gazette drolly

contrasted the British view of moral support with that held

by France or Prussia, to whom moral support meant large

armies and direct aid, not the talk that Britain gave away

in copious measure. While the Gazette did not condone armed

intervention or large standing armies, it did observe that

the difference between the two kinds of aid indicated an

Inherent weakness of England and its foreign policy.2 7

27 Charles James Lever [Cornelius O'Dowd], "On Outgrowing
the Continent," Blackwood's Edinburgh magazine 10 (Oct. 1866):
521; "England and Her Ally," Sat. Rev. 22(29 Sept. 1866):
377-78; Times, 4 Jan. 1867, p. 6; Derby to Victoria, 1 July
1866; Victoria to Clarendon, 15 Apr. 1869; Victoria to
Clarendon, 17 Apr. 1869, Victoria, Letters, 1:353-54, 589,
and 591-92; Stanley to Loftus, quoted in Foot, "Great Britain
and Luxemburg," EHR 67:356; and Gazette, 8 Nov. 1867, p. 1.
See also Guardian, 16 Jan. 1867, p. 2.
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Critics of British foreign policy warned that the

country already had lost all of its influence on the Continent,

a development which they traced back to the so-called

"meddle and muddle" policy of Palmerston and Russell in the

Denmark affair of 1864. Frederic Harrison, one of England's

leading exponents of the ideas of Auguste Comte, thought that

due to this debacle in 1864, Britain had little prestige

left in Europe. The Foreign Office had talked much, done

nothing, and thus had placed the nation in a humiliating

position. The Times urged that the policy of non-intervention

should not be carried so far that the country could no longer

act as a mediator in Europe. The most outspoken critics,

however, thought that stage already had been reached. John

Morley, editor of the Fortni Review, wrote during the

Luxemburg affair, that the negotiations Lord Stanley was

conducting with France and Prussia were regarded "as if they

came from the Cabinet of Sweden or of Portugal." At the

height of the Franco-Prussian crisis three years later, he

restated the position by contending that British opinions

were to have no influence whatever in one of the most important

times in European history. Morley and others feared that no

one on the Continent listened to Britain any more. In one

satirical story, Bismarck and Napoleon III are plotting
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together when the question of English interference arises.

Bismarck recounts the attack upon Denmark in 1864 and his

fear of British action, but he says happily, the English

"lion growled, gave his tail a swing, then lay over on the

other side, and went to sleep again." Napoleon agrees that

Britain counted for little any more in continental affairs.

Other articles complained that the current policy of the

country only alienated the Great Powers, and British ministers

at the capitals of Europe warned that rulers were losing

faith in English friendship. Where would it all end?2 8

Many articles and editorials warned that such contempt

was costing England her European allies and breeding enemies.

28 [George Robert Gleig], "The New Ministry," Blackwood's
100(Aug. 1866):270; idem, "The Legacy of the Late Government,"
ibid. 100(Sept. 1866):407; idem, "What Should the Ministers
Do?," ibid., 100(Nov. 1866):648; Frederic Harrison, "Foreign
Policy," in Questions for a Reformed Parliament (London:
Macmillan & Co., 1867), pp. 235 and 249-50; Times, 18 June
1867, p. 11; [John Morley], "England and the European Crisis,"
Fortni Review 7(1 May 1867):628; idem, "France and Germany,"
ibid., 14(1 Sept. 1870):367; George C. Swayne [Peregrinus],
"Evesdropping at Biarritz. Anno 1865," Blackwood's 101(Feb.
1867):195; Cowley to Stanley, 26 July 1866; Cowley to Bloomfield,
27 July 1866, Secrets of the Second Empire: Private Letters
from the Paris Embassy. Selections from the Papers of Henry
Richard Charles Wellesley, 1st Earl Cowley, Ambassador at
Paris, 1852-1867, ed. F.A. Wellesley (New York and London:
Harper and Brothers Publishers, 1929), pp. 313-14; and Gazette,
1 Dec. 1868, p. 1. See also Times, 1 May 1866, p. 11 and
Bourne, Victorian Foreign Policy, p. 119.
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The nation had cut itself off from the Continent, and as a

result it stood alone with little hope of obtaining allies

in case of need. To make this situation worse, the British

army was not strong enough to defend the country in the

event of an attack. How long would it be, critics asked,

before the European powers grew jealous of British prosperity

and commercial success around the world and decided to poach

29on her preserve? Disraeli and Stanley tried to counter

this criticism by explaining that Britain was not then a

European power, but an Eastern empire. With its vast

possessions in Asia, it did not have to depend upon its

position in Europe for power or prestige. This argument,

however, was roundly rejected by British opinion, which

continued to believe the country's greatness, even in Asia,

depended to a large extent on its position in Europe.3 0

2 9 John Fox Burgoyne, Our Defensive Forces, 2nd ed. (London:
Smith, Elder & Co., 1869), pp. iv and 3; "The Foreign Relations
of England," Sat. Rev. 22(29 Dec. 1866):755; Gazette, 8 Aug.
1866, pp. 1-2; ibid., 15 Apr. 1867, pp. 1-2; "Handwriting
upon the Wall," Mon. g 147(Nov. 1870):607-608; and Lever,
"Upon Men and Women, and Other Things in General, Part XXV,"
Blackwood's 100(Aug. 1866):243-244.

30Guardian,17 July 1866, p. 4; Lever, "Will It Come
Off? and Where?," Blackwood's 104(Oct. 1868):459; and Arthur D.
Elliot, The Life of George Joachim Goschen, First Viscount
Goschen,1831-1907, 2 vols. (London: Longmans, Green, and
Co., 1911), 1:90.
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Besides the complaint of the loss of British prestige

and influence on the Continent, there were other criticisms,

most of which have been summarized by James Lorimer, Professor

of the Law of Nature and of Nations at Edinburgh University.

According to Professor Lorimer, for "a great nation there

can be no duty more imparitive [sic] than to assert the lofty

privilege of preventing injustice and promoting civilisation."

To the critics of isolationism, the nation had not been

doing this. Everyone saw something wrong on the Continent--

the disorder, the rise of Prussian power, the Bonapartist

empire in France, Russia's subjugation of Poland, and all

the rest--and contended that if Britain only had asserted

herself at one time or another, the Continent would now be

more secure, orderly, happy. 3 1

By far, the largest organized opposition to Britain's

separatist policy came from the Positivist Society, headed

by Richard Congreve. Although the Positivists never had a

great impact upon the government, their work and ideas must

3 1 Buxton, Ideas of the Day, pp. 76-77; [James Lorimer],
"France in Europe and in Africa," North British Review, o.s.
49(Sept. 1868):137; [Morley], "England and the European
Crisis," Fortnightly 7:621; [George C. Swayne], "A New Life
of Napoleon I," Blackwood's 102(July 1867):75-76; Augustus
Granville Stapleton, Intervention and Non-Intervention or
the Fogn Plic of Great Britain from 1790-1865 (London:
John Murray, 1866), p. 153; and Gazette, 30 Dec. 1867, p. 2.
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not be overlooked. The Positivists, in sum, wanted England

to assume her rightful place on the Continent, a role which

meant a working alliance with France, natural cultural and

political leader of the West, which controlled the world.

The British Foreign Office had erred in not recognizing

this fact. It had failed to see what was obvious to the

Positivists, that the nature of European affairs had changed

as a result of the French Revolution. Members of Parliament

and the Ministry could not understand the real needs and

desires of Englishmen because they belonged to the old

aristocracy. If the representation of the common people

was increased, these wishes would be made known, and England

would then assume her place in Europe. The one point on

which all critics of non-intervention could agree was their

common desire to see Great Britain actively involved in

European affairs. England must play this role or become a

minor power without respect, influence, or force.3 2  .

32 For Positivist theories, see Congreve, "Systematic
Policy," in Two Addresses; idem, "The West," in International
Policy: Essays on the For Relations of England (London:
Chapman and Hall, 1866), pp. 1-49 (hereafter cited as Intl.
Pol.j; Harrison, "Foreign Policy," in Questions, pp. 233-258;
and idem, "England and France," in Intl. Pol., pp. 53-152.
For a comment on the Positivists and their influence, or
lack of it, see Taylor, Trouble Makers, p. 68.



22

The mid-Victorian wanted to tend to his own affairs,

increase production and trade, and not become involved in

the affairs of the Continent, because he believed this was

all part of "Progress," which would eliminate war, injustice,

and international competition. He had an almost inherent

belief that the process of Progress was an on-going phenomenon.

The Times of 9 August 1867, urged its readers to take heart,

for the ultimate triumph of Truth was coming. The Edinburgh

Review prophesied the "triumph of liberal opinion and the

progress of mankind." The mid-Victorian wrote of political

as well as material progress. Some journals, like the New

Monthly Magazine, reminded their readers that "we have not

yet arrived at that perfection of civilisation" that was to

come, but they predicted a glorious future.33 E.M. Grant

Duff, Liberal M.P. for the Elgin district of burghs in

Scotland, even interpreted the Austro-Prussian War in terms

of the evolution of human progress. The Battle of Sadowa

he saw as a contest between "the forces of progress [Prussia]

33 Times, 9 Aug. 1867, p. 9; [Reeve], "State of Europe,"
Edin. Rev. 124:284; Redding, "Our Political Progression,"
Mon. Mag. 141:433; and "The Prusso-Austrian War," ibid.,
IL39(Apr. 1867):379. For a more detailed treatment of the
Victorian and the idea of progress, see Walter E. Houghton,
The Victorian Frame of Mind 1830-1870 (New Haven, Conn.:
Yale University Press for Wellesley College, 1957), pp.
27-53.
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and obstruction [Austria] . . . ." Likewise, Charles Lever

thought the Franco-Prussian War would "retard the civilization

of the world." (It could not stop the process, but would

"retard" it.) These men saw their age as one of transition

or revolution in which the new world of freedom, material

prosperity, justice, and peace would replace the old order

of oppression, poverty, injustice, and war.34

Above all, the typical Victorian believed that Progress

would completely eliminate war. Not everyone, of course,

accepted this cause and effect relationship, but many

Liberals, Radicals, and others believed with Richard Cobden

that the "progress of freedom depends more upon the maintenance

of peace, the spread of commerce, and the diffusion of

education, than upon the labours of cabinets and foreign

offices."35 International free trade, moreover, would dilute

national enmities and thus end war. Vere Henry Hobart, a dis-

ciple of Cobden, explained that free trade, the "first serious

blow to nationalism," was a step toward internationalism

34 Mountstuart E. Grant Duff, A Glance over Europe, Being
an Address Delivered at Peterhead on the 19th December 1867,
2nd ed. (Edinburgh: Edmonston and Douglas, 1868), p. 3;
Lever, "How They Got into it," Blackwood's 108(Sept. 1870):
360; Harrison, "Foreign Policy," in Questions, p. 235; and
"England and the Continent," Sat. Rev. 22(21 July 1866):64.

35 Richard Cobden, quoted in Taylor, Trouble Makers,

P. 53.
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and the end to war. Could anyone doubt that as commerce

drew the nations of Europe closer together, they would learn

more about one another and thereby become "much less inclined

to go to war with each other"?3 6

Mercantilists and other critics of free trade allied

with Realpolitikers, who scoffed at the idea that Progress

could (or would) put an end to war, to remind naive Idealists

of all the wars which had plagued the world since 1851: the

Crimean War, the Austro-Sardinian War of 1859, the American

Civil War, the Danish war of 1864, the Austro-Prussian War

of 1866. Where would it all end? How could those who

shouted the slogan, "End war through Progress!" still keep

their faith? As Thomas Edward Cliffe Leslie, a political

economist, declared: "Europe is not done with armies or

with war." 3 7

36 Vere Henry Hobart, "The 'Mission' of Richard Cobden,"
Macmillan's 15(Jan. 1867):177-186; and idem, "Working-Men
and War: The Moral of a Recent Crisis," ibid., 16(Sept.
1867):349-353.

37 "The Abdiel of Peace," Sat. Rev. 25(1 Feb. 1868):127;
"Europe and the War," ibid. 22(28 July 1866):99; "Handwriting
upon the Wall," Mon. g 147:604-609; Thomas Edward Cliffe
Leslie, "The Military Systems of Europe," N. Br. Rev.,
o.s. 47(Dec. 1867):405 and 407; Lever, "The~Great Artist,"
Blackwood's 108(Sept. 1870):358. See also M.E. Grant Duff,
Speeches Delivered in the Autumn of 1868 (Edinburgh: Edmonston
and Douglas, 1868) , p. 6.
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The liberal and pacifist Sir Edward Dicey was forced

by events to admit that Progress had not stopped wars, but

seemed to contribute to them. In an article entitled "War

and Progress," he conceded that a large number of wars had

occurred since 1848, when it had been "almost an axiom of

tuition" that Progress would end war. Popular education

apparently had not helped to end international conflict

(as many once thought it would), and the extension of the

suffrage also had failed to calm man's belligerency. With

an education, the common man could understand abstract ideas

or ideals over which most of the wars since 1848 had been

fought. Wars no longer were fought simply for territorial

gain, which anyone could understand, but for ideals such

as freedom, liberty, and so on. As for universal manhood

suffrage, a domocracy appeared as willing to wage war as an

autocracy. In addition, scientific progress had made wars

more deadly and more destructive. Perhaps -most galling of

all was that Progress, far from ending war, had made them

more likely to occur. Dicey, nonetheless, remained unshaken

in his belief that the evolution of human society eventually

would end war, that "in spite of all, 'things are still

moving,'--moving progress-wards, and therefore peace-wards." 38

38 Dicey, "War and Progress," Macmillan's 16:167-176.
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But were all wars bad? Could not some be good, i.e.,

beneficial to Europe and the world? Applying the Darwinian

theory of natural selection, some mid-Victorian Britons saw

the absorption of smaller states around the earth as a

genuine good which would contribute to the eventual elimina-

tion of war. Dicey, for one, thought so and predicted the

evolution of one German state, one Latin state, and perhaps,

even one European nation. 3 9

The Continent between 1866 and 1870, however, was

neither peaceful nor united. Europe was uneasy, distrustful,

moody; no power was satisfied. The unrest of nationalities,

striving for unity, independence, and a place in the comity

of nations, threatened the peace. Older, established powers

struggled either against these emerging nations, their own

oppressed masses, or against both. Frederic Harrison,

commenting on the state of Europe in April 1867 could say

with candor: "[It is] by common consent, . . . truly ominous."

39 Ibid., pp. 173-175; "The New Germanic Empire,,"
British artery Review 44(Oct. 1866):536; James Sutherland,
"Europe in Transition," Gentleman's Magazine, o.s. 225(Oct.
1868):631-633; and Times, 23 July 1866, p. 8. Charles James
Lever denounced the absorption of smaller states as a very
dangerous occurrence, because they usually served as a buffer
zone between major powers. Once this zone had been removed,
wars would become more frequent. Lever, "The Dutch Auction,"
Blackwood's 101(May 1867):589.
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No one thought that peace would last long. As the Manchester

Guardian observed, the continental powers were "disturbed

by ambition, envy, jealousy, greed, and the other passions

which afflict private society . . . ." Issues no longer

were resolved by "justice and reason, but only by violence

and superior strength." Even when war or disorder did not

appear imminent, the British always feared the outbreak of

hostilities. To the Pall Mall Gazette, Europe was in a

strange "state of disquietude." The Times worried so much

that it was surprised that war had not already been declared.

Englishmen reacted to this anxiety in several ways. To

those who thought that it had stemmed from British non-

intervention, it seemed to prove their case and added to

their alarm when the Foreign Office continued to do nothing.

The commercial classes complained that European disorder

depressed trade, drove down the stock values, and in general

slowed economic growth. Talk of war, war scares, and armed

conflict played havoc with British profits.4 0

Harrison, "Foreign Policy," in Questions, pp. 250 and
255; Gathorne Hardy, diary entry, 8 July 1866, Gathorne
Hardy, 1:191; [Henry Reeve], "The Military Institutions of
France," Edin. Rev. 126(July 1867):297; Lever, "A Glance at
the Political Scene," Blackwood's 100(Dec. 1866) :713-714;
Sutherland, "Europe in Transition," Gent. g 255:623;
Guardian, 22 May 1866, p. 2; ibid., 16 Jan. 1867, p. 2; ibid.,TrWSept. 1868, p. 2; Gazette, 23 Sept. 1867, p. 1; Times
2 July 1866, p. 8; ibid., 1 Jan. 1868, pp. 8-9; and Stanley
to Gen. Grey, 9 Aug. 1867, Victoria, Letters, 1:458.
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Attuned to this popular mood, the British man in the

street observed events on the Continent. He was unwilling,

indeed unable, to involve himself in the continuing struggles

of Europe, convinced as he was that these developments did

not concern him, except as they affected commerce and industry.

But one need not worry, for the slow, inevitable progress

of mankind would put an end to war and ease tension among

nations. For the time being, however, he could only sit

back and watch the unfolding of events, especially the

mounting tension between the two nations he considered

responsible for most of the unrest, disorder, and enmity

across the Channel: France and Prussia.



CHAPTER I

BRITISH OPINION AND PRUSSIAN ASCENDANCY

Of all the nations in that cauldron which was Europe,

the ones with which the British felt the closest ties of

kinship were Prussia and the smaller north German states.

From the close of the Austro-Prussian War to the outbreak

of the Franco-Prussian conflict, the majority of British

popular journals, newspapers, and people--insofar as these

public expressions presented the opinions of their readers--

held a decidedly pro-German bias. This bias stemmed from

several factors: Englishmen and Germans shared a common

anti-Napoleonic tradition. The two nations had similar

religious backgrounds and, so the British believed, the two

groups shared a similar racial inheritance. Important, too

were Queen Victoria's German ancestry, her marriage to a

German prince, and that of her eldest daughter, Victoria, to

the Prussian Crown Prince, Frederick.

Prior to the German defeat of France in 1870-1871 the

British had been "content to ignore" Germany or to view it

with favor. The working class was sympathetic toward German

"nationalist aspirations," and it was hoped by most that a

29
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united Germany would deter French and Russian expansionism.

The idea that the "dreamy Germans" were a threat to Europe

was totally alien to the British. Few Britons dissented

from this view, although it was based on ignorance of German

institutions and nationalism. This attitude should not be

confused with a pro-Prussian bias until after the Seven

Weeks War of 1866, when Prussia and its leadership became

identified with the movement for national unification of

the German states. Before that time most Englishmen regarded

the Prussians and Bismarck as reactionary aggressors and

disturbers of the general European peace. They especially

resented Prussian motives and actions in the Danish question

of 1864.2 After the crushing defeat of Austria, the British

1 George M. Trevelyan, Illustrated English Social History,
4 vols. (London, New York, and Toronto: Longmans, Green
and Co., 1949-52), 4:96; William Hunt and Reginald L. Poole,
gen. eds., The Political History of England, 12 vols.
(London and New York: Longmans, Green and Co., 1926), vol.
12: The History of England during the R of Victoria,
1837-1901, by Sidney Low and Lloyd C. Sanders, pp. 262-263;
Raymond Postgate and Vallance Aylmer, England Goes to Press:
The English People's Opinion on Fo Affairs as Reflected
in Their Newspapers since Waterloo, 1815-1937 (Indianapolis
and New York: The Bobbs-Merrill Co., 1937), p. 145; Raymond
James Sontag, Germany and England. Back of Conflict,
1848-1894 (New York and London: D. Appleton-Century Co.,
Inc., 1938), p. 83; Trevelyan, British History in the Nineteenth
Century, 1792-1901 (London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1922),
pp. 339 and 363.

2G. Kitson Clark, The Making of Victorian Eg4Land (London:
Methuen and Co., 1962), p. 51; "England and the Continent,"
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public finally realized there was a "German question" which

warranted their attention and study. This shift constituted

a revolution, since they had "systematically ignored"

Germany, its problems, development, and role for at least

twenty years.3 There did exist, however, a small, unorganized,

group of "eccentric intellectuals" best typified by Matthew

Arnold, George Meredith, and the Positivists, who "warned

. . . that there was something in German professors and their

geist that was at once admirable and dangerous." There were

also those who lambasted Prussia while admiring the rest

of Germany, though after 1866 Prussia came to represent

Germany.4

The stereotyped picture most Britons had of the typical

German was that of a rather large man, who drank incredibly

large amounts of beer, smoked a pipe invariably filled with

Sat. Rev. 22(21 July 1866):64; "Seven Days War," ibid.
22(7 July 1866):l. See also Count Albrecht von Bernstorff,

Prussian ambassador to the Court of St. James, to Bismarck,

6 Mar. 1866, when he reported that the British still knew

"incredibly little about Germany . . . ." Karl Ringhoffer,
The Bernstorff Papers. The Life of Count Albrecht von

Bernstorff, trans. Mrs. Charles Edward Barrett-Lennard and

M.W. Hoper, 2 vols. (London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1908),

2:263.

3Robert Morier to Lord Stanley, 10 Aug. 1866, in Wemyss,

Morier Memoirs, 2:86.

4 Trevelyan, British Histor, p. 363.
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the worst tobacco, and who believed literally Grimm's

Fairy-Tales and the Niebelungenlied. The English also thought

the Germans to be "dreamers, enthusiasts, and sentimentalists."

Edward Dicey attacked this concept by contending that the

Germans were "matter-of-fact . . . prosaic . . . earthy."

Indeed, they were so matter-of-fact as to be "eminently

unadapted to abstract speculation."5 They possessed, none-

theless, other virtues; they were "honest, hard-working,

truthful, and kind-hearted . . . ," the adjectives usually

applied to Germans. The Pall Mall Gazette described them

as "soldierly, orderly, industrious, and patriotic." To

The Times, they were "an educated, patient, laborious people,"

but they could be harsh and haughty. Mountstuart E. Grant

Duff, whose opinions of European peoples and affairs were

highly respected, characterized the typical German as the

"thrifty, laborious, and educated Teuton." Above all else,

Englishmen regarded the Germans as a peaceful people, who

preferred to mind their own business without wishing to be

disturbed and who, if left alone, would not bother others..6

5 "German Text," All the Year Round 16(10 Nov. 1866):421;
and Edward Dicey, "The New Germany," Macmillan's 14(Oct.
1866) :481.

6Dicey, "New Germany," Macmillan's 14:482; Gazette,
3 Aug. 1867, p. 1; Times, 13 July 1866, p. 8; ibid., 19 Dec.
1866, p. 8; Grant Duff, Glance over Europe, p. 29; "The



33

Above all, John Bull was especially impressed by the

quality of the average German's education. At a time when

the British government was trying to solve the problems of

mass education, the Germans were acknowledged to be more

highly schooled in a variety of fields which included

practical matters as well as formal instruction. The Saturday

Review was most impressed that even the German nobility

was well-educated. Leslie Stephen, British man of letters,

observed that most Englishmen might sneer at alleged German

foibles, but stood in "vague awe" of German learning. Germans

in general held education and those who had acquired great

learning in high esteem. Commenting on the prestige of

German professors and their opinions, The Times asserted that

Prussian Government and the German Parliament," Sat. Rev.
22(22 Sept. 1866):354; and Lever, "Krhwinckel," Blackwood's
103(Feb. 1868):192-193. For opinions of the work of Grant
Duff, see the review of his Studies in European Politics
(Edinburgh: Edmonston and Douglas, 1866) in the Sat. Rev.
22(4 Aug. 1866):143-144, and also the Times leading article
on his work, 12 Oct. 1866, p. 6.

7Alexander Malet, Overthrow of the German Confederation
bjy Prussia in 1866 (London: Longmans, Green and Co., 1870),
p. 410; W.C. Cartwright, "The Reconstruction of Germany,"
Fraser's, o.s. 74(Sept. 1866):368; "Germany," Sat. Rev.
22(15 Dec. 1866):719; Leslie Stephen [A Cynic], "National
Antipathies," Cornhill Magazine 21(Feb. 1870) :154; "Minor
States of Germany," Mon. Mag 141(Nov. 1867):378; and Dicey,
The Battle-Fields of 1866 (London: Tinsley Brothers, 1866),
p. 238.
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the Germans were a "professor-ridden people," an assessment

widely accepted in England. The title "professor" often

was used as a term of derision by the British public.

Frederic Harrison referred to German unification as a

"professor's dream" and used the word contemptuously on

other occasions. It was not by chance that George Meredith

chose a German professor as the character best suited to

express and exemplify everything he found objectionable in

the Teutonic character and culture. The Saturday Review

attempted to define the essence of professorship as the

average Briton might. The Review defined the term as "that

mixture of high principle, love of prosaic details, and

fondness for large vague conceptions . . . ." Imbued with

these characteristics, the typical German professor was

thought to have little contact with reality, studying the

minutia of his subject, discussing a philosophy to match,

and therefore, for the most part, harmless.8

The "eccentric intellectuals," however, found much in

the German political and social structure which aroused

8Times, 7 Dec. 1866, p. 6; Harrison, "England and
France," in Intl. Pol., pp. 121 and 142; George Meredith,
The Works of George Meredith, Memorial ed., vols. 9-10:
The Adventures of H Richmond (London: Constable and
Co., 1910), Chap. 29, 9:310-318; "Germany," Sat. Rev. 22(15 Dec.
1866):719. See also Dicey, Battle-Fields, p. 378.
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their suspicions, fear, and ire. Frederic Harrison complained

of the small German states, ruled by petty "princes and

princelets" who served no constructive purpose and only

hindered the political and social progress of their unfortunate

subjects. Their rule was a combination of farce and

"besotted misgovernment." But what did the Positivists

expect from the people whom they considered partially

civilized? According to the Positivist canon, a nation

was civilized only if it had been conquered by Rome,

Charlemagne, and Roman Catholicism. Very few Germans had

been incorporated into the Roman Empire; only portions of

western and central Germany had been ruled by Charlemagne;

and, though all Germany once had been subject to the Pope,

the Protestant Revolt had broken that link with civiliza-

tion. The Positivists, however, did concede that past

German association with nations which met these requirements

had raised their level of general civilization enough to

justify their inclusion in the community of western nations,

unlike Russia which failed to meet any of these tests. The

most civilized countries, according to the followers of Comte,

were, in decending order: France, Italy, Spain, England, and

Germany. Being the least of the western nations was worsened

by the fact that the German should have learned from the
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mistakes of the more advanced nationalities, but they had

not. Russia's separation from the West also was important

to Germany, which ceased to be the "central state" of Europe

and France became the sun around which all other European

states were supposed to orbit. According to Positivist

dogma, most Englishmen regarded Germany as the political

and geographic center of Europe, because they had a false

conception of the importance of the Holy Roman Empire,

overthrown by Napoleon I in 1806.9

These British intellectuals also criticized the alleged

aggressive bent of the German mind. Richard Congreve, for

example, denounced Germany as "the oppressor of Italy, . . .

Denmark, . . . Poland, [and] the would-be oppressor of the

Czeck [sic] and the Magyar." Amost every state contiguous

with Germany had been overrun by one German or another.

George Meredith expressed this same sentiment in his novel

The Adventures of Harry Richmond; indeed, he viewed German

aggression as becoming world-wide. He even envisioned the

9Harrison, "England and France," in Intl. Pol., p. 58;
Congreve, "The West," in ibid., pp. 19 and 28; idem, The
Republic of the West, or Union of the Five Populations, French,
Italian, Spanish, EnglIThand G e7rman (nTp., 17 Sept. 1870),
p. 1. See the Times, 24 July 1866, p. 8 for mention of the
general belief that Germany was the center of Europe. See
also Taylor, The Trouble Makers, p. 68, for a discussion of
Positivists theories.
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Germans over-running India and other British colonies in

the Far East. The Germans, he thought, were intent upon

world domination, because they thought that Europe was much

too small for their grand designs. Even The Times suspected

that the Germans were being driven by a desire to conquer

and rule other peoples, because they had to feel superior

to someone. In this same vein, Meredith hints at an inherent

German racism. 10

Perhaps Meredith and Matthew Arnold authored the most

subtle criticism of the Germans. Beginning on 21 July 1866,

Arnold wrote a series of satirical letters for the Pall Mall

Gazette, and in 1871 he collected and reprinted them under

the title of Friendship's Garland. In this fictitious

correspondence, alleged to have been exchanged between a

German noble and himself, Arnold attempted to induce the

English middle-classes "to think a little more and bustle

a little less," or History, he warned, would hardly have

need to mention Britain. To serve as a foil, he created

young Arminius, Baron von Thunder-Ten-Tronckh, a descendant

of the baron of the same name in Voltaire's Candide. Arminius

10
Congreve, The Republic of the West, p. 1; Meredith,

Harry Richmond, 10:373 and 366; and Times, 19 May 1866, p. 8.

11 Lionel Trilling, Matthew Arnold (New York: Columbia

University Press, 1949), p. 232.
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lauds the Germans for having an "Ernst der ins Ganze geht,"

a seriousness that goes into the totality of things or

reality. Though a nation should have this spirit, Germany

had pushed this idea to an extreme which now created a

danger to her neighbors. The Germans had subordinated

everything to this concept, even political liberty. Meredith

picked up the tune and repeated it in Harry Richmond (1871),

a novel of youthful high adventure. The Germans, he insisted,

subordinated all else--political freedom, domestic reform,

and parliamentary institutions--to their great goal of world

domination.12 These authors saw all human progress subordinated

to national aggrandizement, a policy dangerous not only to

the other nations of Europe, but to the Germans themselves.

Arnold, moreover, declared that in the German states, govern-

ments "manufactured" progress which should result from the

organic growth of the people, and Meredith added the comment

that German governments, far from being democratic, were

actively anti-democratic.1 3

1 2 Matthew Arnold, Friendsh Garland: Being the
Conversations, Letters and pinions of the Late Arminius,
Baron von Thunder-Ten-Tronckh. Collected and Edited with
a Dedicatory Letter to Adolescens Leo, Esq.,of "The Daiy
Telegraph" (London: Smith, Elder & Co., 1871), pp. xi, 14,
and 83; and Meredith, Harry Richmond, 9:311-312 and 314.

13 Arnold, Friendshp Garland, p. 44; and Meredith,
Harry Richmond, 10:370.
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The Austro-Prussian War revived interest in the German

question and its ramifications. Except for the Positivists,

Arnold, Meredith, and a few others, this war altered the

critical opinion most Englishmen had of Germans of all states,

particularly Prussia. That kingdom's swift victory not only

changed the entire nature of the problem of German unifica-

tion, but gave this movement the dynamic leadership it had

lacked. British public opinion now executed an about-face

in its posture vis-a-vis the Continent.

When Bismarck began early in 1866 to implement his

plan for the annexation of Schleswig and Holstein, British

opinion had been overwhelmingly anti-Prussian. The Earl of

Clarendon confided to his journal on 27 March 1866, that he

could not believe Austria and Prussia would go to war, but

that it looked "woefully like it." He placed all the blame

for the imminent conflict on Bismarck and King Wilhelm. As

for His Majesty, the earl's usually fine vocabulary failed

him when he attempted to describe his "contempt" for this

sovereign. The next day Queen Victoria felt compelled to

advise her friend Augusta, Queen of Prussia, to postpone a

planned visit to Britain because of the prevailing "mood

of extreme irritation against Prussia . . . ." On 31 March,

Clarendon condemned Prussia's actions in a letter to
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Victoria. As the crisis reached its climax in May, reaction

against Bismarck and Prussia reached Homeric proportions.

Austria may have made mistakes in the past and probably

had in the present situation, the British man in the street

admitted, but that did not excuse the actions of Bismarck.

Austria had desired peace, but Prussia forced war on her and

the rest of the German states for reasons of territorial

aggrandizement and national ambition. The Times compared

the Prussians to Huns and Goths, plundering the countryside

to no real purpose, and recalled scenes of widespread

desolation which the Thirty Years War allegedly had created.

Lord Russell, then prime minister, even suggested to Clarendon

that a British loan to Austria would help its war effort in

the event of an open conflict.1 5

A few Englishmen, however, did support Prussia and its

plans for German unification. Robert Morier, British

14 Maxwell, Life of Clarendon, 2:310; Victoria to

Augusta, 28 Mar. 1866, Letters of Queen Victoria from the
Archives of the House of Brandenbir-Prussia, ed. Hector

Bolitho and trans. Mrs. J. Pullney and Lord Sudley (New

Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1938), p. 157; and

Clarendon to Victoria, 31 Mar. 1866, Victoria, Letters, 1:314.

1 sGuardian, 5 May 1866, p. 4; Times, 7 May 1866, p. 8;

ibid., 8 May 1866, p. 8; ibid., 10 May 1866, p. 8; "Seven

Days War," Sat. Rev. 22(7 July 1866):1; Clarendon to Lady

Salisbury, Maxwell, Life of Clarendon, 2:312 and Russell to

Clarendon, 17 May 1866, ibid., 2:315.
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commissioner at Vienna, informed M.E. Grant Duff on 9 June

1866, that the Habsburg monarchy was the belligerent. The

Austrian cabinet was anxious to humble Prussian arrogance

and at the same time obtain the return of Silesia. Morier

assured Grant Duff that regardless of what the facts seemed

to be, Prussia was defending itself from Austrian aggression.

An Austrian victory, moreover, would be a great disaster

for Europe and for Austria, whose future, he thought, lay

in the Balkans, not in Germany. 1 6

The war would have received more attention than it did

in England had not a ministerial crisis occurred in March

when the House of Commons defeated Russell's reform bill

and forced his government to resign in June. Prussia's

dramatic and unexpected victories were still a topic of

conversation in London clubs, but the domestic political

problem took precedence.17 Then on 5 July the news of the

Battle of Sadowa (K6niggrdtz) appeared in London papers,

and the next day the third Derby government took office.

The British public did not realize immediately the significance

of the battle, but as it became apparent that Austria could

16 Wemyss, Morier Memoirs, 2:65-66. See also Dicey,
Battle-Fields, p. 245.

17 Times, 20 June 1866, p. 9; and Gathorne Hardy, 1:
187-188.
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not continue the struggle, they almost went into shock.

From the beginning of the conflict, most Englishmen had

thought the war would be a long one, fought until both

sides were exhaust ted. They considered the armies of the two

nations evenly matched or made Austria a slight favorite.

Prussia's only chance, therefore, lay in sacrificing the

Rhineland for an alliance with France. They never dreamed

that the army built by Albrecht von Roon and Helmuth von

Moltke could defeat the Austrians without any foreign assistance

other than that provided by Italy. The Battle of Sadowa

took most of the cabinets of Europe by surprise. 18 Its

effect was almost as great in England as in Germany. The

Satur Review, describing the battle's political results

in Prussia, correctly reported that it had "converted the

opponents" of Bismarck and the king. It had the same effect

on most of Prussia's critics in Britain. On 24 June Morier

had predicted this very thing to Lady Salisbury. Reacting

to this new attitude, Grant Duff declared that the British

had taken "for their creed 'There is no God but success,

and Bismarck is his prophet.'" Prussia's success swelled

18 Times, 11 May 1866, p. 11; ibid., 23 June 1866, p. 8;
Gazette, 4 July 1866, pp. 1-2; Guardian, 6 July 1866, p. 2;
Athenaeum, 19 Jan. 1867, p. 82; Dicey, "The Campaign in Germany,"
Macmillan's 14(Sept. 1866) :387; and "The Seven Days War,"
Sat. Rev. 22(7 July 1866):1.
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the ranks of those few Englishmen who had supported Prussia

from the beginning. Both Count Albrecht von Bernstorff,

Prussian ambassador at London, and his wife happily reported

the shift in public opinion to Berlin. Four years later,

Leslie Stephen still was mystified over this change and was

uncertain as to what had motivated it, but suggested that

the British "instinctive love of prosperity" might explain

it. "What high moral ground we took in condemning Prussian

ambition," he mused, "until the battle of Sadowa!"1 9

Grant Duff, it will be recalled, thought that most

Englishmen applauded the Prussians after Sadowa, because

their victory represented "the force of progress" against

Austrian "obstruction." The Times agreed, asserting that

19 "England and the Continent," Sat. Rev. 22(21 July
1866):64; "The Debates on Foreign Policy," ibid. 22(18 July
1866):97; "The German Parliament," ibid. 22(1 Sept. 1866):
252 (quotation from this article); Grant Duff, Elgin Speeches
(Edinburgh: Edmonston and Douglas, 1871), p. 90; idem,
Notes from a Diay, 2 vols. (London: John Murray,1897),
2:10-11; Duke of Argyll to Russell, 31 Aug. 1866, Later
Correspondence of Lord John Russell, 1840-1878, ed. G.P.
Gooch, 2 vols. (London: Longmans, Green and Co.), 2:358
(hereafter cited as Russell, Correspondence); Gazette,
17 July 1866, p. 1; J.S. Mill to Theodor Gomperz, an Austrian
philosopher and philologist, 22 Aug. 1866, Mill, Later Letters,
16:1197; Bernstorff to one of his children, 24 June 1866;
Countess von Bernstorff to an unidentified correspondant,
18 July 1866; King Wilhelm to Bernstorff, 9 July 1866,
Rignhoffer, Bernstorff Papers, 2:243-244; and Stephen, "National
Antipathies," Cornhill 21:155.
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Prussia had shown itself to be farsighted, organized,

decisive, and strong, whereas Austria had manifested nothing

but weakness and incompetence. What The Times admired in

the Prussians was, of course, what John Bull respected most

in any people--strength.2 0

Nonetheless, John Stuart Mill and Clarendon, among others,

refused to let the outcome of the war make them into Prusso-

philes. Mill commented indignantly that his countrymen had

"ceased to care for the flagrant immorality" of the Prussians,

because they did not understand the true nature of the con-

troversy. To Clarendon, the Prussians remained the "most

swaggering robbers" that ever seized a neighbor's territory.2 1

Despite the recent British conversion to a pro-Prussian

posture, some tribunes doubted that Prussia's victory would

benefit the Continent. The Pall Mall Gazette feared that

Berlin now would threaten "the whole European States system."

2 0 Grant Duff, Glance over Europe, p. 3; and Times, 23 July

1866, p. 8. Compare Grant Duff's comment with that of J.S.

Mill, who saw Austria as an "expiring feudality" and Prussia

as "a powerful Caesarism" and who scoffed that anyone who

expected a positive good to result from a Prussian victory

would attempt to exorcise demons in the name of Beelzebub,

Mill to Gomperz, 22 Aug. 1866, Mill, Later Letters, 16:1197.

21 Mill to Gomperz, 22 Aug. 1866, Mill, Later Letters,

16:1197; and Clarendon to Cowley, 31 July 1866, Wellesley,
Secrets of the Second Empire, pp. 314-315. See also Cyrus

Redding, "The War of Annexation," Mon. Mag. 137(Aug. 1866):
494-500.
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The Saturday Review compared the importance of Sadowa with

the French Revolution. A writer for All the Year Round

compared the battle with that fought by the same combatants

at Reichenberg (1757) and suggested that it was too soon to

determine how revolutionary the results of Sadowa would be.

Revolutionary, yes--though not in the same way the French

Revolution or the Revolution of 1848 had been, that is

international--but only in a domestic sense, or so The Times

thought in November 1866.22

There were various reasons assigned as to why the Prus-

sians had defeated the Austrians. The technical superiority

of the Prussian army and the breech-loading "needle-gun"

were often cited. Some argued that Prussian culture--with

higher standards of education, discipline, and creativity--

was superior to the Austrian. This was particularly true

of the military. The Prussian army, in all ranks, but

especially in positions of leadership, had a higher level

of intelligence, education, and training than its Austrian

22 Gazette, 12 July 1866, p. 9; "Germany," Sat. Rev.
22(18 Aug. 1866):189; "Battle of Reichenberg," All the Year
Round 16(1 Sept. 1866):183-185; and Times, 16 Nov. 1866,
p. 6. Queen Victoria conceived of the Austro-Prussian War
as a civil war, Victoria to her daughter Victoria, Crown
Princess of Prussia, 14 July 1866,.Your Dear Letter: Private
Correspondence of Queen Victoria and the Crown Princess of
Prussia, 1865-1871, ed. Roger Fulford (New York: Charles
Scribner's Sons, 1971), p. 79.
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counterpart. Arminius, Matthew Arnold's ficticious correspond-

ent, insisted that the Geist of the Prussian people had given

them the victory, but Arnold translated Geist as "intelligence,"

not spirit. Others attributed the victory to mere trickery

or luck.23 Whatever the reason, Englishmen began to discover

that for one reason or another Prussia's victory was goo.4 for

Europe and England. There was nothing to fear from Prussia,

because of the common bonds of race, religion, and ruling

families. The factor most often cited, however, was that of

religion. Prussian Protestantism impressed the British.

Some argued that with a continent full of Roman Catholics,

it was good to have a strong, Protestant ally as a counter-

poise, but Lord Cowley, British ambassador at Paris, cautioned

23 Guardian, 6 Nov. 1866, p. 4; Grant Duff, Elgin
Speeches, pp. 92 and 96; "Seven Days War," Sat. Rev.
22(7 July 1866) :1; Arnold, Friendsh Garland, pp. 7
and 10; and Cyrus Redding, "The Germanic Crisis," Mon. Mag.
137(July 1866):322. For examples of the numerous discussions
of the effectiveness of the Prussian army, see: Times,
14 Aug. 1867, p. 6; ibid., 29 Aug. 1866; ibid., 3 Sept.
1869, p. 7; Guardian, 7 July 1868, p. 4; "National Armies
and Modern Warfare," Fraser's, o.s. 81(Apr. 1870):543-560;
Valentine Baker, Army Reform (London: Macmillan & Co.,
1869), pp. 15-16; and Burgoyne, Our Defensive Forces,
pp. 1-2. For only two articles on the needle-gun, see,
Times, 4 July 1866, pp. 6-7; and Athenaeum, 7 July 1866,
p. 20.
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that alliances should be based on sterner stuff than

"theological friendships." 2 4

The British held the Prussians themselves in high

esteem. Like all Germans, they were patient, highly educated,

hard-working, and so on, but they had unique faults. Accord-

ing to The Times, they were too submissive, "undemonstrative

and morally timid . . . ." Arnold complained that they were

too loyal to the state--for all the wrong reasons--and

too prone to pontificate on any subject. Another observer

asserted that they were not as self-reliant as the common

Englishman. The Saturday Review admitted that they had some

"obnoxious peculiarities," but did not specify them. One

Dr. Max Schlesinger, writing in the Fortni y Review,

declared that the "true Berliner has no veneration for any-

thing--not even for God Almighty . .. "25

24 Athenaeum, 23 June 1866, p. 823; "France and Prussia,"
Mon. a 141 (Sept. 1867):11; Dicey, "New Germany," Macmillan's
14:488; "Minor States of Germany," Mon. Mag. 141:371; and
Cowley to Stanley, 26 July 1866, Wellesley, Secrets of the
Second Empire, p. 314.

25 Times, 8 May 1866, p. 8; ibid., 3 July 1866, p. 8;
Victoria, Crown Princess of Prussia, to Queen Victoria, 16 July
1866, Your Dear Letter, p. 80; Grant Duff, ElgiSpeeche,
p. 142; Arnold, Friendship's Garland, pp. 1 and 39; Thomas
Edward Cliffe Leslie, "Westphalia and the Ruhr Basin,"
Fortnightl 11 (1 March 1869):264; "England and the Continent,"
Sat. Rev. 22 (21 July 1866):64; and Schlesinger, "Count
Bismarck, Part I," Fortnig 5(1 July 1866):398.
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As for the Kingdom of Prussia, the British consensus

held that it was a tightly organized, compact state, a

favorable judgment which placed Prussia above countries like

Austria (which was not really a modern nation-state), Italy,

Russia, Spain, or France. The kingdom prospered, agriculture

increased, industry thrived, and taxes remained low. The

government was undemocratic, a grave failing in the opinion

of most Englishmen, but they were optimistic that democratic

institutions would develop in time. But Prussia's conserva-

tive constitution notwithstanding, Edward Dicey argued that

Prussians had more personal freedom than the citizens of

any other country on the Continent. True, the King of

Prussia demanded that his subjects submit to compulsory

education and military conscription, but he left such personal

matters as religion in the hands of the individual, without

governmental interference. This same government, in return,

gave the people the best system of education in Europe, the

lowest taxes, and the most honest bureaucracy. Arnold,

however, criticized the Prussian civil service as a "tyranny"

which stifled the growth of self-government. The Times,

which had railed against this government in May 1866, and

April 1867 for being autocratic, modified this indictment

by explaining that no self-government existed on the Continent
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in any case, so why should Prussia be any different.

Prussia's government at least was "provident, righteous,

and enlightened." 2 6

To the Positivists, however, the Prussians were

reactionary and oppressive of non-Prussians. Prussia,

Frederic Harrison declared, lived "in terror for the utter

rottenness of her precarious empire . . . ." Of all the

European powers, it was "politically the most uncertain and

materially the most feeble . . . ." Prussia, he claimed,

was the "mock Russia of North Germany." 27 If Germans were

the least civilized people in Europe (as the Positivists

believed), then the Prussians were the least civilized of

all the Germans and, like the Russians, semi-barbaric and

aggressive. Most Englishmen, however, did not consider

Prussia as a threat to European peace. Far from being an

aggressor, Prussia wanted only to secure what it had gained

26 Morier to Lady Salisbury, 7 July 1866, Wemyss, Morier
Memoirs, 2:74; "The Armies of Europe," Sat. Rev. 22(17 Nov.
1866):593; Grant Duff, Elgin Speeches, pp. 139-141; "The
Battle of Sadova, and Military Organization," Westminster
Review, o.s. 87(Jan. 1867):8; Dicey, "Campaign in Germany,"
Macmillan's 14:388-389; idem, "New Germany," ibid. 14:484-485;
Guardian, 13 Nov. 1866, p. 4; Arnold, Friendship's Garland,
pp. 45 and 50-51; Times, 21 May 1866, p. 8; ibid., 23 July
1866, p. 8; ibid., 19 Apr. 1867, p. 8; and "The New Germanic
Empire," Br. Quart. Rev. 44(Oct. 1866) :506-509.

2 7 Harrison, "England and France," Intl. Pol., pp. 104,
117, 121, and 128.
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from the Austro-Prussian War and to tend to its own domestic

affairs.28

But why did Prussia maintain such a large army and the

system of universal military conscription? Was its purpose

to support a military despotism? Prussian militarism had

become the object of satire by 1866. In Meredith's Harry

Richmond, young Harry and his father visit the birthplace

of the Hohenzollerns, a castle perched on a mountain peak,

and the father remarks: "Upon my word, their native mountain

has the air of a drum major." The majority of Britons would

have agreed with him and with Max Schlesinger, who affirmed

that at the Prussian court, everyone wore a uniform; it

had "become a law of nature . . . like the acts of breathing

and digestion." A former Prussian artillery officer warned

that the military was but the sure means to suppress liberal

demands in Prussia and that the army influenced all aspects

of Prussian life. The Positivists were highly critical of

the military in Prussia. Others denounced the universal

nature of Prussian conscription, which removed young men from

the mainstream of productive society and the economic and

28 Grant Duff, A Political Survey (Edinburgh: Edmonston
and Douglas, 1868), pp. 5-6; Guardian, 25 Aug. 1866, p. 4;
ibid., 28 Aug. 1866, p. 4; ibid., 28 Sept. 1868, p. 4; and
[Henry Reeve], "The State of Europe," Edin. Rev. 124:294.
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cultural life of the nation suffered from this lost pro-

ductivity. The New Mont Magazine reminded its readers

of the large numbers of Prussian subjects who fled the country

for America "to avoid the severities of conscription at

home." 29

The Prussian system, however, was praised by most

Englishmen, because it brought into the army and reserve

young men of good education and high intelligence. Some

suggested that the military training and discipline received

was the best possible education to prepare each youth for

life. A citizen army, moreover, made war of aggression

virtually impossible, because the soldiers--being private

citizens first and soldiers second--disliked leaving their

homes, businesses, and the like, had to be convinced that the

war was absolutely necessary to defend their country, or

they would not fight with 'elan or 'sprit de corps. Prussia,

therefore, could never become a threat to her neighbors, or

29 Meredith, Harr Richmond, 9:292; Schlesinger, "Count
Bismarck, Part I," Fortnightly 5:399; [J. Karuth], "A
Prussian Soldier's Notes on the Prussian Army," Cornhill
18(Aug., 1868):221; see also "Battle of Sadova," Westminster,
o.s. 87:7; "France and Prussia," Mon. g 141:3; Harrison,
"Bismarckism," FortnightLy 14(1 Dec. 1870):636; Congreve,
Our Foreign PIicy (London: Edward Truelove, 1870), p. 3;
idem, "Systematic Policy," Two Addresses, p. 18; idem, "The
War," in Essays Political, Social, and Rel (London:
Longmans, Green and Co., 1874), p. 220; "The Prusso-Austrian
War," Mon. Mag. 139(Apr. 1867):382.
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a truly militaristic society, according to the British.

As James Sutherland noted, the Prussian army had acted only

as "the instrument of the national will" in the past, and

there was no reason to believe it would act differently in

the future. Clearly the English underestimated German

nationalism. 30

After the Austro-Prussian War, most Englishmen correctly

interpreted the national will of the German states, including

Prussia, as overwhelmingly favorable to unification. Even

before the war, a minority had supported the consolidation

of the Germanies into one nation. The national concensus was

that nationalities had the right to form and join any kind

of organization they desired. Under most circumstances this

right was absolute. During the decade of the 1860's, the

British public slowly came to the position that the Germans

had the same right as the Italians to form a national union.

A few, of course, opposed the idea of a united Germany or

paid only lip service to it before the war of 1866, but

30Times, 22 Sept. 1866, p. 8; ibid., 21 Oct. 1867, p. 6;
Malet, Overthrow of the Germanic Confederation, pp. 387-338

and 409-410; "The New German Empire," Br. Quart. Rev. 44:509;
Dicey, Battle-Fields of 1866, pp. 238-239; [T.E.C. Leslie],

"The Military Systems of Europe," N. Br. Rev., o.s. 47(Dec.
1867):417-420; Grant Duff, E Speeches, p. 141; and James

Sutherland, "Europe in Transition," Gent. Mag., o.s. 225:
627.
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changed their minds thereafter. The Positivists, it will

be recalled, scoffed at German unification as a "professor's

dream," an attitude promoted by the Comtist dictum that large

nation-states were a thing of the past; to form one now

would be senseless. The average Briton, however, sensed

that most Germans had an overpowering desire to form a

nation, a dream which, in the nineteenth century, stemmed

from the War of National Liberation (1813) against Napoleon I.

The German states had failed to achieve unity then due to

the particularism of the petty princes who refused to give

up their sovereignty. But Prussia's victory of 1866 had

ended their opposition and thus had prepared the way for

unification. Indeed, as The Times conceded, the Germanies

could make further progress only by forming one state, since

they had gone as far as their current aggangement would allow.

Charles Dilke, a Radical M.P., concurred and suggested that

if the London cabinet ever decided to intervene actively in

continental affairs, it could find no better cause than that

of German unification.31

31
Buston, Ideas of the Day, p. 77; Times, 22 June 1866,

p. 8; ibid., 7 July 1866, p. 8; ibid., 10 July 1866, p. 8;
ibid., 13 July 1866, p. 8; ibid., 19 July 1866, p. 8; ibid.,
23 July 1866, p. 8; ibid., 18 Aug. 1866, p. 8; ibid., 19 Dec.
1866, p. 8; ibid., 11 Sept. 1867, p. 6; ibid., 24 Sept. 1867,
p. 6; Grant Duff, Glance over Europe, p. 31; idem, Studies,
p. 285; "England and the Continent," Sat. Rev. 22(21 July
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Prior to the Austro-Prussian War a balance of power

between Austria and Prussia had produced a stalemate in the

unification movement. The Times and the British public

agreed with Bismarck that Austria could not lead the German

states, the majority of her population was non-German. The

war had been fought, as The Times perceived, to decide who

would be the leader of German unification. A few Europeans,

like Napoleon III, would have preferred consolidation with

the exclusion of Prussia, but most Englishmen thought this

idea absurd. Not only should Prussia be included, but she

must lead the movement. The Saturday Review argued that the

sudden pro-Prussian shift in British opinion had resulted

from the belated discovery of Bismarck's real objective: to

lay the foundation for German unity. Since they supported

this goal, they began to forgive, it not condone the methods

employed.32 Prussia had proved its right to that leadership

1866):64; "Retirement of M.D. de Lhuys," ibid. 22(8 Sept.
1866):286; Harrison, "England and France," in Intl. Pol.,
p. 121; Congreve, "The West," ibid., p. 34; idem, "Systematic
Policy," in Two Addresses, pp. 15, 18-19; Dicey, "New Germany,"
Macmillan's 14:483; Guardian, 17 Aug. 1866, p. 2; ibid.,
25 Sept. 1867, p. 2; Gazette, 29 Oct. 1867, p. 1; Cartwright,
"Reconstruction of Germany," Fraser's 74:384; Charles Wentworth
Dilke, Greater Britain: A Record of Travel in English-
Speaking Countries d 1866-7, 2 vols. (Philadelphia:
J.B. Lippincott and Co., 1869), 2:345; [Reeve], "State of
Europe," Edin. Rev. 124:283; "Minor States of Germany," Mon.

g 141:372; and Arnold, Friendship's Garland, p. 79.

32 Times, 9 May 1866, p. 11; ibid., 23 June 1866, p. 8;
ibid., 30 June 1866, p. 8; ibid., 3 July 1866, p. 8; ibid.,
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at Sadowa. Bismarck and Wilhelm I, The Times observed, had

not used the war for selfish purposes. Prussia, indeed,

had won because it was the very "embodiment of a principle":

German unification. What Robert Morier had long maintained,

the average Briton now accepted: Prussia was the "heart

and head and lungs of Germany." 3 3

But could Prussia obtain the support of enough German

states to affect the hoped-for union? And was she cosmopolitan

enough to include the rest of Germany, exclusive of Austria?

The British man in the street thought the answer to both

questions was yes. The Times concurred and commented that

most of the German states regarded Prussia as the Italian

states had viewed Sardinia in the late 1850's. In contrast

to Austria, moreover, Prussia was by far the more German in

4 Sept. 1866, p. 8; ibid., 13 Sept. 1866, p. 6; ibid.,
12 Aug. 1868, p. 6; Gazette, 6 July 1866, p. 1; ibid., 20 July
1866, pp. 1-2; Sutherland, "Europe in Transition," Gent. g
o.s. 225:624 and 628; Dicey, "Campaign in Germany," Macmillan's
14:394; idem, "New Germany," ibid. 14:485; Grant Duff, Studies,
pp. 196, 200, and 281; "The Policy of France," Sat. Rev.
22(14 July 1866):29; "Policy of Prussia," ibid. 22(21 July
1866):63; "Germany," ibid. 22(18 Aug. 1866) :189; and "The
Foreign Relations of England," ibid. 22(29 Dec. 1866):775;
Athenaeum, 23 June 1866, pp. 823 and 828; "New Germanic
Empire," Br. Quart. Rev. 44:534.

33 Times, 7 July 1866, p. 8; ibid., 13 July 1866, p. 8;
ibid., 14 Aug. 1866, p. 6; ibid., 19 Dec. 1866, p. 8; "The
Seven Days War," Sat. Rev. 22(7 July 1866):1; and Morier to
Lady Salisbury, 24 June 1866, Wemyss, Morier Memoirs, 2:71.
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institutions, dynasty and religion, and the more compact.

In an article in Fraser's written during the Franco-Prussian

War, the author, without endorsing Prussia's policy in the

unification of Germany, thought that the Prussian motive,

at least, had been nationally based. Edward Dicey and W.C.

Cartwright, M.P., argued that most Germany thought Prussia

fulfilled the two necessary qualities in being both German

and cosmopolitan. The accuracy of the description, Dicey

insisted, was not as important as the fact that the Germans

accepted it as true. Even the Prussians, he declared,

considered themselves Germans first and Prussians second;

consequently, they would work for what was right and beneficial

for all Germany, not just for Prussian aggrandizement.

Cartwright concurred, for, as he pointed out, the three

so-called "fathers" of modern Prussia--Stein, Hardenberg,

and Scharnhorst- -were not Prussian either by birth or family

ties. Bismarck's practice of using the talents of all

Germans, indeed, had done much to modify the "old and

unrealistic spirit" of Frederick the Great's Prussia, which

still haunted many Englishmen. As proof of Prussia's ability

to incorporate or adjust to the diverse qualities of the

German states, Cartwright cited the Catholic Rhinelanders,
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loyal subjects of the Prussian crown, whose culture differed

so greatly from that of their Lutheran countrymen.34

Englishmen also wondered what kind of state the united

Germany would be. Would it be a greater Prussia or a truly

united Germany? Would it be a Prussianized Germany or a

Germanized Prussia? Some thought the interests of Prussia

and Germany were the same, while others agreed with the

Pall Mall Gazette that Germans wanted unification, but without

.35
Prussian annexation.

While the British adopted a wait-and-see attitude,

Dicey dogmatically proclaimed that it was "not so much . . .

a united Germany as . . . an extended Prussia," a result he

disliked but considered the only practical solution.
3 6

British optimists, however, contended that Prussia would

34Times, 7 July 1866, p. 8; ibid., 24 Aug. 1866, p. 8;

Athenaeum, 23 June 1866, p. 824; "The War," Fraser's,

o.s. 82(Sept. 1870):391; Dicey, "Campaign in Germany,"

Macmillan's 14:389; and Cartwright, "Reconstruction of

Germany," Fraser's 74:369-384.

3 5 "England and the Continent," Sat. Rev. 22(21 July

1866):64; Gazette, 30 March 1867, pp. 1-2; ibid., 27 Aug.

1868, p. 1; ibid., 19 April 1869, p. 1; Times, 5 Feb. 1868,

p. 9; ibid., 17 Feb. 1868, p. 8; Cartwright, "Reconstruction

of Germany," Fraser's 74:368.

3 6 Dicey, "New Germany," Macmillan's 14:483-484 and 486;

"Prusso-Austrian War," Mon. Mag. 139:380; "The Parliament of

North Germany," Sat. Rev. 23(2 March 1867):254.
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merge into the rest of Germany, since the democratic forces

(constitutionalism, parliamentary institutions, universal

military conscription, and mass education) with which

Prussia had allied were too strong for the nation to resist.

The Prussian autocracy of the 1860's would give way to a

new Germany, large, strong, and united. The Positivists,

of course, rejected this idea as ridiculous, for they

identified Prussia with "oppressive military centralization"

and territorial aggrandizement.37 Had not Prussia by the.

Peace of Prague (23 August 1866) annexed Schleswig-Holstein,

Hanover, Hesse-Cassel, Nassau, and the free-city of Frank-

furt? The following year Prussia organized all states north

of the Main River into the North German Confederation which

she dominated. By two short wars, Bismarck had established

Hohenzollern hegemony over three-fourths of Germany, an

achievement which aroused considerable discussion in England.

Most Englishmen thought the new Bund an excellent arrangement,

since the smaller states had served no useful purpose for

years, except as pleasant and picturesque places to go on

37 Guardian, 7 Dec. 1869, pp. 4-5; Times, 16 Aug. 1866,
p. 8; ibid., 5 Apr. 1867, p. 9; ibid., 11 Sept. 1867, p. 6;
ibid., 5 Feb. 1868, p. 9; Morier to Lady Salisbury, 24 June
1866, Wemyss, Morier Memoirs, 2:71; and Congreve, "Systematic
Policy," in Two Addresses, p. 15; and idem, "The West," in
Intl. Pol., p. 21.
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holiday. They had obstructed German progress, a crime which

the British could not forgive. They had wasted money on

armies which could not compete with that created by Generals

von Roon and Helmuth von Moltke. A state which could not

defend itself did not deserve to survive.

The Times spoke for most Englishmen when it characterized

the typical German principality as the "Transparency of

Pumpernickel."38 Henry Reeve, editor of the Edinburgh Review,

protested that they had functioned as a buffer zone between

the larger states; consequently, their elimination constituted

a threat to peace. To the Satur day Review they were "the

homes and centres of independent thought" in central Europe

and disliked seeing them forced into the Prussian mold.
3 9

Nonetheless, whatever the disadvantages of Prussian rule

or methods, the four South German states not incorporated

into the new Bund actually desired union with Prussia, an

ambition the average Briton could understand, since separatism

38
Times, 22 June 1866, p. 8; ibid., 18 July 1866, p. 9;

ibid., 15 Aug. 1866, p. 8; ibid., 21 Aug. 1866, p. 6; ibid.,
25 Sept. 1866, p. 6; ibid., 28 Mar. 1867, p. 9; Guardian,

7 Sept. 1866, p. 2; ibid., 1 Jan. 1867, p. 5; "France and

Germany," Sat. Rev. 22(25 Aug. 1866):227; and "The War,"

Fraser's, o.s. 82:385-386.

3 9 [Reeve], "State of Europe," Edin. Rev. 124:286-287;

and "The Political State of Europe," Sat. Rev. 23(12 Jan.
1867):34.
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would mean ostracism by the German community. The British

thought that this could be a very dangerous situation and

difficult to solve, for Prussia had pledged not to annex

these states or to take them into the new confederation.4 0

In the North German Confederation, most British observers

discerned the beginnings of a liberal constitutional state.

The potentiality existed, but could Wilhelm I rule as a

constitutional monarch? In 1867 he seemed to be making the

effort, and John Bull--after Sadowa--was willing to give

him a chance, reversing his earlier support of German Liberals

who took as their motto "Through Freedom to Unity." True,

freedom before unity was preferable, but now perhaps they

could obtain freedom through unity. In any case, Bismarck

must gain the support of the Liberals or his plan for

unification would fail.4 1

40 [Swayne], "A New Life of Napoleon I" Blackwood's 102:76;
"Dissolving Views," All the Year Round 16(25 Aug. 1866):156;
Times, 18 July 1866, p. 9; ibid., 19 July 1866, p. 8; Gazette,
29 Aug. 1867, p. 1; ibid., 27 Aug. 1868, p. 2; "Germany,"
Sat. Rev. 22(18 Aug. 1866):189; Cartwright, "Reconstruction
of Germany," Fraser's 74:369; and Clarendon to Russell,
14 Aug. 1866, Russell, Correspondence, 2:357.

41 Times, 6 Aug. 1866, p. 8; ibid., 7 Dec. 1866, p. 6;
ibid., 19 Dec. 1866, p. 8; ibid., 19 Aug. 1867, p. 9;
Guardian, 7 Aug. 1866, p. 4; ibid., 1 Jan. 1867, p. 5; ibid.,
16 Feb. 1867, p. 4; Gazette, 20 Aug. 1866, p. 1; Athenaeum,
23 June 1866, p. 824; Grant Duff, Glance over Europe, p. 27;
idem, Political Survey, pp. 27-28; and "The Liberal Party
in Germany," Sat. Rev. 22(25 Aug. 1866) :224.
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Charles James Lever, Matthew Arnold, and the Manchester

Guardian, however, charged that the German Liberals had

sold out to Bismarck in a paroxysm of nationalism. Did

they really think they could play Bismarck's game and retain

their freedom and democracy?42 Reeve and the Saturday Review

argued that Bismarck had given the North Germans only the

trappings of constitutionalism--as Napoleon III had for the

French. There could be no democracy as long as Bismarck

governed.43 In any case, most Englishmen equated a united

Germany, whether liberal or reactionary, with peace. Such

a newly born state would focus its attention on domestic

issues, not foreign adventures. Of this the British public

,44
was certain.

42
Lever, "Krhwinckel," Blackwood's 103:194; Guardian,

25 Aug. 1866, p. 4; and Arnold, Friendships Garland, pp. 20
and 31.

43 "Policy of Prussia," Sat. Rev. 22(21 July 1866):63;
"France and Germany," ibid. 22(25 Aug. 1866):227; "The
Prussian Government and the German Parliament," ibid. 22(22 Sept.
1866):354; [Reeve], "State of Europe," Edin. Rev. 124:283-
284.

44 Guardian, 22 Apr. 1867, p. 2; "The Parliament of North
Germany," Sat. Rev. 23(2 Mar. 1867):254; Dicey, "New Germany,"
Macmillan's 14:488; Times, 19 Apr. 1867, p. 8; ibid., 22 June
1868, p. 8; ibid., 17 May 1869, p. 8; and Gen. Grey to
Disrail, 5 Aug. 1867, Victoria, Letters, 1:457.
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German unification, long overdue, appeared to most

Englishmen as an unqualified good to Germans and Europeans

alike. Now the German nation could have a voice in European

affairs which it had lacked before, *a development which was,

as the British Quarterly Review declared, "in unison with

the progress of humanity." The Saturday Review concurred,

regardless of what one might think of Prussia, her king, or

his minister, the unification of Germany was "a gain to

civilization."45 Strategically, the new Germany was of

immense importance to the British. To most Englishmen who

thought either France or Russia posed the greater threat to

European peace, the new Germany in Mitteleuropa meant a

counterpoise to their aggressive designs. The London cabinet

might not have been committed to the balance of power after

1868, but British opinion visualized that the birth of this

nation had created a new balance of power on the Continent;

a better distribution of power, for the former vacuum in

central Europe had been filled by the militarily strong

North German Confederation. This advantage far outweighed

the personalities and method which forged the union.4 6

45 Athenaeum, 23 June 1866, p. 824; Times, 14 July 1866,
p. 8; ibid., 9 Aug. 1866, p. 8; ibid., 30 Oct. 1868, p. 6;
"Prussia and the Peace Negotiations," Sat. Rev. 22(11 Aug.
1866) :156; and "The New Germanic Empire," Br. Quart. Rev.
44: 534.

46 Times, 15 Apr. 1867, p. 9; ibid., 8 Aug. 1867, p. 8;
"The Year," Sat. Rev. 22(29 Dec. 1866):782; Athenaeum, 23 June
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And what did the English think of the Prussian prime

minister? To them Bismarck was an enigmatic gneius who held

the real power in Prussia and who directed the movement of

the king, much as a puppet master manipulated his wooden

creations.47 To many he was evil incarnate, the enemy of

liberty and parliamentary institutions, whose ambition was

to make Prussia stronger regardless of the methods used,

or the men killed.48 Sensing this irrational bias, the

Pall Mass Gazette suggested that the British public had made

the mistake of condemning the entire German people for the

1866, p. 823; Sutherland, "Europe in Transition," Gent. .
o.s. 225:630; "Minor States of Germany," Mon. Mag. 141:371;
Lever, "The Dutch Auction," Blackwood's 101(May 1867) :589;
Francis W. Newman, "The Internal Relations of Europe,"
Fraser's, o.s. 82(Oct. 1870):457; Guardian, 14 Aug. 1866,
p. 4; ibid., 28 Aug. 1866, p. 4; Grant Duff, Studies, p. 105;
idem, nSpeeches, pp. 156-157; and Dicey, "New Germany,"
Macmillan's 14:488.

47 Mrs. Bushby, "The Ghosts Round Bismark's Couch,"
Bentley' Miscellany (1866), p. 371; and Arnold, Friendship's
Garland, p. 76.

48 Schlesinger, "Count Bismarck, Part I," Fortnightly
5:385-386; idem, "Count Bismarck, Part II," ibid. 5(15 July
1866):600-623; Grant Duff, Studies, pp. 105 and 377; idem,
E Speeches, p. 143; Victoria, Crown Princess of Prussia,
to Queen Victoria, 20 Mar. 1866, Victoria, Letters, 1:305;
Arthur Irwin Dasent, John Thadeus Delane, Editor of The
Times. His Life and Correspondence, 2 vols. (London: John
Murray, 1908), 2:172 (hereafter cited as Dasent, Life of
Delane); Bushby, "Ghosts Round Bismark's Couch," Bentle
pp. 370-371; Arnold, Friendship's Garland, p. 94; and Redding,
"Germanic Crisis," Mon. g 137:325.



64

actions and thinking of this one man.49 Bismarck, nonetheless,

had done that which Englishmen prized most: He had succeeded.

As Lever explained, he had declared "a good dividend" and

that would save him in the eyes of John Bull.5 The editorial

shift of The Times is a case in point. In May 1866, the

paper had condemned Bismarck as a Prussian nationalist who

would resort to any evil trick to enlarge Prussia. The paper

thought he had no regard for anything, not human lives or

even German unification. By the end of the year, however,

The Times had done an about-face, having belatedly discovered

that Bismarck was the "greatest of living Germans." Like a

paladin, the establishment journal defended the Prussian

prime minister's tactics and objectives against most of the

British periodicals. It contended that he alone had under-

stood the German longing for nationhood, and he alone had

understood what was necessary to accomplish this end. He

ranked, indeed, with other great state builders of the past:

the English Tudors, Louis IX of France, and Ferdinand of

Spain. The Times, in sum, gave Bismarck a plenary indulgence

for past sins, "because he has dared much." 5 1

49 Gazette, 17 July 1866, p. 1.

50 Lever, "Upon Men and Women, and Other Things in General,
Part XXV," Blackwood's 100(Aug. 1866):227; and "The War in Its
Political and Military Bearings," Fraser's 74(Aug. 1866):262-263.
See also Times, 9 Aug. 1866, p. 8.

5 1 Times, 11 May 1866, pp. 10-11; ibid., 3 July 1866, p. 8;
ibid., 3 Aug. 1866, p. 7; ibid., 16 Aug. 1866, p. 8; ibid.,
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But was the Tuetonic Moses a German patriot or a

Prussian nationalist? Henry Reeve thought he was a selfish

opportunist who used the hopes and fears of the German

nationalists and liberals for his own ends. An anonymous

poem, which appeared in the New Monty Magazine, alleged

that he had used the German nationalist spirit to "disguise/

The tangled web of dark conspiracies/And lust of power . .. 52

To the British, Bismarck, the Prussian minister-president,

was part devil, part hero, part tyrant, and part liberal,

but he was directing forces that could not be denied.

British reaction to German history in the 1860's is

not easily explained. Englishmen found the Germans virtuous,

efficient, and intelligent, though not as friendly as the

French nor the Austrians. According to the British stereotype,

Germans (including Prussians) had a taste for bad tobacco,

but were hard workers. They were prosaic, but were practical

in business and industrial affairs. Prussia was a militaristic

13 Sept. 1866, p. 6; ibid., 3 Nov. 1866, p. 8; ibid., 19 Dec.
1866, p. 8; ibid., 26 Dec. 1866, p. 6; "Count Bismark,"
Sat. Rev. 22(29 Dec. 1866):774; [Morier], "Reconstruction of
Germany," N. Br. Rev., o.s. 50(March 1869):288; and Suther-
land, "Europe in Transition," Gent. g o.s. 225:625.

5 2 [Reeve], "The State of Europe," Edin. Rev. 124:283-
284; R., "Austria," Mon. Mag. 138(Sept. 1866):58; and Swayne,
"Eavesdropping at Biarritz," Blackwood's 101:195.
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state, but universal conscription diluted the martial spirit.

This efficient army, moreover, had forged a nation (the

North German Confederation), an achievement applauded in

England, since a unified Germany was expected to counter-

balance the power of France and Russia. Such a unification

should help to preserve the peace of Europe.

John Bull apparently emphasized the similarities between

Germany and Britain because he hoped the Berlin cabinet would

help him maintain the European balance of power. Also, the

British would not, or could not, uphold Protestantism, nor

dynasties related to the Hanoverians; perhaps the Germans would

defend these common interests. British philosophical view-

points must also be taken into account. Notwithstanding the

Positivists, most Englishmen believed that the progress of

humanity would result in the unification of like peoples,

whether the state was based on common language, religion,

ethnic group, or political tradition. Germany, therefore,

was the culmination of historical evolution; Bismarck and

Wilhelm I were merely the instruments of Progress, which

used them as their critics thought they had exploited

liberals and the German desire for unity. Their success

indicated the justice of their cause. Had they failed, and

Franz Josef instead had ridden in triumph down the Unter den



67

Linden, the British probably would have denounced Bismarck,

for they worshipped success and strength, personified by

the trinity of Prussia, Bismarck, and the German people.

Surely, the latter were too level-headed to let the wine of

success becloud their reason; thus Europe had nothing to

fear from them. The British, however, failed to consider

the effect which Prussian hegemony would have on her neighbors,

especially France. They either failed to see, or at least

did not debate, the various paths down which excessive national-

ism could lead Germany. In these opinions, as in their

foreign policy, the British should not be judged too harshly,

for nationalism to them was not an end in itself, only a tool

used to achieve unification. Time and progress would moderate

any excesses that might be inherent in nationalism. Thus,

the British were optimistic as Prussia assumed the leadership

of Germany.



CHAPTE II

THE ENIGMA OF NAPOLEONIC FRANCE

While the rest of Europe may have been restless and

the Germans in the throes of their national development,

domestic turmoil vexed the Second French Empire. Fearful

of losing its traditional plate in Europe; desirous of

domestic change, France attracted the attention of Britain.

John Bull, in turn, acclaimed, denounced, feared, hated,

praised, and again criticized Napoleon III and the French

nation. Englishmen of all waLks of life, however, never

wavered in their conviction that France was the premier

nation on the Continent, a position earned by her military

strength, cultural superiorit y, and economic capabilities.

The British working classes, nonetheless, disliked the Second

Empire, because of the "tyranny and aimless bellicosity" of

the Bonapartist emperor, and rost Britons, regardless of

class, had "sucked in fear of Napoleonic conquest with their

mother's milk." Now, fifty y ars after Waterloo, that fear

remained a compelling force. They had been taught that

France's ambition to revise the Second Treaty of Paris

(November 20, 1815) threatened the balance of power in

68
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Europe, and its recent actions seemed to support this

charge.

Although there existed in Britain the idea that the

two nations could not co-exist with one another, the two

empires had cooperated during the Crimean war, had negotiated

a free trade agreement in 1860 (the Cobden-Chevalier Treaty),

and had allied again in October, 1861 to collect debts from

Mexico. These cooperative efforts, according to Charles

Buxton convinced many Englishmen that close friendship with

France was both possible and desirable.2 But the London

cabinet in 1863 had refused to support Napoleon III's efforts

to help the Poles in their revolt against the Russians, and

the following year the French emperor had retaliated by

declining to second Palmerston's proposals for mediating

the Austro-Prusso-Danish dispute. While most Englishmen

assumed a de facto Anglo-French alliance still existed,

they became more and more distrustful of Napoleon III's

motives, and French action before, during, and after the

Austro-Prussian War further aroused this suspicion. The

1 Postgate and Vallance, England Goes to Press, p. 145;

and Trevelyan, British History, pp. 339 and 363.

2Buxton, Ideas of the Day, p. 80.
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British, in sum, took a wait-and-see attitude, but they

generally disliked what they saw between 1864 and 1870.

Before the Seven Weeks War, Napoleon III, with British

approval, claimed to be the arbiter of Europe. He boasted,

moreover, that not a gun would fire in Europe without his

consent. Nonetheless, in May 1866, he refused to join a

demarche aimed at averting war by bringing Austria and

Prussia to the converence table, a recalcitrance which

provoked the London Times to denounce him in a series of

leading articles. He had only to say the word, the paper

declared, and the two German powers would have abandoned

their bellicose positions. Though this optimism seems naive

in view of Bismarck's determination to destroy Habsburg

hegemony in Germany, the reasons cited for Napoleon's silence

indicate a good understanding of his policy. The Times

argued that the emperor had not supported arbitration because

he hoped that a long war would ensue--an opinion shared by

almost everyone else in Europe--and that when the German

states had mutually exhausted one another, then and only

then would France intervene. Given this political vacuum,

Napoleon would be able to redraw the map of Europe as he

saw fit, taking whatever he wanted: the Rhineland, Belgium,

or Luxemburg. He could, moreover, remake the Germanies to
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protect the security and prestige of France.3 But Napoleon

III had underestimated the work of Roon and Moltke. Prussia,

far from being exhausted, emerged from the conflict with

increased strength. The French emperor immediately offered

his services as mediator and played a minor role in drafting

the Peace of Prague. Prussia's victory was a diplomatic

defeat for France, since Napoleon, as most British observers

realized, had bet on the wrong horse.

Although before the war, Mountstuart E. Grant Duff

had warned the British in his Studies in Europe-anPolitics

that France would not tolerate a strong, united Germany on

its eastern boundary and the Manchester Guardian had insisted

that Napoleon III would never allow a major shift in the

European balance of power, the British man in the street

was unprepared for France's reaction to the war's outcome.4

The Times assured its readers that the French would "respect

the right of the Germans to regulate their own affairs," but

the Pall Mall Gazette revealed greater insight when it asked

if France and Prussia would be "doomed to quarrel over the

spoils of Germany, as Prussia and Austria have already done

3 Times, 3 May 1866, p. 10; ibid., 7 May 1866, p. 8;
ibid., 11 May 1866, pp. 10-11; and ibid., 18 May 1866, p. 9.

4 Grant Duff, Studies, p. 285; and Guardian, 19 June 1866,
p. 4.
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over the spoils of Denmark." Other British periodicals

raised similar questions throughout July, during the negotia-

tion of the preliminary Peace of Nikolsburg. The consensus

favored the Prussians: If they and the rest of the Germans

wished to form a new state, then the French should not

interfere.5

Napoleon, of course, thought otherwise, but the British

public, no less than Bismarck, denounced his plans for the

reconstruction of the Germanies as absurd. The Prussian

prime minister rightfully rejected his wild schemes which

at various times called for the exclusion of Prussia from

a north German confederation, a detached Rhineland, a

northern and southern confederacy, continued Austrian involve-

ment in the Germanies, anything, in short, which would have

prevented an effective German union. While hoping that

Napoleon would not make himself the pledged antagonist of

German union, the English journals saw that the French were

not at all pleased with the new North German Confederation.

Given the determination of Bismarck and the Germans, however,

the British feared that Napoleon would resort to armed

5Times, 7 July 1866, p. 8; and Gazette, 9 July 1866, p. 1.
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intervention to force his conception of central Europe upon

the Germans.6 When on 5 August 1866, Napoleon officially

asked Bismarck for compensation to counterbalance Prussia's

territorial gains, the latter, promptly refused to cede

any German land to France. The British government and people

supported this refusal, but feared Napoleon would attempt

to annex Belgium as a result of this rebuff. Both plans were

roundly criticized in the British press, which showed relief

when the French did not use the Prussian refusal as a casus

belli. The Pall Mall Gazette, however, thought that Bismarck

might have granted Napoleon his request, since it was very

little comared to Prussia's gains. But at the same time,

the paper was mystified that the emperor thought that so little

territory could reestablish the balance of power in Europe.7

But Englishmen, due to the insular position of their

kingdom, could not visualize Prussia as Frenchmen did. They

6 Times, 14 July 1866, p. 8; "Lord Stanley," Sat. Rev.
22(7 July 1866):6; "The Policy of France," ibid. 22(14 July
1866):29-30; Gazette, 12 July 1866, pp. 9-10; and Guardian,
13 July 1866, p. 2.

7Times, 2 Aug. 1866, p. 8; Gazette, 12 Aug. 1866, pp.
1-2; Guardian, 11 Aug. 1866, p. 4; ibid., 17 Aug. 1866, p. 2;
and "Prussia and the Peace Negotiations," Sat. Rev. 22(11 Aug.
1866):155. For experssions of concern for Belgium, see
Victoria to Lord Derby, 8 Aug. 1866, Victoria, Letters,
1:364 and Lord Derby to Victoria, ibid., 1:365.
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did not understand why Gallic nationalists felt affronted

by Prussian ascendancy in Germany. How could the North

German Confederation pose a threat to France's pre-eminence

in the European comity of nations? To John Bull the cries

of "revenge for Sadowa!" seemed ridiculous.8 Lord Cowley,

British ambassador at Paris, reported that Empress Eugenie

interpreted the events of July and August 1866, as "le

commencement de la fin de la dynastie." Though most Frenchmen

would not have thought of it in dynastic terms, they did

think that the nation had suffered a severe blow to its

power and prestige.9

From 1866 to 1870, Englishmen observed and debated

this phenomenon of the French psyche: the hurt national

pride. In 1868, James Sutherland commented that to the

French the "question involves the supremacy of France in

Europe." They never stopped to consider if that supremacy

was of real utility to them or even if the rise of Prussia

was truly a threat. Sutherland summarized by saying that

the French loved "pre-eminence and . . . can ill bear to

8William L. Langer, "Red Rag and Gallic Bull: The
French Decision for War, 1870," in Europa und Ubersee,
Festschrift fur Egmont Zechlin, ed. Otto Brunner and Dietrich
Gerhard (Hamberg: Verlag Hans Bredow-Institut, 1961),
p. 136.

9Wellesley, Secrets of the Second EMpire, p. 317.
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part with it."10 Observing this attitude, several British

periodicals explained that the rise of Prussia inspired

fear in the mind of the average Frenchman, for he simply

could not tolerate another country which approached his own

in power. English writers thought that the French would

like to have intervened directly in the question of German

unification but that they did not feel themselves adequately

prepared to do so in 1866 and now awaited the opportune

moment to pounce on her rival east of the Rhine to undo the

harm done. This desire for primacy was not just the

chauvinism of the masses, for it extended to the highest

levels of French society. In late September 1867, the

Moniteur industriel, which spoke for French merchants and

retailers, declared that a war with Prussia would be popular.

The Manchester Guardian interpreted this view as a fatal

sign; tradesmen, who benefited most from peace, should strive

to prevent war, but now they urged war with North Germany.

John Thadeus Delane, editor of The Times, reached the same

conclusion. Two days before the Guardian editorial, he

10 Sutherland, "Europe in Transition," Gent. . o.s.
225:630.

11 Guardian, 18 Mar. 1867, p. 2; ibid., 31 Aug. 1867, p. 4;
ibid., 7 Sept. 1867, p. 4; ibid., 25 Sept. 1867, p. 2; ibid.,
28 Sept. 1869, p. 4; Times, 8 Aug. 1867, p. 8; ibid., 24 Sept.
1867, p. 6; Gazette, 21 Mar. 1867, p. 4; and ibid., 22 Apr.
1867, pp. 1-2.
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reported from Paris a luncheon conversation he had had with

the three younger Rothschild brothers. Their "fury" against

Prussia, he declared, was so unreasonable as to be neurotic.

To the Rothschilds, Prussia was a b'te noire which threatened

France. Napoleon's duty was clear: he must declare war on

the Germans and be done with it. They commented that Louis

Philippe had been deposed for not waging war when his subjects

thought he should have. Delane replied that the war with

Prussia could be long and costly and that France might lose

it. His arguments, however, failed to sway the Rothschilds,

who responded that the outcome did not matter as long as the

emperor defended the honor of the nation. Delane professed

amazement at these opinions and wondered what the average

Frenchman must think about the crisis since they did not

stand to lose as much as the House of Rothschild would.

"When the counting-house speaks like the mess-room," he

concluded, "what must the mess-room be saying?"1 2

But insular Englishmen dismissed as nonsense the idea

that any nation's honor and prestige depended upon the strength

of a neighbor and regarded this chauvinistic attitude as

more or less childish. True, Prussian supremacy in Germany

had caused a slight eclipse in French influence, but this

1 2
Guardian, 25 Sept. 1867, p. 2; and John Thadeus Delane

to A.I. Dasent, 23 Oct. 1867, Dasent, Life of Delane, 2:209-210.
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development could be beneficial to Europe. After all, no

nation should be the arbiter of Europe, and France must

realize that she cannot, and ought not, to direct the affairs

of her neighbors to suit her own interests.1 3

The British public, however, thought Napoleon III, of

all Frenchmen, really wanted peace with Prussia. The British

press praised him as a peacemaker, but could he restrain

his subjects who now clamored for war with the Germans? The

Manchester Guardian thought not. True, the emperor had

made speech after speech arguing that there was absolutely

no cause for war between the two powers, but he convinced

no one. Many Frenchmen, indeed, doubted the sincerity of

his pacific posture and regarded his speeches as a smoke

screen. Thus, his policy and his influence remained an

enigma. In 1866, the Saturday Review suggested that Drouyn

De Lhuys' retirement as foreign minister would benefit the

cause of peace. De Lhuys, the weekly journal commented,

epitomized the French resentment of Prussia and demand for

compensation. His retirement, therefore, indicated that the

French had given up their jealousy and claims. Others

13 Guardian, 11 Sept. 1866, pp. 4-5; ibid., 1 Jan. 1867,
p. 5; ibid., 8 June 1867, p. 4; ibid., 4 Jan. 1868, p. 4;
Gazette, 3 Aug. 1867, p. 1; Times, 21 Mar. 1867, p. 9;
ibid., 5 Feb. 1868, p. 9; and "France and Prussia," Mon. Mag.
141:14.
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thought they saw an omen of peace in one action or another

of the French or the Paris cabinet, but like Napoleon, these

alleged signs reassured no one.14

According to the British press, Liberals within the

French government were the greatest exponents of "revenge

for Sadowa." The Times, among others, continually criticized

Adolphe Thiers and his colleagues for their Philippics

against Prussia. Thiers believed that France could not expand

as she should, due to the North German Confederation. The

Times, of course, denounced the idea that a nation should

grow at the expense of its neighbors as totally unacceptable

in the modern world. Thiers argued, too, that the strength

of France lay in the weakness and disunity of all her neighbors.

Prussia, therefore, was the only threat to the Second Empire:

Spain was in a state of atrophy; Italy was unified, but too

weak to resist France; Switzerland and Belgium, also weak,

were pledged to neutrality; Great Britain was indifferent.

Before 3 July 1866, and the Battle of Sadowa, Germany, too,

had been powerless to resist France. But after Sadowa, the

Germans had found both strength and unity, thus making them

a threat to France. To The Times, however, Thiers' ideas

14 "Luxemburg Question," Bentley's 61(1867):529; Guardian,
7 Sept. 1867, p. 4; Gazette, 8 Aug. 1868, p. 1; Times, 8 Feb.
1870, p. 7; and "Retirement of M. Drouyn De Lhuys," Sat. Rev.
22(8 Sept. 1866):285.
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and the chauvinism of the emperor's opposition seemed to be

15"illiberal theories" without foundation.

The British found other inconsistencies in the anti-

German attitude abroad in France and within the imperial

government. Had not Napoleon I done much to advance German

unification by creating the Confederation of the Rhine? His

nephew had preached the doctrine of nationalities for much

of his career. In June 1859, on the battlefields of Magenta

and Solferino, French legions had fought for Italian unifica-

tion and had won Lombardy to the new state. True, this

national movement had gone further than Napoleon III would

have preferred, but he had accepted the result with good

enough grace, though he continued the French occupation of

Rome. Since the Quai d'Orsay had supported or encouraged

national movements in the past, why should it now object

to the Germans' traveling the same road? (It will be recalled

that French clericals and some nationalists opposed Louis

Napoleon's intervention in the Austro-Sardinian War and

compelled him to withdraw from it.) Had Frenchmen done an

isTimes, 9 Aug. 1866, p. 8; ibid., 14 Aug. 1866, p. 6;
ibid., 16 Aug. 1866, p. 8; ibid., 7 Sept. 1866, p. 8;
Guardian, 18 Mar. 1867, p. 2; "French Liberals," Sat. Rev.
22(1 Sept. 1866):263-264; "Retirement of M. Drouyn De Lhuys,"
ibid. 22(8 Sept. 1866):285; and Grant Duff, Political Survey,
p. 4.
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about-face and now opposed the foreign policy of their

emperor. The SaturdaL Review warned Napoleon III and his

subjects that they had championed the principle of nationalities

so long, that if they abandoned it, their fate would be

defeat and ruin. Most Englishmen urged the French to accept,

if not support, German unification, in order to act consistently

with past practice and avowed policy. 1 6

As a result of the American and Canadian experiences,

most Englishmen by 1866 had come to believe that each

nationality had the inalienable right to adopt whatever

arrangement it thought best, as long as a greater good

was not sacrificed in the process. In this case, the greatest

good was German unification. Having created a union, the

Germans had earned the right to govern themselves, without

foreign interference. Therefore, the British found it absurd

that Napoleon III thought that the new German state should

bow to his will in how they arranged themselves. As long

as the Germans did not covet non-German territory, the French

had no right to attempt to dictate policy to them. 1 7

16 "Policy of Prussia," Sat. Rev. 22(21 July 1866):63-64;
Times, 9 Aug. 1866, p. 8; Guardian, 25 Sept. 1867,,p. 2;
Gazette, 25 Apr. 1867, p. 1; ibid., 3 Aug. 1867, p. 1; ibid.,
19 Nov. 1867, p. 1; and "France and Prussia," Mon. Mag. 141:2.

1 7 Guardian, 26 Mar. 1867, p. 4; ibid., 22 Apr. 1867, p. 2;
ibid., 25 Sept. 1867, p. 2; and Times, 18 Aug. 1866, p. 8.
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British opinion concluded that the Second French Empire

should accept the rise of Prussia, even if it imposed some

limitations on France. Short of war, there was nothing

France could do to stop consolidation of the German states,

and few Englishmen thought Napoleon would go to war over

anything as abstract as national honor. The Pall Mall

Gazette thought he already had done what a really "brave

man" would do: He had swallowed "the alternative humiliation,"

instead of trying to undo what had been achieved. German

unification was an accomplished fact, at least north of the

Main, so let well enough alone.18 The Times even published

a series of leading articles in an attempt to prove the rise

of Prussia posed no threat to France, the greatest nation

on the Continent. In August 1866, the Establishment organ

asked, what "political changes can do away with the pre-

eminence that arts, science, . . . literature, tasts and

refinement may win?" The culture of the French empire,

indeed, compared favorably with that of the Romans. France

like Rome, had spread her culture throughout Europe and had

raised the general level of civilization on the Continent.

1 8 [Lorimer], "France in Europe and in Africa," N. Br.
Rev., o.s. 49:138; Times, 14 Aug. 1866, p. 6; ibid., 28 Aug.
1867, p. 6; ibid., 25 June 1869, pp. 8-9; Gazette, 15 Feb.
1867, p. 1; ibid., 25 Apr. 1867, p. 1; ibid., 19 Nov. 1867,
p. 2; and Guardian, 23 Nov. 1869, p. 4.
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No matter how close the Germans came to equaling France in

military power, they could never surpass the French in

cultural achievements. France, of course, feared German

unification, but she had refrained from intervention and this

moderation had raised her prestige in Europe far more than

German unity had detracted from it. The Second Empire, The

Times argued, had no reason to fear any Continental power.

The French army in the defense of its country was invincible;

her people were more nationalistic and homogeneous than any

other group in Europe. Thus it was a more perfect nation-

state than any of its neighbors. The French, in sum, had

only themselves to fear, for should their Germanophobia

yet impel them to oppose German unification, this blunder

would lead to their undoing.19

The Times could have mentioned many places in the world

where French interests were not involved but to which the

emperor had sent French troops or had resorted to other forms

of interference to the loss of personal and national honor

and prestige. Napoleon's foreign policy, nonetheless, still

appeared to be his strongest point, and to The Times at

19 Times, 9 Aug. 1866, p. 8; ibid., 18 Sept. 1866, p. 6;
ibidl, 22 Dec. 1866, p. 6; ibid., 15 Feb. 1867, p. 8; ibid.,
17 Apr. 1867, p. 8; ibid., 18 Sept. 1868, p. 6; and ibid.,
19 Sept. 1868, p. 6.
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least, it seemed "wicked" to accuse him of designs on any

of the smaller states along the French frontier. Most

Englishmen, however, dissented from this opinion and staunchly

maintained that imperial plots seriously threatened the

European balance of power. James Lorimer, a utilitarian

philosopher, spoke for this majority when he declared in

1868 that Frenchmen thought they could not permit any

European problem to be solved, unless the empire played the

role of arbiter, yet questions like German unification, the

Eastern question, and the occupation of Rome, did not involve

French national interests.20 To this list could be added

other issues into which France, without provocation, had

insinuated her presence: the Rhineland, Luxemburg, Belgium,

and Mexico.

Since the sixteenth century, France and Germany had

fought over the Rhineland. Rhenish Prussia (an area north

of the Moselle River) had been a part of the first French

empire, until 1815. In the fifty years that followed,

Prussia had done much to assimilate the Rhinelanders despite

cultural and religious differences. In any case, both, by

20
Ibid., 19 Sept. 1866, p. 8; ibid., 31 July 1867,

p. 9; [Lorimer], "France in Europe and in Africa," N. Br.
Rev., o.s. 49:136; and Trevelyan, British H p. 339.



84

1866, seemed satisfied with the arrangement. But France,

a revisionist power, wanted to scrap the Second Treaty of

Paris. This area was a major bone of contention between the

.21two nations. As John Bull understood the problem, the

region belonged to Prussia, who had a valid title to it. The

territorial imperative was especially strong following the

Austro-Prussian war, when most Germans joined the movement

for union, and would have considered any surrender of German

territory a national sin. Napoleon III, attuned to public

opinion, hoped to reverse the decision of Waterloo and

regain the natural frontier of the Rhine. This objective

became more important after Sadowa, when Napoleon looked

to the Rhineland for redress of two grievances. If he

gained the territory as compensation he could secure the

eastern boundary of the empire and at once satisfy the demands

of French Revisionists, which had become more insistent

after Prussia's victory. The British found merit in these

arguments but discounted France's claim to the area. English-

men, however, recognized that most Frenchmen wanted the Rhine

for an eastern boundary and that liberals and democrats

constituted the most aggressive element in France. The

Manchester Guardian thought they would fight the Prussians

21"The Rhine Frontier," Macmillan's 14(Dec. 1868):154.
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to obtain compensation somewhere along the Rhine. The Times

concurred that this was the one issue which could provoke

France to wage war with Prussia, Belgium or any of the

states which held land on the Left (West) bank of the Rhine.

A minority thought France had a right to the river, but

even they agreed with John Pope Hennessy, sometime Member

of Parliament, who divined the dark workings of a "patriotic

instinct" in the French demand.22 The majority of Englishmen,

however, could think of no reason--historic, legal, or hu-

manitarian--why France should expand her Rhenish frontier.

In their opinion, the Rhine was not the eastern boundary of

France, for French rulers had never governed the region for

any length of time. On the other hand, the German claim

was guaranteed by international treaty. John Bull argued,

moreover, that if France attempted to take any part of the

area by force, she probably would lose Alsace and Lorraine.

Even if the annexation succeeded, it would only weaken an

otherwise strong, homogeneous nation and vex Franco-German

relations for years. Was the cake worth., the candle?2 3

2 2 "Frontiers of France," Mon. Mag. 141(Nov. 1867):
253-254; Guardian, 29 Oct. 1867, p. 4; Times, 2 Aug. 1867,
p. 10; and John Pope Hennessy, Napoleon III and the Rhine
(London: Robert Hardwicke, 1866), p. 11.

23 "The Rhine Frontier," Sat. Rev. 22(29 Sept. 1866):
392-393; "France and Prussia," Mon. Mag. 141:11 and 15;
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The Pall Mall Gazette and Athenaeum, however, joined

Pope Hennessy in supporting French claims to Rhenish territory.

Pope Hennessy argued that it was absurd not to give France

what she asked. He especially criticized the argument based

on the Peace Settlement of 1815 which insisted that since

neither the Congress of Vienna nor the Second Treaty of

Paris had given the area to the French, they should not have

it in 1866. Pope Hennessy reminded his readers of all the

major political and territorial changes that had taken place

in Europe since 1815: in Belgium, Poland, Savoy, Lombardy,

Venice, and Genoa to mention only a few. The Great Powers,

he observed, had considered the Rhineland French territory

until the Second Treaty of Paris. Now the British government

and people should support France's claims in order to restore

"stability" to Europe. The Gazette and Athenaeum, of course,

adopted the usual British non-interventionist line in the

matter, especially since it made no difference to most

Englishmen who held it. The Gazette, however, thought France

should have the Rhine as their eastern boundary and urged

the London government to give moral and diplomatic support

to this objective, notwithstanding the objections of the

Prussians and Rhinelanders nor the fact that historically

"Frontiers of France," ibid., 141:271; and [Lorimer],
"France in Europe and Africa," N. Br. Rev., o.s. 49:137.
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the river had not been the natural boundary of France.

But the independence of Belgium, guaranteed by the Treaty

of London (15 November 1831), was inviolate.2 4

As emotionally charged as the Rhineland Question was

for both France and Prussia, it was not this issue which

almost provoked war between them in 1867, but the Luxemburg

crisis. This grand duchy was the fief of William III

(1849-1890), King of the Netherlands, and had been a member

of the German Bund before Prussia conquered it in 1866.

Would Luxemburg now join the North German Confederation, or

would it become an independent nation, while remaining a

Dutch appanage? If the duchy seceded from the Confederation,

would the Prussian garrison withdraw from Luxemburg City?

Theoretically, her mandate had expired with the fall of the

Bund. The cirsis came in April, 1867, when it became known

that Napoleon III was negotiating with William III to purchase

the grand duchy. The ensuing affair, apparently the result

of a French blunder, was settled by the Treaty of London which

guaranteed the neutrality and independence of the duchy in

exchange for Prussian evacuation of Luxemburg City and

destruction of the fortress. This diplomatic struggle

24 Pope Hennessy, Napoleon III and the Rhine, pp. 5-11,
14-17, and 19-20; Athenaeum, 22 Sept. 1866, p. 367; and
Gazette, 14 Sept. 1866, p. 1.
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interested the British public greatly and caused them to

take a renewed, if brief, interest in the affairs of the

Continent.

At first, most Englishmen were confused about the

details and significance of the proposed sale: Why France

wanted the duchy and why Prussia still occupied the citadel.

The Times had no answer to these questions, but defended

the right of the Dutch king to sell his own property. Britons

believed also that the confrontation between the two major

powers was a serious matter which could result in war.25

Nevertheless, given the British mood of non-intervention,

organs of opinion were quick to point out that no British

interests were involved, but professed a humanitarian

concern for the rights of the Luxemburgers. Their grand

duke apparently did not love them, for he was willing to

sell them to the French. But what did they want? The

Satur Review was solicitous for their welfare, and hoped

they would not be deceived in any way. The Times was

skeptical, fearing that Napoleon's agents would create

pro-French sentiment among Luxemburgers just in time for

one of his famous plebiscites. On 5 April 1867, this organ

25 Times, 3 Apr. 1867, p. 9; "Luxemburg Question,"
Bentley's 61:529; and Guardian, 5 Apr. 1867, p. 2.
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affirmed that these people were Germans, had always been

Germans, and had no desire whatever to become a part of

the Second French Empire. They wanted only to be left alone

or to be allowed to join the North German Confederation.

The Times, however, soon experienced a conversion. On 17 April,

the author of the leading article lectured his readers on

the historic French claim to the duchy. The Luxemburgers

spoke either French or Walloon; the official language of

the country was French; the people were Catholic and they

had nothing in common with the Prussians. To complete the

about-face, the paper now defended the state's right to

determine its own future; i.e., it endorsed the idea of a

plebiscite.26

As to the dispute itself, there were almost as many

opinions as writers. A contributor to Bentley's Miscela

thought that Napoleon III and Bismarck had decided the fate

of Luxemburg as early as 1865. The Prussian prime minister

allegedly had consented to France's annexation of the duchy

either to obtain Napoleon's neutrality in imminent war with

Austria, or to compensate the Second Empire for Prussia's

gains, should her armies be victorious. Napoleon, therefore,

26 "France and Germany," Sat. Rev. 23(6 Apr. 1867):419-
420; Times, 5 Apr. 1867, pp. 8-9; and ibid., 17 Apr. 1867,
p. 8.
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only wanted to collect a debt owed him by the Prussian

leader. This line of thought, however, was mere speculation,

though it did offer a reasonable explanation for France's

attempt in 1867 to purchase the duchy with Prussian consent,

profided the affair was managed discretely in order not to

offend German nationalist sentiment.2 7

Many Englishmen, however, thought that the crisis was

absolutely unnecessary and agreed with The Times? judgment

that the territory had been given a "symbolic importance"

which outweighed the strategic value of the area, its

fortress, or any other practical consideration. France, a

revisionist power since 1815, wanted compensation to balance

the rise of Prussia. Frenchmen, feeling that the national

honor was at stake, saw in the Luxemburg crisis an opportunity

to teach the Germans that France still was the most powerful

nation on the Continent. It was this attitude which most

frightened the British, not the proprietorship of Luxemburg.

The British consensus was that the French would gladly

relinquish the duchy, if they could keep it out of the North

German Confederaiton. To accomplish this aim, Napoleon, it

was thought, would even plunge Europe into a long and costly

war. Such thinking led most Englishmen to blame Napoleon III

2 7 "Luxemburg Question," Bentley's 61:525.
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for the Luxemburg crisis. The Times confessed sympathy for

the French desire to make their eastern boundary more secure,

but would the acquisition of the duchy really give them a

more strategic or defensible frontier. The Times thought

not and argued that the incorporation of a large number of

non-Frenchmen would dilute the homogeneity of the state

and thus weaken it. Also, could such small aggrandizement

increase the nation's prestige? The Pall Mall Gazette also

tried to understand the French position: Perhaps the rise

of Prussia and the North German Confederation had upset the

European balance of power, and France had a valid grievance

to redress. If this principle was correct, however, only an

international congress, not French unilateral action, could

settle the issue. 2 8

Although John Bull assigned most of the guilt for the

Luxemburg crisis to Napoleon III and nationalist factions

in the French cabinet, legislature, and press, Prussia did

not escape criticism. The Saturday Review, for example,

28Ibid., pp. 528-529; Times, 5 Apr. 1867, p. 9; ibid.,
10 Apr. 1867, p. 9; ibid., 17 Apr. 1867, p. 8; 24 Apr. 1867,
p. 8; Guardian, 23 Apr. 1867, p. 4; Gazette, 15 Apr. 1867,
pp. 1-2; ibid., 22 Apr. 1867, pp. 1-2; ibid., 29 Apr. 1867,
p. 1; "Luxemburg," Sat. Rev. 23(20 Apr. 1867):484-485; "Will
There be War?," ibid. 23(27 Apr. 1867):513; Dicey, "War and
Progress," Macmillan's 16:168; and Delane to Dasent, 26 Apr.
1867, Dasent, Life of Delane, 2:201.
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made the unusual argument that most Europeans in 1867 held

France in greater esteem than Prussia, since the latter's

swift triumph over Austria gave "bystanders . . . an uncom-

fortable feeling at the spectacle of too much good fortune."

Perhaps Prussia should receive a set-back, just to make her

humble. The Pall Mall Gazette declared that Prussia had

no right to occupy the fortress at Luxemburg City, now that

the authorizing power (the old German Bund), no longer

existed; Prussian troops, therefore, should withdraw from

the citadel.2 9

Since the British public overwhelmingly favored a

Franco-Prussian compromise, Lord Stanley, the foreign

secretary, proposed an international conference to settle

the dispute. The Berlin and Paris cabinets readily accepted

British mediation, and the ensuing negotiations in London

(7-11 May 1867) resulted in the Treaty of London, not signed

until 9 September. This convention provided for Prussian

evacuation of Luxemburg City, the destruction of the fortress,

and independence and neutrality of the grand duchy under

the guarantee of all the contracting parties (Britain,

France, Prussia, Austria, and Russia). This solution was

29 "Will There be War?," Sat. Rev. 23(27 Apr. 1867):513;
Gazette, 5 Apr. 1867, p. 1; and ibid., 22 Apr. 1867, pp. 1-2.
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praised by the British press, but resented by Napoleon III

and French nationalists as a humiliation.30

True, France had prevented the grand duchy from becoming

a member of the North German Confederation, but she had

received no territorial compensation for Prussia's recent

gains and the fortress must be destroyed. Prussia, moreover,

had demonstrated that she could be as effective at the

conference table as she had been on the battlefield and thus

had undermined further France's position in Europe. The

empire had not been able to force the Prussians or the other

nations at the congress to accept French acquisition of the

territory without thought to any other possible solution,

which was what the French would have preferred. Instead of

obtaining "revenge for Sadowa," in the Luxemburg matter, the

French got only another reason to seek it. 3'

Another defeat for Napoleon's foreign policy also

occurred in 1867, and with each failure his prestige and

popularity declined at home and abroad. As though his

30 Times, 24 Apr. 1867, p. 8; ibid., 29 Apr. 1867, p. 8;
ibid., 8 May 1867, p. 11; ibid., 9 May 1867, p. 10; Gazette,
29 Apr. 1867, p. 1; Guardian, 30 Apr. 1867, p. 4; and Delane
to Dasent, 25 Apr. 1867, Dasent, Life of Delane, 2:201.

31 Times, 17 Apr. 1867, p. 8; Guardian, 5 Apr. 1867,
p. 2; Gazette, 3 Aug. 1867, p. 1; Grant Duff, Glance Over
Europe, p. 4; and idem, E4gi Speeches, p. 115.
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humiliation in the Luxemburg crisis were not enough, news

reached the capitals of Europe early in July that Maximilian I

of Mexico had been captured and executed on 19 June. The

Mexican fiasco ended Napoleon's dream of a great Latin empire

in the West and indicated that he could not control the

destiny of the world, as he once had claimed. In April 1867,

The Times had praised Maximilian, but most Englishmen

regarded the entire adventure as a quixotic blunder. The

Manchester Guardian concurred, denouncing the project as

the "rashest enterprise of modern times." The British, of

course, blamed Napoleon for the misadventure, which had

dealt French prestige another serious blow and thus had

revealed the imperial image to have feet of clay. Most

Englishmen absolved the French public of guilt in the affair,

since the Paris cabinet had not consulted them before the

fact, and they had disapproved of the expedition when they

32
learned of it. Nor did John Bull hold Napoleon responsible

for the death of Maximilian, a Habsburg archduke. But the

French emperor bore the major responsibility for the Mexican

Expedition.33

32 Times, 5 Apr. 1867, p. 9; ibid., 22 July 1867, p. 9;
Guardian,ZT June 1867, p. 2; ibid., 5 July 1867, p. 2;
GTert. 5 July 1867, p. 1; Grant Duff, Glance over Europe,
p. 5; and idem, Speeches, p. 117.

33 Times, 8 July 1867, p. 8; ibid., 22 July 1867, p. 9;
and "France and Mexico," Sat. Rev. 24(13 July 1867):34.
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But before the end of the year, yet another misfortune

befell Napoleon III. In October 1867 he ordered French

troops to reoccupy Rome to protect Pius IX's diminished

temporal power and thus prevent the unification of the Peninsula

and frustrate further attacks on the city by Garibaldi. The

reoccupation of Rome came less than a year after Napoleon

had evacuated the city in fulfillment of the Franco-Italian

convention of 15 September 1864, which provided for the

removal of French troops from Rome in return for an Italian

pledge not to invade or harass the Pope's temporal authority.

According to the "September Convention," the French must

evacuate Rome within two years. When the Paris cabinet

honored this commitment, the British press hailed this action

as an "act of honesty and justice." The Times praised the

magnanimity of the emperor and declared that nothing would

add more to his prestige than this single act. This praise

stemmed from the British disapproval of foreign occupation

of the city. As Charles Buxton observed, the French presence

appeared to "trespass on the rights of the Italians." 3 4

John Bull, however, soon changed his tune. When the

French army left Rome, the so-called "French Legion" remained

to defend the Pope. While not a division of the French army,

34 Guardian, 1 Jan. 1867, p. 5; Times, 13 Dec. 1866, p. 6;
and Buxton, Ideas of the Day, p. 75.
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the legion wore French uniforms, used French arms, and

recruited most of its volunteers in France. Napoleon even

gave the legion some official sanction. The Manchester

Guardian reacted immediately to this situation by denouncing

the presence of the legion in Rome as an insult to the Italian

government calling for its withdrawal. This editorial

appeared on 29 July 1867, seven months after France allegedly

had fulfilled her treaty obligation to Italy.35 This issue,

however, was soon overtaken by events: In September 1867,

Garibaldi led a small expedition against Rome, while

Napoleon--vexed by the Luxemburg and Maximilian crises--

vacillated. First he directed his troops to return to Rome;

on 21 October, he cancelled this order, but then reversed

this decision. The final result was that a French army

landed at Civita Vecchia on 28 October 1867, just one day

after Garibaldi had failed to provoke in insurrection in

Rome.

France's reoccupation of Rome, of course, elicited

bitter criticism in the British press, though The Times of

9 November, made a half-hearted attempt to defend Napoleon's

action by arguing that the Italian government was too weak

to fulfill its part of the September Convention. Had not

35 Guardian, 29 July 1867, p. 2.
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Garibaldi's invasion of the Campagna revealed Italian

impotence and inability to defend the Pope? Most journals,

however, charged that Napoleon had acted recklessly and had

almost precipitated war with Italy. Since the emperor had

done so much for Italian unification in the past, why

did he continue to oppose this last goal of the Risorgimento.

the acquisition of Rome? This latest action, moreover, had

alienated the Italian government and people, and if Napoleon

continued on the present course, he could see the Italians

allied with the Germans in a Franco-Prussian war. But the

most widely circulated criticism was that the French ruler

again brought Europe dangerously close to war for no good

reason. Only the Dublin Review, a conservative Catholic

journal, declared that Napoleon had performed a good service

by reoccupying Rome. Since the average Frenchman approved

the policy of protecting the Pope, this popularity had led

Napoleon to take the action he had. The Catholic organ was

the only one which suggested that the action had raised the

imperial prestige and national honor; the consensus was just

the opposite.3 6

36 Ibid., 22 Oct. 1867, p. 4; ibid., 25 Nov. 1867, p. 2;
Times, 21 Oct. 1867, p. 6; ibid., 9 Nov. 1867, p. 8; ibid.,
19 Nov. 1867, p. 6; Gazette, 21 Oct. 1867, p. 1; ibid.,
22 Oct. 1867, p. 1; ibid., 28 Oct. 1867, p. 1; ibid., 1 Nov.
1867, p. 1; ibid., 6 Nov. 1867, p. 1; and "Rome and the
Revolution," Dublin Review, o.s. 62(Jan. 1868):218.
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Why had Napoleon run the risk of an Italian war over

the Roman Question? The Saturday Review thought that he

was trying to conciliate the clerical party in France which,

though not numerous, had great influence over French peasants.

The emperor, in sum, could ill afford to lose the support

of the Catholic clergy. He either must return to Rome or

seek the support of the French democrats, and the latter

alternative would have required more reforms than he was

willing to grant. M.E. Grant Duff argued that the failure

of the Mexican adventure and the death of Maximilian had

forced Napoleon to return troops to Rome. The end of the

Pope's temporal authority, he thought, would have been a

greater insult to France in Napoleon's eyes than the foreign

criticism of the reoccupation.37 Circumstances, in any

case, had again forced the emperor to take an action which

most Englishmen condemned, thus causing his prestige and

that of his country to decline further. He also had shown

a new and dangerous characteristic: indecision. Was Napoleon

losing his grasp on the reigns of power? If so, the peace

of Europe appeared to be endangered.

But Luxemburg, Mexico, and Rome did not concern the

British government and people like Belgium. Even in the

37 Grant Duff, Glance over Europe, p. 6; and "The French
Emperor and the Pope," Sat. Rev. 25(25 Jan. 1868):105.
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best of times, Englishmen had a vague fear of French designs

on that country, and France's demand for compensation to

balance Prussia's ascendancy in Germany increased this

anxiety. Grant Duff cited this attitude when he declared

it would not matter how much the British admired or respected

the French, nor how closely the two powers might have cooperated

in the past, nor even how much the British wished the French

well, if France invaded Belgium or tried to take the country

by s ome form of "fraud," England would take the field

against her.38 Due to this fear, the British public became

alarmed in February 1869, when the so-called "Belgian Railways

Dispute" occurred.

This new crisis stemmed from a French railroad company's

attempt to buy two failing Belgian lines. The Belgians knew,

of course, that their government opposed such sales but

thought it would back down as soon as the deed was done. The

Brussels cabinet, however, pushed through the Parliament a

law prohibiting the sale of railways to a foreign company

without the permission of the government. When the French

imperial government learned of this action, it became petulant

and treated Belgium as if it had insulted France. The

3 8 Grant Duff, Studies, pp. 375-376; see also "France
and Germany," Sat. Rev. 22(25 Aug. 1866):227; and Guardian,
13 Nov. 1866, p. 4.
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semi-official press of Paris began publishing articles

insinuating that the affronting law was really part of a

Prussian plot to weaken the French empire. The Paris cabinet

then forced the Belgian government to enter into negotiations

to explain its action. While British public opinion was

strongly anti-French on this issue, there was little discus-

sion of it in the press. Foreign Secretary Lord Clarendon,

an unconfirmed report charged, had used his influence to

stifle debate. Only the Saturday Review, Manchester Guardian,

and The Times mentioned the dispute. The Review and the

Guardian condemned the French maneuver as another attempt

to gain control of the internal affairs of a neighbor. Fail-

ing to change the course of German history, France now tried

to intimidate a weaker state. The Belgians perforce were

perfectly correct in vetoing the sale; the French allegation

that the Germans were behind this refusal seemed completely

ludicrous. The French attitude in this affair constituted,

moreover, a threat to the peace of Europe. The Times by

contrast adopted a moderate position: Neither the French

nor Napoleon III, it affirmed, had any designs on Belgium;

the French government was merely attempting to protect the

business interests of its subjects.39

39 G.A. Craig, "Great Britain and the Belgium Railways
Dispute of 1869," American Historical Review 50(1945):745-747,
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As a result of French meddling in the affairs of other

nations, none of which appeared to involve French interest

directly, the British public came to distrust any French

action or claim, even Napoleon's ability to control his

own government. Above all, the British thought he was

udnermining the reputation and good offices of France in

Europe by pursuing an unpredictable and volatile course in

international affairs.

But what did Englishmen think about the French empire

itself, its political institutions, and domestic problems?

As John Bull looked across the Channel, he saw a house divided

but what besides disagreement over imperial foreign policy

and its failures caused this unrest? As usual the British

held strong views on these and other questions.

A majority of Britons would have conceded that France

was the premier nation on the Continent, second only to

Great Britain herself as a world power, but a minority con-

curred with Grant Duff who argued that the Second Empire

should institute some reforms if she hoped to continue this

eminence. Francophiles like John Pope Hennessy even pronounced

and 753; Guardian, 19 Feb. 1869, p. 2; "Belgium and the
French Official Press," Sat. Rev. 27(20 Feb. 1869):232-233;
"The Belgian Surrender," ibid. 27(27 Feb. 1869):402-403;
"The Coming Elections in France," ibid. 27(3 Apr. 1869):441;
Times, 5 May 1869, p. 9; and ibid., 12 July 1869, pp. 8-9.
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that in most respects France was superior to Britain. The

Positivists, while lukewarm in their support of the Bona-

partists, thought that the French nation was the political,

cultural, and geographic center of Europe--the hub around

which all other European states revolved. Frederic Harrison

attributed this ascendancy to the French people who learned

from the Great Revolution (1789-1799) and its consequences

to understand the ideals necessary for the reconstitution of

European society and culture: the concepts of democracy,

equality, and liberty. In any case, few Englishmen, due

to their insular attitude, envied Frenchmen their culture

or their country and would have looked with equanimity upon

an increase in the prestige and 'eclat of either. John Bull,

nonetheless, feared the French, disliked them, distrusted

the motives of the Paris cabinet, and this bias led him to

believe that "Jacques" was inferior to himself. No doubt,

as Harrison has suggested, this reaction stemmed from the

"Second Hundred Years' War" (1688-1815). Traditional and

unreasoning Francophobia still lived in the hearts of many

Englishmen, and Napoleon III did little to allay their

enmity and fears. 4 0

4 0 Gazette, 14 Sept. 1866, p. 1; ibid., 19 Dec. 1868,
p. 1; Grant Duff, Speeches, p. 115; idem, Political
Survey, pp. 4-5; idem, Studies, p. 375; Pope Hennessy,
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The British man in the street, of course, was aware of

the great social and industrial advances made by the French

under the Second Empire. The Times declared unequivocally

that the period was "one of steady progress." The nation

had accomplished much: secured internal peace, created a

large army (which usually was employed with restraint), and

had increased productivity. All the credit for these

achievements belonged to Napoleon III and his leadership of

a great people. The Saturday Review concurred and suggested

that France in turn had done much for Europe. But the

experience had been costly, and the French perhaps had paid

too dearly for their progress and position of leadership.41

Nonetheless, France was the undisputed leader of Europe and

for that reason some Britons thought England should negotiate

a French alliance. The Positivists, of course, advocated

such a reorientation in British foreign policy. Their

spokesman, Harrison, declared that the two nations possessed

between them all the necessary and best qualities of humanity,

Napoleon III and the Rhine, pp. 4-5; Stephen, "National
Antipathies," Cornhill 21:154; Congreve, "The West," in Intl.
Po1., p. 20; Harrison, "Foreign Policy," in Questions, p. 257;
and idem, "England and France," in Intl. Pol., p. 63.

4 1 Times, 21 Sept. 1867, p. 8; ibid., 14 Aug. 1869,
pp. 8-9; "Napoleon III and Count Bismark," Sat. Rev. 23(30 Mar.
1867):384; and "France and Peace," ibid. 26(4 July 1868):9.
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each complementing the other and compensating for any deficiency

its neighbor might have. Great Britain represented stability,

traditionalism, liberty, and parliamentary government; the

French matched these with the revolutionary spirit, progress,

equality, and all the other ideals of the Enlightenment and

French Revolution. Each empire could and would check the

excesses of the other. Thus, British stability and traditional-

ism would balance French revolutionary zeal. British parlia-

mentary government would counter the anarchy which sometimes

characterized French political life. For these reasons

Harrison concluded the two nations could lead the rest of

Europe and the world to a positivist future of perfection.

The cooperation of the two countries, moreover, would serve

another purpose: the removal of France's fear of a united

Germany. With a British alliance the French could free

themselves from the wasted energy, money, and lives which

had gone into her military establishment. An Anglo-French

alliance also would promote European peace, for the French

no longer would need to demonstrate their superiority by

resorting to imperialistic schemes which already had brought

the Continent to the brink of war on several occasions. The

Positivists, therefore, regarded a working agreement with

France as a panacea for most of the problems of Europe: It

would provide (1) leadership for the creation of a more
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perfect human society, (2) a powerful deterent to war, and

(3) a means of restraining the French from meddling in the

affairs of her neighbors. Following this line, Harrison

and his colleagues urged the British foreign office to

abandon isolationism and to seek an alliance with the Second

Empire.42

Most Englishmen, however, considered France too volatile

and ambitious to make a satisfactory ally. As the Manchester

Guardian observed in September 1867, the French empire was

"very irritable and dissatisfied," but this mood could not

be attributed to anything in particular. The nation had

"only that general sense of being out of sorts which is apt

to have a much worse effect on the temper than a really

serious malady." This discontent, according to the Guardian,

constituted the real threat to the peace and security of

Europe. The Saturday Review feared that the failure of

Napoleon's foreign policy in the 1860s would again result

either in domestic revolution or another European war. The

42 Harrison, "England and France," in Intl. Pol., pp. 53,
55, and 56; idem, "Foreign Policy," in Questions, p. 257; and
Congreve, "The Combination between France and England," in
Essays, Political Social, and Religious (London: Longmans,
Green, and Co., 1874), pp. 484-487 (Although written in 1872
and published in 1873, this pamphlet is illustrative of
Positivist thinking on this subject throughout the period
under discussion.) See also [Reeve], "Military Institutions
of France," Edin. Rev. 126:297.
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majority of Frenchmen, the Review believed, disliked this

kind of uncertainty, but so long as the nation continued to

demand both guns and butter, the issue would never be

resolved. A state could always renounce a large standing

army and devote its energies to peaceful endeavors, but no

power could have both at the same time. The Times was

optimistic that all would be well in France, because most

of Napoleon's support came from the bourgeoisie who would

oppose any move toward revolution or war. It had not taken

The Times long to forget its editor's lunch with the Rothschilds.43

A twentieth-century historian, in retrospect, would

attribute France's restlessness to the spirit of revisionism--

the ambition to reverse the decisions of the Peace Settlement

of 1815. The repeated frustration of this desire resulted

in a national neurosis which threatened to disturb the repose

of Europe. The Saturday Review, in a moment of insight,

apparently sensed this mood and declared that France was an

enigma which created suspense. Grant Duff agreed and suggested

that Frenchmen themselves wondered how long Napoleon would

keep them out of war. To illustrate this point, the Pall

Mall Gazette quoted a popular Bonapartist slogan: "When

43 Dilke, Greater Britain, 2:345; Guardian, 17 Sept. 1867,
p. 4; "France and Germany," Sat. Rev. 23(6 Apr. 1867):420;
"France and Peace," ibid. 26(4 July 1868):8-9; and Times,
14 May 1870, p. 9.
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the Empire was at rest, the world was at rest." And con-

versely, when France was in a swivit Europe was in a sweat. 4 4

This storm in France, just as all the good works and

progress, could be attributed to one source: Napoleon III.

War or peace, progress or regression, liberalism or repression,

were alternatives between which he and he alone could choose.

In this way the British thought Napoleon was the master of

France and of Europe because these choices rested with him

alone. But what of the man himself? The British, of course,

did not agree with his authoritarianism nor his ideas of

national honor, but they did think he was a good man and an

above-average ruler. The Times called him "a man of great

ability." After all, it would have taken such a man to

change the France of 1848 into the great empire of the 1860s.

When Louis Napoleon had been elected president of the Second

French Republic, the country was in chaos. Political institu-

tions had ceased to function; trade had collapsed; the economy

did not produce. Napoleon III had transformed this nation

into a strong and prosperous country, second only to Great

Britain herself. The accomplishment of this Herculean task

had required a man of singular faculties. Most Englishmen

thought, too, that Napoleon the man, divorced from his

4 4 "France," Sat. Rev. 26(24 Oct. 1868):542; Grant Duff,
Speeches of 1868, p. 50; and Gazette, 4 Jan. 1868, p. 2.
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official position as emperor of the French, wanted to

preserve peace and somehow stood between the militaristic

ambitions of Frenchmen and the legitimate interests of their

neighbors. In any case, the British press considered him

the only ruler capable of maintaining the peace in Europe.

The Manchester Guardian and Pall Mall Gazette assigned this

pivotal position to him because they thought he epitomized

the hopes, fears, and aspirations of most Frenchmen. Frederic

Harrison, however, argued that Napoleon's power came from

his understanding of the nature of post-revolutionary Europe.

The emperor, indeed, was the only sovereign or statesman

who understood that the French Revolution had completely

changed the nature of Europe and her problems.4 5

But due to the rise of Prussia and Napoleon's failure

to obtain compensation to counterbalance it, his power and

prestige were failing fast. Other factors, too, combined

to weaken his position at home and abroad: the Mexican

fiasco, the reoccupation of Rome, an economic recession, crop

failures, and attacks by radical republicans in and out of

45 Times, 26 Mar. 1869, p. 6; "The Cost of A Napoleon,"
Fraser's, o.s. 81(Apr. 1870):485; "France," Sat. Rev.
22(8 Dec. 1866):688-689; Pope Hennessy, Napoleon III and
the Rhine, p. 4; Gazette, 18 Sept. 1866, p. 1; ibid.
3 Feb. 1868, p. 1; Guardian, 19 Jan. 1867, p. 4; ibid., 18 Sept.
1868, p. 2; and Harrison, "Foreign Policy," in questions,
p. 246.
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the Legislative Assembly. Napoleon, in short, appeared to

be losing his grip on the reigns of power in France. Several

of the emperor's actions, moreover, indicated weakness and

irresolution. To make matters worse, Napoleon suffered

from bladder stones, and the pain probably undermined his

resolve. In any case, the emperor would not delegate much

of his authority or responsibility to others when he was

ill; the government of France, therefore, was periodically

paralyzed after 1866.46

As Napoleon grew older and sickness sapped his strength,

it seemed to British observers that the preservation of his

dynasty was becoming an obsession with him. If so, this

development posed a threat to Europe. He had offered the

French nation glory and conquest at the sacrifice of domestic

liberty, but now France reaped only defeat and humiliation

from his foreign policy, and Prussia treated his demands with

contempt. As the emperor's popularity waned at home, John

Bull became worried that he would attempt to save his dynasty

46 Earl of Granville to Clarendon, 7 Nov. 1867, quoted
in Edmond George Fitzmaurice, The Life of Granville George
Leveson Gower, Second Earl Granville, K.G., 1815-1891, 2 vols.
(London: Longmans, Green, and Co., 1905), 1:542; Gazette,
15 May 1869, p. 1; "The State of Affairs," Dublin Review,
o.s. 60(Jan. 1867):206-207; Times, 15 Feb. 1867, p. 8; ibid.,
18 Sept. 1868, p. 6; and ibid., 7 Sept. 1869, p. 6.
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by rashly striking out against the Germans or Italians in

hopes of winning another glorious victory to make his subjects

forget their domestic troubles.4 7

Napoleon, however, first tried to regain the nation's

prestige and his own by calling for extensive military

reforms. When Bismarck refused his demands for compensation,

he requested that conscription be expanded, the standing

army enlarged, and new breechloaders (the chassepot) be

issued. The British condemned these measures because they

believed a larger army would place a severe financial burden

on a country already heavily indebted and would do nothing

to increase French prestige. The major criticism, however,

was that the new larger army could be used to restore the

emperor's authoritarian regime and would certainly increase

the risk of a European war. The enlarged conscription also

would reduce the work force and decrease productivity and

in a nation already vexed by economic difficulties this

could only mean disaster. But the British need not have

been alarmed, Frenchmen themselves protested against such

increased burdens, an opposition interpreted in Britain as

47 Guardian, 17 Sept. 1867, p. 4; Gazette, 12 June 1869,
p. 1; ibid., 1 Sept. 1869, pp. 1-2; Grant Duff, Glance over
Europe, p. 6; "Rhine Frontier," Macmillan's 14:158; and
Clarendon to Victoria, 9 June 1869, Victoria, Letters, 1:606.
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a sign that Napoleon's authority was flaggingp that his

subjects wanted to govern themselves, and that the French

now desired constitutional reform more than military glory.

By vigorously opposing army reform, Frenchmen appeared to

display a desire for peace abroad and sound economic practices

at home. Although, Napoleon did obtain in January 1868 a

modified army bill which allowed him to add 100,000 men to

the French army, reorganize, and rearm it, the widespread

domestic criticism of his plans seemed to Englishmen a

hopeful sign for peace and meaningful parliamentary reform.4 8

Despite several decrees which had extended the powers

of the legislature, France as late as 1867 still was not a

liberal constitutional monarchy. Neither the Senate nor

the Legislative Assembly was really representative, and the

periodic plebiscites or general elections were not free.

Indeed, they made a mockery of democratic ideals. The people

could not hold public meetings; labor unions were outlawed

until 25 March 1868; and the government closely supervised

the press. The French had tolerated this repressive regime

48 "Armies of Europe," Sat. Rev. 22(17 Nov. 1866):593;
"Foreign Relations of England," ibid. 22(29 Dec. 1866):775;
Times, 22 Dec. 1866, p. 6; Guardian, 19 Dec. 1866, p. 2;
ibid., 22 Dec. 1866, p. 4; ibid., 28 May 1867, p. 4; and
ibid., 10 July 1867, p. 2.
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in the past--when Napoleon's projects were crowned with

success at home and abroad--but now they wanted domestic

reform.49

To the British man in the street, there seemed only

one realistic solution to all of the problems confronting

the emperor: the creation of a liberal parliamentary

government. Perhaps Napoleon III had learned from his

uncle that France either could dictate to Europe or have

liberty at home. Since the former no longer was possible,

the emperor must grant his subjects the latter, if he hoped

to have his son succeed him. Failure to initiate constitu-

tional reforms would result in revolution when he was too

ill to suppress it, or after his death. Continued liberali-

zation would also relieve him of many responsibilities

imposed by personal rule. But could Napoleon III bring

himself to sacrifice his authority? Some in England feared

that he loved power too much to give it up, regardless of

the consequences. And were the French capable of governing

themselves if they had the opportunity? Under the circum-

stances, however, John Bull thought the best thing Napoleon

49 Guardian, 9 Jan. 1867, p. 2; ibid., 17 Sept. 1867,
p. 4; ibid., 29 Oct. 1867, p. 4; Gazette, 31 Oct. 1866,
pp. 1-2; ibid., 23 Jan. 1867, pp. 1-2; Grant Duff, Political
Survey, p. 2; and "France," Sat. Rev. 26(8 Aug. 1868):181.
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could do was to establish a liberal constitutional monarchy

as soon as possible. 5 0

On 19 January 1867, the emperor granted the Legislative

Assembly the right of interpellation, and on 12 March, he

allowed the Senate to examine projected laws. The following

year, the Assembly approved a liberal press law (11 May) and

permitted indoor public meetings under the surveillance of

a police officer (11 June). A benevolent Napoleon III

announced that these reforms "crowned the edifice" of the

empire with freedom. The British press, however, scoffed

at this claim. The Saturday Review denounced these so-called

reforms as "absurd" concessions which in no way gave the

French the political freedom and the responsible government

they desired. The majority of British periodicals concurred

in this opinion. The right of interpellation was so

restricted that any genuine questioning of the government

was virtually impossible, and the reactionary Senate used

their new right to retard true liberalization. Only All

soGrant Duff, Elgi s p. 117; "The French
Emperor's Speech," Sat. Rev. 23(16 Feb. 1867):190-191;
"rance and the French Emperor," ibid. 23(23 Feb. 1867):
225-226; Times, 31 July 1867, p. 9; ibid., 2 Sept. 1867,
p. 6; ibid., 13 Sept. 1869, p. 8; ibid., 23 Sept. 1869,
p. 6; ibid., 20 Oct. 1869, p. 6; Guardian, 4 Dec. 1866,
p. 4; ibid., 17 Sept. 1867, p. 4; ibid., 3 Mar. 1868, p. 5;
ibid., 25 Mar. 1868, p. 5; ibid., 14 July 1869, p. 4; and
ibid., 10 Jan. 1870, p. 3.
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the Year Round thought that the new French press law was

a step in the right direction. The Saturda Review

complained it was a repressive measure for now the author

and printer, not just the editor, were responsible for the

content of a newspaper article. The consensus was that

these attempts at reform were bad jokes played on the French

by their emperor. The British press, however, was not

amused and urged Napoleon to make genuine concessions to

his subjects.5 1

Napoleon did nothing in this regard for a year. Then

in May 1869, Frenchmen went to the polls to elect a new

Legislative Assembly. In those elections the imperial party

received only 55 per cent of the vote, while opposition

candidates polled some 3,355,000 votes. The failure of the

imperial candidates to obtain a larger majority indicated

to Napoleon (and the British public), that he must grant

additional constitutional reforms in the government. On

12 July 1869, he announced a new program, although he did

51 "Crowning the Edifice," Sat. Rev. 23(26 Jan. 1867):
97; "The French Press and the New Law," ibid. 25(8 Feb.
1868) :161-162; Times, 22 Jan. 1867, p. 8; ibid., 25 Jan.
1867, p. 6; ibid., 15 Feb. 1867, p. 8; ibid., 31 July 1867,
p. 9; Guardian, 28 Feb. 1867, p. 2; ibid., 18 June 1867,
p. 4; ibid., 2 Aug. 1867, pp. 2-3; ibid., 22 Sept. 1867,
p. 4; and "The French Press," All the Year Round 19(18 Jan.
1868) :132.
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not set a definite date for implementation. The major reform

was the establishment of ministerial responsibility,

concessions which stemmed from serious rioting as well as

the large opposition vote. Englishmen, of course, lauded

the reform measures, but thought they should have appeared

much earlier. 52

On 28 December 1869, Napoleon appointed Emile Ollivier,

leader of the moderate "Third Party," premier of the new

liberal government. While sympathetic with the Ollivier

ministry, British opinion was divided as to whether it was

truly liberal and a departure from dictatorship or simply

another Napoleonic trick. The Times and Manchester Guardian

believed it was a magnificent attempt by the emperor to

establish self-government. The Pall Mall Gazette, however,

remained skeptical; the new regime, it declared, was a

facade behind which Napoleon would continue personal rule.

Even if the Ollivier cabinet represented a sincere attempt

at reform, the French were so divided that the ministry

could fall at any minute, leaving the emperor once more in

52 Guardian, 10 July 1869, p. 4; ibid., 5 Aug. 1869, p. 4;
Gazette, 26 May 1869, p, 1; ibid., 12 June 1869, p. 1; and
ibid., 19 July 1869, p. 1. For an account of Napoleon's
liberal reforms, see J.M. Thompson, Louis Napoleon and the
Second Empire (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1954), chap. iii and
Theo Arnson, The Fall of the Third Napoleon (Indianapolis and
New York: The Bobbs-Merrill Co., 1970), chap. ii.
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control. Whatever the real nature of the reforms, the

French people endorsed them in the plebiscite of 8 May 1870,

by a margin of seven to one, a mandate which seemed to fulfill

The Times' prediction of 23 March that before the year had

ended, France would enjoy a liberal, constitutional monarchy

but within four months of the plebiscite the fortunes of

war swept away the Second Empire and paved the way for the

Third Republic. 5 3

Most Englishmen, in sum, held views on continental

events which were naive and confused. They admired the

Napoleonic empire, praised the emperor, but due to a deep

distrust of anything Bonapartist, they never felt at ease

with imperial France. The two nations had cooperated, but

John Bull did not want a continental entente or alliance.

Only the Positivists and Francophiles, a small minority,

urged that policy. The vague fear of France stemmed from

Napoleon's autocratic rule, French opposition to Italian

and German unification, Bonapartist demands for territorial

compensation in the Rhineland, and intervention in Mexico

and Rome. Would not such rash ventures lead to war? The

53 Times, 18 Mar. 1870, p. 9; ibid., 23 Mar. 1870, p. 9;
ibid., 31 Mar. 1870, p. 9; Guardian, 7 June 1870, p. 4;
Gazette, 8 Jan. 1870, p. 6; ibid., 3 Feb. 1870, p. 4; and
ibid., 12 Apr. 1870, p. 4. See also Lever, "Crowning the
Edifice," Blackwood's 106(Sept. 1869):346-347.
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British admired strength, and France was strong, but French

power could be used for ignoble ends. Most Englishmen

supported the Napoleonic principle of nationalities and

thought it hypocritical that France should oppose the German

and Italian nationalist movements. The British public

criticized the Second Empire'a authoritarian regime and

openly advised the emperor to create a liberal monarchy.

Such enlightened action would increase the prestige of France

more than the expansion of the army. They also feared

another French revolution, since Napoleon III had not

secured his dynasty by making it the nexus of national glory

and domestic reform. In resume France between 1866 and

L870 caused John Bull great anxiety. An any moment, this

volatile nation could provoke war or revolution, destroying

the peace of Europe. The emperor solved his domestic problems,

but let control of foreign policy slip from his grasp. In

July 1870, the Franco-Prussian confrontation reached its

climax.



CHAPTER III

FRANCO-PRUSSIAN RIVALRY AND BRITISH REACTION

Between 1866 and 1870, the rise of Prussia and the

inability of the Paris cabinet to adapt to or accept this

new situation created a state of confusion and hostility on

the Continent. The British periodicals regularly reported

the various rumors and war threats which stemmed from French

demands for compensation and other maneuvers, and the fruition

of the German unification movement. The effect upon England

of this constant tension was slight, except with regard to

commerce, but its influence on continental powers appeared

grave and dangerous to the British man in the street. In

his mind. the maintenance of peace should be the paramount

concern of the government, but given London's refusal to

act, except in the Luxemburg Cirsis, the onus for preserving

peace fell to the two states which thought they could profit

most from war: France and Prussia.

Some Englishmen, however, thought that war could be

avoided and were hopeful that it would be. During the height

of the Luxemburg Cirsis, for example, the Pall Mall Gazette

declared that the affair might not lead to war, because

118



119

there were "no very definite grounds of quarrel." After

the settlement of the crisis, the Saturday Review, argued that

despite the many reasons for war between France and Prussia,

peace now had lasted more than a year since Sadowa, a good

sign in the journal's opinion. If the peace could only be

preserved another year, war definitely could be avoided.

The Times, in October, 1867, had compared the strained state

of Franco-Prussian relations to that which had existed

between France and Britain from Waterloo to the signing of

the free trade treaty of 1860. In 1867, as in 1815, The

Times commented, there had been numerous reports of an

impending conflict between France and Britian, yet war had

not ensued. True, the current Franco-Prussian impasse was

more violent than previous confrontations after 1815, but

perhaps the crisis would burn itself out more quickly as a

result. There was no doubt that France and Prussia could

find a pretext for war, but The Times was confident that

each would weigh the cost of a major war with the anticipated

advantages and conclude that the price was too high. Finally,

the anonymous author of an article appearing in the January,

1869, issue of Macmillan's flatly declared that a Franco-

Prussian war was "almost an impossibility."1

1 Gazette, 22 Apr. 1867, pp. 1-2; Times, 9 Oct. 1867, p.8;
"Rumours of War," Sat. Rev. 24(3 Aug. 1867):133-134; and "The
European Situation,"Macmillan's 19(Jan. 1869) :4219.
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Most Englishmen, however, were pessimistic. Commenting

on the London Conference of 1867, Edward Dicey observed

that it had only "averted the immediate danger of war . .

not dispelled [it] . . . ," so bitter was the animosity

which existed between France and Prussia. Another British

observer, Sir William Hardman, maintained that Prussia and

France "must fight it out sooner or later," and he feared

sooner. What concerned the British most in this rivalry

was the lack of a genuine casus belli which could be resolved.

The quarrel was based almost solely upon emotion, a factor

which made peace quite tenuous, for almost any pretext could

be used to justify war. In the opinion of Charles Lever:

"It is precisely . . . because there is so little to fight

about that the fight is inevitable."2 These pessimistic

views appear representative of the British consensus, which

also blamed Napoleon III and the Second Empire for fomenting

the trouble. It will be recalled that the French found it

impossible to live with the North German Confederation,

2Dicey, "War and Progress," Macmillan's 16:167; The
Hardman Papers: A Further Selection, 1865-1868, from the
Letters and Memoirs of Sir William Hardman, ed. S.M. Ellis
(London: Constable & Co., Ltd., 1930), p. 286; Times
8 Aug. 1867, p. 8; Gazette, 22 Aug. 1867, p. 1; Lever, "Will
It Come Off? And Where?," Blackwood's 104:458; and Stanley
to Grey, 9 Aug. 1867, Victoria, Letters, 1:458.
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and that Prussian successes had aroused French envy and

fear. But Englishmen thought there was another reason to

distrust the French: Of all the nations of Europe, France

was the most bellicose and aggressive, a popular article of

faith since the wars of Louis XIII. The question of war or

peace, nonetheless, hinged on whether or not France and her

emperor learned to live with the new Germany. If not, the

French Empire would be solely responsible for the ensuing

3
war.

But what did Napoleon and France hope to gain from a

war with Prussia? According to British reasoning, a

successful war would preserve the honor and prestige of the

empire and restore--at least in the minds of Frenchmen--

France to her rightful position of primacy on the Continent.

Napoleon also could use war to guarantee the succession of

the Prince Imperial. By causing his subjects to contemplate

the possibility of war, the emperor, moreover, could distract

3Lever, "Upon Men and Women," Blackwood's 100:229;
"France and Prussia," Mon. . 141:15; Guardian, 25 Sept.
1867, p. 2; Times, 2 May 1868, p. 10; ibid., 29 May 1868,
p. 8; ibid., 19 Sept. 1868, p. 6; Gazette, 15 Sept. 1868,
p. 1; Sutherland, "Europe in Transition,?? Gent. Mag., o.s.
225:629; "M. Thiers on French Policy," Sat. Rev. 23(23 Mar.
1867):353; "The French Empire and Europe," ibid. 25(25 Apr.
1868):534-535; "France and Prussia," Mon. g 141:17; and
Grant Duff, Political Survey, pp. 2-3.
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their thoughts from domestic,economic, and constitutional

problems. The British, however, considered a war with Prussia

a risky undertaking for Napoleon, for one defeat could cost

him the throne.4

To assure success to French arms, Napoleon, the British

assumed, was busy seeking allies in Europe. The Pall Mall

Gazette and the Manchester Guardian reported that he was

approaching various sovereigns for the purpose of forming

an alliance against Prussia. The two usually mentioned in

these newspapers were the emperors of Austria and Russia,

two countries which, with France, had lost most by the rise

of Prussia. In November, 1869, the Guardian indeed asserted

that these three powers were about to form "a new Holy

Alliance . . . directed against Prussia." Both papers warned

these nations to leave well enough alone and stop conspiring

to destroy the new Germany. It was ironical that they--

especially France--should adopt a belligerent attitude toward

Prussia, for as Lord Clarendon declared in October, 1867,

Napoleon and the French were "playing Bismarck's game and

cementing German unity more every day . " The London

4 Gazette, 3 Aug. 1867, p. 1; ibid., 22 Aug. 1867, p. 1;
ibid., 8 Aug. 1868, p. 1; ibid., 27 Aug. 1868, p. 1; Times,
19 Sept. 1868, p. 6; Guardian, 28 Sept. 1869, p. 4; and
ibid., 23 Nov. 1869, p. 4.
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Times agreed and stated that the war-like attitude of the

French had done as much as Bismarck to unite Germany. The

French, of course, wanted to keep Germany disjointed, but

any French military operation east of the Rhine would result

in the almost immediate consolidation of all the German states

into a compact empire. Even the threat of French intervention

had given Bismarck and Wilhelm I an advantage in overcoming

domestic opposition to their unification policies. The

British press advised Napoleon and his subjects to accept

the North German Confederation or face a solidly united

.5
empire.

While the British considered the French inherently

aggressive, and especially prejudiced against Prussia, they

did not even conceive that Prussia (or Germany) could be

militant. As aforementioned, John Bull wanted only political

union, coveted nothing non-German, and desired to be ignored

by the rest of Europe. The unification process would be

peaceful--left alone--but if France or any other nation

interfered, the Germans would be justified in taking effective

counter measures. The Saturday Review of 13 June 1868 declared

5 Clarendon to Lady Salisbury, 6 Oct. 1867, Maxwell,
Life of Clarendon, 2:334; Times, 1 Jan. 1868, p. 8; Gazette,
19 Nov. 1867, p. 1; "Germany," Sat. Rev. 22(18 Aug. 1866):189;
"The German Parliament," ibid. 22(1 Sept. 1866):253; and
"France and Prussia," Mon. Mag. 141:5.
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that the "Germans have no national love of war as the French

have," and The Times of 10 April 1867, again proving its

lack of perspicacity, asked its readers, "does the boldest

prophet venture to speak of an aggressive Germany?" It

then replied that the "hereditary character of races . . .

must be changed before that [possibility] becomes a world's

alarm."6

Most Englishmen realized that the problem of Franco-

Prussian relations was complex and unpredictable, but they

erred in thinking that Bismarck needed or wanted French aid

during the planned Austro-Prussian conflict. They suspected

that he had proposed to Napoleon III an exchange of territory--

probably the Rhineland--in return for French neutrality. If

Austria should win the war, Prussia would need French

diplomatic support at the negotiating table. And if military

operations went well (as they did), Prussia wished to avoid

6 "Frontiers of France," Mon. . 141:253-254; "France
and Prussia," ibid. 141:15; "European Situation," Macmillan's,
19:224; "The Prussian Government and the German Parliament,"
Sat. Rev. 22(22 Sept. 1866):354; "The Foreign Relations of
England," ibid. 22(29 Dec. 1866):775; "Prussia," ibid. 25(13 June
1868):770; Guardian, 28 Sept. 1868, p. 4; ibid., 7 Nov. 1868,
p. 4; Times, 10 Oct. 1866, p. 8; ibid., 10 Apr. 1867, p. 9;
ibid., 17 Apr. 1867, p. 8; ibid., 12 June 1868, p. 9; ibid.,
22 June 1868, p. 8; ibid., 12 Aug. 1868, p. 6; ibid., 19 Sept.
1868, p. 6; Grant Duff, g Speeches, p. 141; idem, Political
Survey, pp. 3-6; Dicey, Battle-Fields of 1866, p. 243; and
Clarendon to Granville, 25 Aug. 1868, Fitzmaurice, Life of
Granville, 1:542-543.
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a two-front war with Austria and France. Bismarck, however,

had underestimated Prussia's military capability and the

strength of German nationalism. Prussians, flushed with

their swift, crushing victory over the Austrians and the old

Confederation never would have agreed to the cession of

German lands to the French Empire, thus Bismarck procrastinated

in responding to French demands for compensation. Bismarck

therefore, risked war with France rather than face civil

unrest in Germany. His underestimation of the power of

German nationalism, moreover, added another source of tension

to an already dangerous situation. The Treaty of Prague

(23 August 1866) had excluded the south German states from

union with the North German Confederation, but Prussia,

between August 9-22 concluded military and commercial treaties

with them. These treaties, however, did not bring about what

most Germans desired--actual union--but the French regarded

them, especially the military accords, as a violation of the

Prague agreement. British public opinion supported Prussia

7Gazette, 22 Apr. 1867, pp. 1-2; Times, 26 Dec. 1866,
p. 6; ibid., 5 Apr. 1867, p. 9; Lever, "On the Great German
Duel," Blackwood's, 100(Oct. 1866):519; and Grant Duff,
Glance Over Euroe, p. 4. See also Swayne "Eavesdropping
at Biarritz," Blackwood's 101:195-198. The Saturday Review
did not believe that such a deal had been made. See "The
Conditions of Peace," Sat. Rev. 22(4 Aug. 1866):125.
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in the dispute, despite the warning of F.H. Geffcken, former

Prussian ambassador at London, that Bismarck had placed

Germany in a "terrible dilemma": He had to complete German

unification to satisfy the nationalists, but any move to

unite the south German states with the new Confederation

would mean war with France. This, according to Geffcken,

was the "real cause of the uncertainty and suspence . . . of

Europ e ."

To most Englishmen, however, these factors merely

contributed to the "uncertainty and suspence," while the

genuine "cause" was the so-called armed peace--a nineteenth

century arms race--which even affected isolationist Great

Britain. Following the end of the Austro-Prussian war, the

28 July 1866 issue of the Satur Review ruefully predicted

the armed peace by declaring that one of the results of that

conflict would be "the maintenance throughout Europe of

large and costly armies in a state of high efficiency."9

This consequence, however, was only the tip of the iceberg;

the Review could have added the high cost of developing new

arms, their manufacture, and the many supplies and services

8Times, 11 Sept. 1867, p. 6; ibid., 24 Sept. 1867, p. 6;
ibid., 27 Sept. 1867, p. 6; Gazette, 12 Sept. 1867, p. 1;
cf. ibid., 7 Sept. 1867, p. 1; and [F.H. Geffcken], "New
Germany," Edin. Rev. 128(July 1868):250.

9 "Europe and the War," Sat. Rev. 22(28 July 1866) :99.
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required to maintain an army (or navy) on a wartime footing.

There was nothing wrong with this in wartime, but Europe

supposedly was at peace and to most Englishmen that meant

demobilizing the major portion of Continental armies. The

British decried this situation which was neither peace nor

war, a condition with most of the disadvantages of war and

few of the benefits of peace. The British Quarterly Review

called the armed peace "a disgrace to [Europe's] civiliza-

tion." The Times thought it "a most pressing evil." M.E.

Grant Duff described it as "that Moloch more terrible than

was the god of war himself in the days of our forefathers . ... "

Lord Clarendon thought it "cruel . . . out of harmony with

the civilization of our age . . . pregnant with danger."10

Dangerous it may have been, but to the practical,

business -minded British the armed peace stagnated trade and

reduced industrial and agricultural capacity. Yougn men who

should have been entering business, learning a trade, or

working the land, had to leave a productive society to join

a non-productive army, where they became unwilling burdens

upon their nation's economy. The Pall Mall Gazette of

10 "New Germanic Empire," Br. quart. Rev. 44:536; Times,
8 Aug. 1867, p. 8; Grant Duff, Speeches, pp. 180-181;
and Clarendon, quoted in Sontag, Germany and Eg , p. 83.
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13 July 1866 attempted to estimate the total annual cost

of the armed peace to Europe in wages, production, and taxes.

The Gazette arrived at the fantastic figure of 5500,000,000

a sum which amounted to sixty times Britain's income tax

revenue. The number of men in European standing armies in

1866 was 6,000,000, a total which equaled the entire male

population of the British Isles. And this figure increased

after the Austro-Prussian War. The Times, commenting upon

the French national debt in 1868, declared that the last

''nine years' peace have been nearly as disastrous as nine

years' war" to the Second Empire's economy. In 1869,

military spending forced the North German Confederation,

usually very frugal, into debt, and The Times lamented:

"It is the universal story. Wars and rumours of wars press

on the exchequer, while trade stagnates, industry languishes,

and taxes necessarily fall off in productiveness."1 1

Conditions appeared so grave that some Englishmen even

considered war a better state of affairs. War would at

least settle the issues and allow the Continent to get back

to normal domestic affairs. A Franco-Prussian war,

11 "Europe and the War," Sat. Rev. 22(28 July 1866):99;

Guardian, 28 Oct. 1867, p. 2; Gazette, 13 July 1866, pp. 1-2;

ibid., 9 Oct. 1866, pp. 1-2; Times, 6 June 1868, p. 9; ibid.,

17 May 1869, p. 8; and Dicey, "War and Progress," Macmillan's
16:169.
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notwithstanding its horror, would determine the long standing

question of supremacy in Europe. On 13 July 1870, The

Times denounced the international situation of the past

four years in which the people of Europe had "had to live

like wild beasts, sharpening our fangs and claws, improving

breechloaders . . . and busying ourselves with Reserves

and Militias, with Landwehrs and Landstrums, till every

people is an army, every country a camp." The London paper

naively believed that at war's end the nations of Europe

would abandon their armies and reduce spending; therefore,

they wanted a war to end the armed peace.12

As Englishmen blamed France for strained international

relations and confusion, so they held the Second Empire and

Napoleon III responsible for the costly armed peace. Prussia,

by contrast maintained a large army only because of the

French attitude toward German unification. Other Great

Powers followed suit for a similar reason: fear of French

interference in their affairs.13 Few Englishmen thought

1 2 Times, 13 July 1870, p. 9; "Armies of the Continent,"
Sat. Rev. 27(23 Jan. 1869):98; and [Archibald Alison, Jr.],
"On Army Organization," Blackwood's 105(Feb. 1869):152.

13 Times, 15 Apr. 1867, p. 8; ibid., 11 May 1867, p. 9;
ibid., 14 Apr. 1868, p. 6; ibid., 2 May 1868, p. 10; Guardian,
18 Sept. 1868, p. 2; ibid., 7 Nov. 1868, p. 4; and "The Cost
of a Napoleon," Fraser'so.s. 8 1:478.
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Prussia had started the arms race, but Frederic Harrison

was one of them. He charged that France had merely reacted

to Prussian rearmament and attempts to bring about "a

premature unity by violent measures . . . "14

It will be recalled that Napoleon III had tried to

increase and modernize the French army after Sadowa, but

French liberals had opposed his military reforms; consequently,

he achieved only partial success. The official explanation

given for this enlargement, reorganization, and rearming of

the army was that France must be able to defend herself

against aggression and that she would use the army only for

national security. The British were amazed at this reasoning,

for who would attack France, surely not the Germans. 1 5

Napoleon's motive, however, was clear enough. He wanted

an army equal or superior to that of the North German Con-

federation. To most Englishmen this objective was ironic,

for with few exceptions they assumed the French military

could never establish equity with the Germans either in size,

14 Harrison, "Foreign Policy," in Question, p. 256; idem,
"England and France," in Intl. Pol., p. 117; and [Swayne],
"New Life of Napoleon I," Blackwood's 102:77-78.

15 Times, 14 Apr. 1868, p. 6; ibid., 2 May 1868, p. 10;
"France and the French Army," Sat. Rev. 22(22 Dec. 1866):745;
"France, Europe, and the Army Bill," ibid. 24(28 Dec. 1867):
794-795; and Grant Duff, Political Survey, p. 1.
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efficiency, or speed of mobilization. Napoleon, they thought,

had adopted the worst aspects of the Prussian military system

and few of its good points. The British press liked to

remind the emperor that even if he increased the effective

strength of the French army over a six year period, Prussia's

also would grow as a result of the increase in population.

The Prussian army, moreover, could be expected to adopt new

methods more efficient than those used in the Austrian war

of 1866. Napoleon had over-taxed his subjects for the sake

of the army, strained the French economy, threatened France's

productive capacity, but these sacrifices never could

accomplish the desired end. The French army was the best in

the world for defensive purposes, but it never would be a

match for a German army fighting to defend the fatherland.1 6

Prussian and French army reforms greatly affected the

British public who found themselves alone, without allies,

and the only European Great Power without a national army.

16 "France," Sat. Rev. 23(2 Feb. 1867):125; Times, 15 Dec.
1866, p. 8; ibid., 2 Feb. 1867, p. 8; ibid., 2 May 1868,
p. 10; ibid., 13 May 1868, p. 9; ibid., 11 Sept. 1868, p. 6;
Gazette, 13 Mar. 1867, p. 4; cf. [Archibald Alison, Jr.],
"On the Reorganization of the Armies of the Continental
Powers," Blackwood's 105(Apr. 1869):471-472. For an excellent
modern study of the two armies see Michael Howard, The
Franco-Prussian War: The German Invasion of France, 1870-71
(London: Rupert Hart-Davis, 1961), chap. 1.
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England's army was composed entirely of volunteers, but the

events of 1866 compelled many Englishmen to reconsider this

method of raising an army for national defense. The mistakes

of the Crimean campaign had caused some Englishmen to

criticize the military system, but after 1866 the impulse

for reform became almost an obsession. A storm of pamphlets

and articles urged the British government to reorganize the

army. Comparisons were made with other European armies,

especially the Prussian, pointing out advantages and dis-

advantages of each, asking if universal conscription would

work in England. The public debate evoked such questions

as these: Was a larger army and reserve necessary? If so,

how could each be increased with a minimum of expense and

loss of manpower to the civilian sector? What new weapons

and tactics were most effective? What should be done with

the old practice by which a gentleman purchased his rank in

the British army, a system which effectively prevented

common soldiers from becoming officers? These problems

were complex and the suggested solutions many and varied.17

17 Guardian, 14 Aug. 1866, p. 4; Gazette, 16 July 1866,
pp. 1-2; ibid., 8 Aug. 1866, pp. 1-2; ibid., 15 Aug. 1866,
pp. 1-2; ibid., 12 Nov. 1867, pp. 1-2; ibid., 30 Dec. 1867,
pp. 1-2; ibid., 4 Feb. 1868, pp. 1-2; Times, 3 Sept. 1866,
p. 6; "Military Reform I," Fraser's 74(Dec. 1866):683 (This
was the first in a five article series on army reform in
Fraser's); Burgoyne, Our Defensive Forces, pp. v, and 4-5;
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To most Englishmen there was no army on the Continent

more efficient than the Prussian. For this reason the

question was repeatedly raised: What parts of that system

could or should be incorporated into the British army.

Admittedly conscription worked for the Prussians with a

minimum of inconvenience, but the British public detested

the idea of a peacetime draft. The Manchester Guardian

of 10 September 1866 declared emphatically that any nation

with peacetime conscription was "not very well worth fighting

for." Fraser's argued that the idea of conscription in

England "must be abandoned as intolerable."18 Frederic

Harrison condemned it as a "blood tax." The British, however,

did think there was one thing to be learned from Prussian

successes: It was "organization, and not expenditure" that

had obtained the best results.19 The search for effective

Wellesley, Secrets of the Second Empire, pp. 313-314. See
also James Baker, Our Volunteer Army (London: Macmillan and
Co., 1869); P.L. Macdougall, The Army and Its Reserves (London:
W. Mitchell & Co., 1869); M. McMurdo, Rifle Volunteers for
Field Service (London: John Murray, 1869); J.C. O'Dowd,
A Reform (London: William Ridgway, 1868); E.C. Strode,
The Line and the Militia (London: William Ridgway, 1869);
Charles E. Trevelyan, The British Army in 1868 (London:
Longmans, Green, and Co., 1868); and "Reorganization of the
Army," Fraser's 77(May 1868):545-559.

18 Guardian, 10 Sept. 1866, p. 2; ibid., 28 Aug. 1866,
p. 4; Gazette, 15 Feb. 1867, p. 4; "Military Reform I,"
Fraser's 74:684, 686-687; Harrison, "Bismarckism," Fortnightly
14:649; Lord Howden to Clarendon, ca. 9 Aug. 1866, Maxwell,
Life of Clarendon, 2:326.

1 9V. Baker, Army Reform, p. 17.
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military reform continued in Britain throughout the period,

1866-1870, but the Prussian and French schemes of peacetime

conscription were roundly rejected.

While England searched for ways to gird up her strength,

she urged the continental powers to resort to general

disarmament. Many Englishmen agreed with The Times when it

observed that the "first condition of peace is disarmament

. . . ," a move which would end the armed peace without the

necessity of a major war.20 If large armies threatened the

peace and the progress of Europe, the Continent could not

advance beyond its present stage of development until a

general arms reduction took place.21 Grant Duff, like many

others, believed that the great barrier to disarmament was

the Franco-Prussian rivalry. He, with the British press,

appealed to these nations to reduce their armaments. Again

the country blamed most often for continuing arms build-up,

was France, whose large military establishment (according

to the British press), was maintained for only one reason:

an aggressive attack upon Prussia. Prussia would reduce

20 Times, 7 Sept. 1867, p. 8.

21 Ibid., 15 Feb. 1867, p. 8; ibid., 25 Apr. 1867, p. 6;
ibid., 16 May 1867, p. 10; ibid., 30 Oct. 1868, p. 6; ibid.,
6 Nov. 1868, p. 8; "Franco-Austrian Alliance," Mon. g
141(Oct. 1867):243; and Grant Duff, Speeches of 1868, pp.
5-6.
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her army only if the French threat was removed.22 Lord

Clarendon, however, believed that Prussia would never reduce

her army, because it was the king's "idol," though he never

doubted Wilhelm's desire for peace. He also thought that

France would be willing to disarm, if Prussia did so first,

and that if Prussia did not make the first move, then all

responsibility for the continued armed peace rested on

Prussia and her king.2 3

After Sadowa, John Bull watched the tension between

France and Prussia increase until it strained international

relations. To him a war between these two countries was a

foregone conclusion, but when the conflict came, he was

surprised and unprepared for it. By 1870, it looked as if

France and Prussia had learned to live with each other,

if not amicably at least peacefully within the context of the

day. The French were involved with domestic political

reform, and the Germans were not expected to break the peace.

On 8 February 1870, The Times reported that "at this moment

22 Grant Duff, Seeches, pp. 182-183; Times, 2 May
1868, p. 10; ibidl, 22 May 1868, p. 9; and Guardian, 18 Sept.
1868, p. 2.

23 Clarendon to Victoria, 26 Jan. 1870, Victoria, Letters,
2:5; and Clarendon to Loftus, 9 Mar. 1870, in Temperley and
Penson, Foundations of British Fore y, p. 322.
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. . . there is a lull in Continental politics." When Lord

Granville entered the Foreign Office in July 1870, permanent

Under-Secretary of State Hammond, assured him he had "never

known so great a lull in foreign affairs."24

That lull was broken by the Franco-Prussian War; the

immediate cause of which was the candidacy of Leopold of

Hohenzollern-Sigmaringen for the Spanish throne.25 News

of the candidacy first appeared without comment in the

British press on 5 July 1870, but the next day, The Times,

regarded Leopold as eminently qualified for the Spanish

throne, but thought his candidature would provoke the French

24 Lever, "The Great Artist," Blackwood's 108:356 and
358; Daily News (London): The War Correspondence of the
News 1870 Edited, with Notes and Comments Forming a
Continuous Narrative of the War between Germany and France
(London: Macmillan and Co., 1871), p. 1; Edward Henry Stanley,
Speeches and Addresses on Political and Social Questions by
Edward Henry, Earl of Dery K.G., 1870-1891 (London:
Harrison & Sons, n.d.), p. 17; "The War," Fraser's, o.s.
82:385; Times, 8 Feb. 1870, p. 7; and PD, 3rd ser., 203(1870):3.

25 For the history of the Hohenzollern candidacy, see
Robert Howard Lord, The i of the War of 1870: New
Documents from the German Archives, Harvard Historical
Studies, Vol. 28 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 1924); and Lawrence D. Steefel, Bismarck, the Hohenzollern
Candidacy, and the Origins of the Franco-Prussian War of 1870
(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1962).
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to whom the nomination of a distant relative of Wilhelm I

of Prussia would appear as the work of Bismarck. The Times,

therefore, feared that this affair would revive the old

jealousies between France and Prussia. The Manchester

Guardian agreed with the London paper's assessment of Leopold's

qualifications and also the French reaction. The Guardian

did not see how the Paris cabinet could view the candidacy

as anything but the "fresh fruit of Count Bismarck's intrigue,"

but it did not believe much would come of the affair.

Napoleon would protest, of course, but after the Spanish

Cortes and people had elected Leopold, the emperor would

accept the new monarch. He was, after all, also distantly

related to Napoleon. 2 6

But these papers underestimated the vehemence of the

French protest. On the very day their comments were being

read by the British man in the street, Antoine Agenor Alfred,

the Duc de Gramont, the French foreign minister, in a speech

to the French Assembly, declared that unless the Prussian

government put an end to the candidacy there would be war.

The Times fretted because a new confrontation between France

and Prussia now clearly threatened the peace of Europe. Though

26 Times, 5 July 1870, p. 12; ibid., 6 July 1870, p. 9;
and Guardian, 6 July 1870, pp. 4-5.
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the paper did not call upon Leopold to renounce the offered

crown, it did believe his candidacy could lead to war.

The Times did not blame Bismarck for the new crisis, but

General Juan Prim, Marques de los Castillejos, head of the

Spanish provisional government which had selected Leopold.

The Pall Mall Gazette likewise denounced General Prim and

declared that, while the candidacy of Leopold was not in

and of itself wrong, because it threatened the peace of

Europe, it "deserves condemnation."27

While French reaction to the candidature became more

indignant, approaching hysterics in English opinion, the

British press began to condemn the method used by the Spanish

to select Leopole. The negotiations had been secret and,

therefore, discourteous to other European nations, particularly

France, but they in no way justified France's overreaction

or war. The Gazette, moreover, was very concerned that the

Prussian government had made no official comment or move in

the cirsis. This silence stemmed from Bismarck's insistence

that the affair was entirely a Hohenzollern family matter.

Leopold had requested and received the reluctant consent of

Wilhelm I as head of the family before he finally accepted

the nomination, after having thrice declined it. Since

2 7 Times, 7 July 1870, p. 9; and Gazette, 7 July 1870,

p. 1.
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Wilhelm had not acted as chief of the Prussian state,

nothing he did could be considered official. According to

the Gazette, this "distinction may mean a great deal." 2 8

Parliament first took notice of the candidacy on 11 July,

when Earl Granville, who had become foreign secretary less

than a week earlier, was asked to make a statement concerning

the "complications which have arisen between . . . Spain,

France and Prussia." Granville's reply consisted of a report

of a meeting he had had with Charles-Felix, Marquis de La

Valette, the French ambassador, on 6 July. During the con-

versation, La Valette had declared that the French government

would never allow Leopold to sit upon the Spanish throne,

and that if Britain wished to preserve peace, it should "use

. . . its influence with the other parties concerned."

Granville admitted that he did not fully understand the

French case and that he regretted the strong language used

by the French government in its demands for Leopold's with-

drawal. The British government indeed had been in contact

with all parties involved in the affair, and other nations

which desired to maintain peace, and that he trusted "in the

28 Times, 8 July 1870, p. 9; ibid., 9 July 1870, p. 9;
Guardian, 8 July 1870, p. 3; and Gazette, 9 July 1870,
p. 2.
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sense and moderation of the rulers and statesmen of Europe

to avert so great a calamity as war." 2 9

On 12 July, Leopold, through his father Prince Karl

Anton, withdrew his candidacy for the Spanish throne. The

British thought this sacrificial act ended the crisis and

would preserve European peace. But it was not enough for

zealots like Gramont and the Empress Eug6nie, who wished to

humiliate Prussia. Garmont now demanded that King Wilhelm

guarantee that Leopold would not accept the nomination in the

future, if the offer were renewed. This, he politely, but

firmly, refused to do, since he considered the affair closed.

Negotiations continued at Ems until 13 July, when Bismarck

edited the so-called Ems dispatch. The Times accepted the

edited version without reservation and accused France of

29 Earl of Malmesbury in Lords, PD, 3rd ser., 203(1870):l;
and Granville in Lords, ibid. See also Granville to Gladstone,
7 July 1870, The Political Correspondence of Mr. Gladstone
and Lord Granville, 1868-1876, ed. Agatha Ramm, 2 vols.
(London: Royal Historical Society, 1952), 1:105-106. For
the official report on British efforts to mediate the crisis,
see Great Britain, Parliament, "France and Prussia:
Correspondence Respecting the Negotiations Preliminary to
the War between France and Prussia, 1870," Sessional Papers,
70, cmd. 167(22 July 1870):17; "Further Correspondence:
[Franco-Prussian War, No. 2 (1870)]," ibid., cmd. 189(29 July
1870), p. 101; "Further Correspondence, [July-August 1870]:
[Franco-Prussian War No. 3 (1870)]," ibid., cmd. 210(10 Aug.
1870), p. 115; PD, 3rd ser., 203(1870):1052-56; and Annual
Register, 112(1870) :199-204.
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carrying things too far. The Guardian condemned French

actions, but admitted that they might not have been reported

truthfully. The Gazette did not believe the telegram itself

had much significance, given the deteriorating situation

between France and Prussia. 30

The British, of course, never accepted the Hohenzollern

candidacy as a legitimate casus belli. Perhaps Disraeli,

then leader of the opposition in Parliament, best summed up

British opinion of this situation when he declared: "I cannot

induce myself to believe that in the 19th century . . .

anything so degrading and so barbarous can occur as a War

of Succession." The British hoped that surely the civiliza-

tion of Europe had progressed far enough to make such an

occurrence impossible. They were wrong. The French govern-

ment decided for war on 15 July, and the Assembly approved

its declaration on the 19th.31

Most Englishmen held the French and their emperor

responsible for the Franco-Prussian War: They had been the

30Times, 14 July 1870, p. 9; ibid., 15 July 1870, pp. 8-9;
Gazette, 14 July 1870, p. 1; ibid., 15 July 1870, p. 1;
Guardian, 14 July 1870, pp. 4-5; ibid., 15 July 1870, p. 3;
and Gladstone to Granville, 14 July 1870, Ramm, Gladstone-
Granville Correspondence, 1:111-112.

31 PD, 3rd ser., 203(1870):343. See also Gladstone in
Commons, ibid., col. 346; Times, 12 July 1870, p. 9; ibid.,
13 July 1870, p. 9; and "The War," Fraser's, o.s. 82:387.
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aggressor, anxious to destroy Germany; Prussia had given

no provocation for this conflict. According to British

opinion, this was not the first time France had played this

role, and the encore was as much a crime as the first per-

formance. For their actions the French deserved no sympathy.

Even the Positivists--Congreve and Harrison--condemned

France for the declaration of war.32

A few British skeptics, however, were suspicious of

Prussian involvement in the affair. As early as 7 July,

the Pall Mall Gazette had declared that the crux of the

matter was Count Bismarck's role in the Hohenzollern

candidacy. On the 8th, the Gazette had even suggested that

Bismarck and Prussia were trying to provoke a French declara-

tion of war. Then on the llth, the paper outlined, in its

entirety, the actual course of events: Bismarck was forcing

32Times, 16 July 1870, p. 8; Guardian, 16 July 1870,
p. 7; Gazette, 16 July 1870, p. 1; "Causes of the War,"
Fraser's, o.s. 82:267; "The War," ibid., p. 387; Lever,
"Remanding the Prisoner," Blackwood's 108(Sept. 1870):354-55;
Lord Shaftesbury to Count Bernstorff, 16 July 1870, Ringhoffer,
Bernstorff Papers, 2:276-277; Arnold, Friendship's Garland,
p. 100; Congreve, "The War," in Essays, p. 219; Harrison,
"Bismarckism," Fortnightly 14:635; Thomas Herbert Noyes,
"Napoleon's Farewell," Mon. g 147(Oct. 1870):386;
Morley, Recollections, 2 vols. (New York: Macmillan Co.,
1917), 1:55; Gathorne Hardy, journal entry, 16 July 1870,
Gathorne Hardy, 1:297; and Gladstone to Victoria, 15 July
1870, Victoria, Letters, 2:34.
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war upon France in order to unite north and south Germany.

The Gazette insisted this was the only explanation which

fit Bismarck's past behavior, thus it could not be a "very

far-fetched theory." The Guardian speculated along the same

lines, but concluded that the case must be decided on the

evidence alone, and since there was none, Prussia and Bismarck

must be adjudged innocent. Several M.P.'s also were suspicious

of Bismarck's involvement. 3 3

Others believed that both nations shared equally the

responsibility for war. France and Prussia alike, by their

actions during the armed peace, failure to disarm, and mis-

management of the July negotiations, had jointly inflicted

this catastrophe on Europe.3 4

As soon as the London cabinet learned officially of the

declaration of war, it assumed a posture of strict neutrality,

but demanded that the belligerents respect the independence

and territorial integrity of Belgium, the Netherlands, and

33Gazette, 7 July 1870, p. 1; ibid., 8 July 1870, p. 1;
ibid., 11 July 1870, p. 1; ibid., 15 July 1870, p. 1;
Guardian, 16 July 1870, p. 7; ibid., 20 July 1870, p. 5;
ibid., 21 July 1870, p. 4; and George Hamilton, Parliamentary
Reminiscences and Reflections, 1868 to 1885 (London: John
Murray, 1916), p. 35.

34 Times, 20 July 1870, p. 9; Granville to Victoria,
15 July 1870, Victoria, Letters, 2:34-35; and Congreve,
The Repbi of the West, p. 1.
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Luxemburg. The Berlin and Paris courts assured Prime

Minister William E. Gladstone that they would not violate

these nations' neutral status. Bismarck, however, sent to

the British government on July 19 a copy of the Benedetti

Treaty (16 August 1866), by which France offered to give

Prussia a free hand in uniting north and south Germany in

exchange for her assistance in annexing Belgium. This

document convinced Gladstone that further guarantees were

necessary. Both Prussia and France complied between 9-11

August 1870. Thus assured, Britain remained neutral.3 5

The war Englishmen had dreaded so long was upon them.

The armed peace had ended, but at what price? France again

had broken the peace, or so it seemed. In any case, as

the Prussian armies quickly overran northeastern France

and settled down to the long seige of Paris, John Bull

began to reappraise his traditional views of the Continent,

his role therein, and which power really threatened the

European balance of power.

35 Granville in Lords, PD, 3rd ser., 203(1870):382;
Gladstone in Commons, ibid., cols. 409 and 645; Times,
16 July 1870, p. 8; Sontag, Germany and E p. 84;
and Bourne, Victorian Foreign P l p. 121.



CHAPTER IV

A RETROSPECT

The attitudes and opinions of the British man in the

street between the years 1866 and 1870 were a composite of

astute observation, casual reflection, naive speculation,

and simple prejudice. He empathized with the Germans

because he considered them kinsmen: They shared a common

religion, anti-French heritage, and lived under related

ruling families. This comparison was superficially true,

but there were other more practical and solid reasons for

Britain's pro-German posture. The Germans appeared to the

average Englishman to be more honest, frugal, hard-working,

and devout than the French and thus a better people. Prussia

was a strong state, becoming stronger, and strength was a

paramount virtue in the eyes of John Bull. Prussia, moreover,

had assumed the leadership of a nationalist movement for the

unification of the German Volk, a struggle which inspired

the admiration of most Englishmen who thought that peoples

of the same race, language, or tradition should, if they

so desired, unite into one nation-state. German unification

was especially desirable since a new state in Central Europe
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would serve as a counterpoise to aggressive powers like

France and Russia. The Germans also could be expected to

defend Protestantism on the Continent and promote the interests

of their interrelated dynasties. The British attached

particular importance to the latter expectation, for they

did not want to become actively involved in continental

affairs.

The British man in the street did not necessarily like

the Prussians, their king, or his minister-president, because

they had joined with Austria in violating Denmark in 1864,

an action which led many Englishmen to regard Prussia as

aggressive and oppressive. But in 1864 the British apparently

failed to grasp the great truth which became self-evident

two years later with Austria's defeat at Sadowa. After this

battle, the British became convinced that the Berlin cabinet

was motivated by a desire to unite the various German states,

a goal the British understood and applauded. Even Bismarck

was whitewashed by this single Prussian victory and the

events which followed. Not only had the Prussian minister-

president and his master allied themselves with German

nationalism, but also irresistible democratic forces:

constitutionalism, parliamentary government, universal

military conscription, and mass education. The British

naively believed all of these things were part of the progress
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of the German nation, which could not be stopped, and which

would lead naturally and inevitably to a liberal'and enlightened

society. Wilhelm and Bismarck could no more stop this

evolutionary process than they could stop the tide. From

their secure and insular position, most Englishmen did not

foresee, or even dream, of the evil to which the excesses

of nationalism would lead Germany. The German army might

be based on a levee en masse, but those citizens were just

as capable of committing crimes in the name of the nation

as were professional soldiers. If faith "is the substance

of things hoped for, the evidence of things not seen," then

the British certainly had faith in the Germans, and especially

in Bismarck and his king.

The French, however, did not inspire this same faith.

Far from desiring peace, as the Germans allegedly did, the

subjects of Napoleon III seemed anxious to plunge Europe

into a long and costly war in order to humiliate Prussia

and the other German states. The British man in the street

equated the desire to defend the national honor with aggrandize-

ment and denounced it as such, for had not this aggressive

spirit led France to meddle in the affairs of most of her

neighbors: The attempt to buy Luxemburg, the Belgian railway

dispute, the reoccupation of Rome, and even the Mexican
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expedition? The Second Empire's quest to obtain "Revenge

for Sadowa" seemed absurd to the British, who did not think

that Prussia challenged France's position as the premier

nation on the Continent. Surely she need not prove it by

attacking a neighbor who was only doing what France had done

centuries before? Did not the French have better things to

do than to worry about what the Germans were doing? They

should put their own house in order and let the rest of the

world do the same. There was no honor in attacking a neighbor

who presumably wanted nothing more than to be left alone.

Then there was Napoleon. The British thought he had

ruled France well, but at a high price. There was little

political freedom in the empire, and most Englishmen condemned

the emperor's reluctance to grant additional liberal reforms.

Liberalization would solve most, if not all, of Napoleon's

difficulties and do so without disturbing the peace of Europe.

In British opinion, however, Napoleon was a much freer agent

than he actually was. John Bull tended to forget all the

factors that influenced the emperor of the French: his wife,

the Church, conservatives, liberals, and all the other voices

to which Napoleon must listen. The English mistakenly

thought he controlled France and thereby the Continent.

Thus, when the Franco-Prussian War erupted in July 1870,
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the British public assumed the French and Napoleon III were

entirely at fault.

The British, of course, did not have all the facts.

They did not know of Bismarck's schemes and intrigues to

force Austria and then France to declare war on Prussia. To

make matters worse, the British did not receive reliable

information from their continental correspondents. When war

broke out, for example, The Times had no full-time correspond-

ent at Paris. Thus without first-hand information to explain

French actions during the Hohenzollern Candidature, most

Englishmen denounced French policy. Karl Able, the Berlin

correspondent for The Times, was, moreover, a moderate

Prussian nationalist, and thus the 65,000 readers of the

influential London paper read that Prussia desired only

peace, while the French were forcing the unwilling hand of

the German people.1

The British declaration of neutrality at the beginning

of the Franco-Prussian War was merely a manifestation of the

fifty-year policy of non-intervention. While the English,

The TimesL The History of the London "Times," Vol. 2:
The Tradition Established, 1841-1884 (London: The Office of
The Times, 1939), p. 416. See also [Karl Able], Letters on
International Relations before and during the War of 1870~ y
"The Times" Correspdent at Berlin, 2 vols. (London: Tinsley
Brothers, 1871).
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of course, regretted the war and all its misery, they saw

no national interests at issue, except for protecting the

neutrality of Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxemburg. When

the two belligerent powers provided the necessary reassurance

to the London cabinet, its responsibility to the Continent

ended. Neither Parliament nor the nation paid any attention

to the Positivists' demand for British entry into the war on

the side of the French.2 Traditional isolationism, however,

was not the only reason for British noninvolvement. For

many years the government had neglected the army, which con-

sequently had remained a small, volunteer force, completely

outclassed by the huge, modern armies of France and Prussia.

Protection of Britian's empire and world-wide commercial

interests were matters of greater concern to Englishmen.

After briefly debating the genesis of the war, Parliament

focused its attention on the more important question of the

safety of British goods and ships on the high seas and in

belligerent ports during the war.3

2Congreve, Our Foregn pp. 1-4.

3PD, 3rd ser., 203 (1870):876-7.
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Englishmen had watched with horror as the continental

powers ruined their economy by pouring their treasure into

armies. The armed peace, they thought, had resulted in a

tremendous waste of economic and human resources, and for

what purpose? It could not guarantee peace, but could

lead only to the anathema of war. A few Englishmen, however,

argued that war could be no worse than the armed peace and

would at least have the advantage of settling long standing

quarrels and contested points of honor.

The typical British observer of continental affairs

between 1866 and 1870 put his faith in those he thought

were the agents of Progress and distrusted those who appeared

to represent the forces of repression, but he soon discovered

that Prussia was not as virtuous as he had believed, and

France not as evil as he had imagined.



EPILOGUE

The Franco-Prussian War changed many of the ideas and

attitudes which Englishmen had accepted as articles of faith.

In the late 1860s, the British man in the street had blamed

France for threatening the peace of Europe, and when war came

in July 1870, he pronounced France guilty. The British had

praised the Germans as a peace-loving people, but as the

war continued, they began to see another side. The Prussians

went far beyond what was necessary to defend themselves

against a French invasion. The British thought that the

war should have ended with Napoleon III's surrender at Sedan

(2 September 1870), but the Germans continued to drive deeper

into France until they had invested Paris, which they then

bombarded with little regard for the non-combatants within

the city. When Bismarck announced his terms at the end of

February 1871, the British criticized them as too harsh.

More and more Englishmen agreed with Richard Congreve who, on

17 September 1870, had declared that the Germans ought to

lose all sympathy for carrying the war so far. Charles W.

Dilke, no friend of France, abandoned the Prussian ambulance

corps with which he had served until after the Battle of
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Sedan and went to Paris to help the wounded there. Others

in England began to call for British intervention, at least

on the diplomatic front, to obtain more reasonable terms

for France.1

As the war continued into 1871, Englishmen re-examin-

ed Prussian actions during the last four years of peace and

concluded that the Prussians had not been as guiltless as

they had assumed. Some now even feared the new Germany as

the one nation on the Continent which constituted a threat

to British interests in Europe and the rest of the world.2

The swift successes of the Prussian armies also aroused

a new call in England for the reform of the British army, and

1 Congreve, Republic of the West, p. 1; idem, Paris (2)
(n.p., 13 Feb. 1871), pp. 1-2; Stephen Gwynn and Gertrude M.
Tuckwell, The L ife of the Rt. Hon. Sir Charles W. Dilke, 2
vols. (London: John Murray, 1917), 1:104; [George Robert
Gleig], "The Great Collapse," Blackwood's 108 (Nov. 1870):656;
Annual Register, 112 (1870):93; [George T. Chesney], "The
Battle of Dorking: Reminiscences of a Volunteer," Blackwood's
109 (May 1871):542; and Low and Sanders, History of England,
p. 263.

2Carnarvon to Lord Salisbury, 27 Jan. 1871, in Arthur
Hardinge, The Life of Heny Howard Molyneux Herbert, Fourth
Earl Carnarvon, 3 vols. (London: Oxford University Press,
1925), 2:22-23; and "Causes of the War," Fraser's o.s.
82 : 267.
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this demand became so intense that one author called it

the "panic cry for more armaments."3 Some Englishmen

even feared a German invasion in 1871.

But the most important effect which the Franco-Prussian

War had on the British mind was to evoke skepticism of the

long cherished idea that progress, or the evolution of

civilization, could end war. Lord Stanley, Britain's

strongest supporter of this dogma and the principle of non-

intervention, felt compelled on 12 August 1870 to confess to

the North Lancashire Agricultural Society at Blackpool that

the notion of having no more wars was "illusory"; thus the

idea was "useless and dangerous to indulge in." The Franco-

Prussian War, he admitted, indicated that "civilization

has not so far advanced as we had supposed." 4

3Chesney, "Battle of Dorking," Blackwood's 109:539-572;
"The Political Effects of the War on England," Mon. Mag. 147
(Oct. 1870):483-88; [William Hamley], "Thoughts Suggested
by the War," Blackwood's 108 (Dec. 1870);774-791; Stanley,
Speeches, p. 17; Victoria to Gladstone, 16 and 18 July 1870,
Victoria, Letters, 2:37, 39-40; and Gladstone to Victoria,
19 July 1870, ibid., 2:40-42. See also The Panic Cr for
More Armaments. An Address to the People of England ([London]:
n.p., [1870]).

4 Stanley, Speeches, p. 16.



APPENDIX A

ANALYSIS OF BRITISH PERIODICALS

In any study of public opinion, it is necessary to know
something of the nature of the sources used and their reader-
ship. Below are brief descriptions of the clientele, circula-
tion figures, and political orientation of the newspapers
and journals used in this thesis. Unless otherwise noted,
all information is from Alvar Ellegard, The Reader of
the Periodical Press in Mid-Victorian Britain, G6teborge
Universities Arsskrift, Vol. 63 (GOteborg: Elanders
Boktryckeri Aktiebolag, 1957).

All the Year Round: Circulation during the period was
approximately 55,000; readers were educated, middle class
Liberals.

Athenaeum: With a circulation of 15,000, it "had something
of the position of the Times in its own field: it was regarded
as almost indispensable among literary and scientific men."
(p.22)

Bentley s Miscellany: Publishing mostly fiction, it had
about 3,000 middle to upper class readers. It was merged with
the Temple Bar in 1868.

Blackwood's Edinburgh Magazine: The 7,000 middle to upper
class readers were, like the magazine itself, conservative
in politics. It was "of some importance as an organ of
opinion . . . ." (p. 33)

British terly Review: Chiefly a religious review, it had
about 2,000 readers who were mostly Congregationalists or
Baptists.

Cornhill Magazine: Its 18,000 readers were politically
liberal and belonged to middle and upper classes.
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Dublin Review: This leading Roman Catholic journal had a
circulation of 2,000. The readership was composed of educated,
upper class Catholics in both Britain and Ireland. The
Review was published in London.

Edinbug Review: The leading Whig organ, this journal had
a circulation of some 7,000 educated middle and upper class
readers who were politically liberal.

Fortnigh Review: The educated middle to upper class
readership of this review numbered 2,500, and their politics
ranged from liberal to radical.

Fraser's Magazine: This "important organ of opinion" had
7,000 middle to upper class, liberal readers. (p. 33)

Gentleman's azine: The 10,000 readers of this magazine
were middle to upper class.

Macmillan's Magazine: Politically liberal with 8,000 middle
to upper class readers. Primarily an organ of opinion, it
published little fiction.

Manchester Guardian: In 1870 the daily circulation was 30,000.
Readers were lower middle to upperclass, liberal to radical,
and lived mainly in the northern industrial centers of Britain.
To a large extent, it represented Manchester capitalism.

New Moth Maazine: The magazine had 2,000 upper middle
to upper class readers, most of whom were conservative in
politics. The magazine itself "advocated a Liberal-Conserva-
tive coalition." (p. 34)

North British Review: Most of its 3,000 readers supported
the review's Liberal position. Although relatively important
in the 1860s, it ceased publication in 1871.

Pall Mall Gazette: This journal had about 8,000 liberal to
conservative, middle to upper class readers.



157

Saturda Review: An important organ of opinion, with 20,000
highly educated middle to upper class readers, who were
both Liberal and Conservative. The Review itself tended
toward conservatism.

The Times: Of its 65,000 readers, more than half lived
outside the London area. This daily paper was politically
conservative, while its readers "represented a very fair
sample of the educated middle to upper classes . . . in
the country at large." (p. 18) The Pall Mall Gazette thought
that "the Times is understood to be rather the reflection
than the guide of public opinion . . .. i

Westminster Review: With 4,000 liberal, middle to upper
class readers, it was thought to be "the third of the three
great Reviews" by Britons of the period. (p. 28)

121 July 1866, p. 12.
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ABBREVIATIONS OF PERIODICAL TITLES

Br. Quart. Rev. --British Quarterly Review

Edin. Rev. - -Edinburgh Review

Gent. Mag.--Gentleman's Magazine

Mon. Mg.--New Monthly Magazine

N. Br. Rev.--North British Review

Sat. Rev.--Saturday Review
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