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PREFACE.

—————

Books about Napoleon abound, but I have never met one
which dealt satisfactorily with his greatest military enter-
prise, the greatest in authentic history. Original materials
for a history of the Russian expedition abound. There
are many hundreds of Napoleon’s own letters; there are
despatches and manifestoes on the other side. There
are elaborate military histories, written by eye-witnesses,
mostly too detailed and occasionally too technical for the
ordinary reader. There are personal memoirs without
end, some recording only the writers’ experiences, others
which, though personal in form, were written by men
whose position gave them more or less knowledge of the
general course of events. There are state papers, pub-
lished and unpublished, that throw light on the diplo-
matic relations of Napoleon, his avowed enemies, and his
reluctant allies. Oubt of these materials i1t ought to be
possible to construct a history which shall set forth the
causes of the invasion of Russia, shall make the military
events intelligible to the civilian reader, and bring out the
reasons why its failure was inevitable.

Napoleon’s Correspondence, in which must be included
a certain number of letters not found in the official edition,
furnighes very valuable evidence, if due allowance be made
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for his disregard of truth whenever he could serve a
purpose by perverting it. The orders actually given show
correctly the dates and nature of his preparations for
the war. From them can be inferred with fair certainty
what he intended to do, and what he knew of the state
of things, at each moment of the campaign. The narra-
tive contained in the bulletins is falsified so outrageously
that they are worthless, except as illustrating Napoleon’s
character. The facts however are recorded so fully by
many witnesses that therve is little difficulty in ascertaining
the truth.

The best anthority of all is undoubtedly Chambray, who
served in the artillery throughout the campaign. He had
access to the French War Office, and took great pains to
procure accurate statements of numbers, ete. Writing
after the Russian official history had appeared, he had
before him similar information about the enemy. He is
thoroughly impartial in spirit, and if he makes mistakes
at all, does so through lack of information not available
when he wrote. Chambray's work contains, in the text
and in the appendix, a large number of highly important
documents. Many of these are to be found in Napoleon’s
Correspondence, but by no means all. The most valuable
of them are despatches sent by Berthier in pursuance of
-instructions from Napoleon which are not extant. Vaudon-
court on one or two points obtained better information
about things on the Russian side than Chambray, but his
style is less clear, and his narrative is defaced by an
unwarranted tone of contempt towards the enemy. Ségur’s
history of the expedition has attracted much more notice
than it deserves: he lets his bitter hostility to Napoleon
colonr hig narrative, and he is far from trustworthy as to
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facts. Labaume gives useful information as to the 4th
corps, to which he belonged ; he too is hostile to Napoleon,
but this does not warp his views.

The Russian campaign fills many pages in the memoirs
of Fezensac, a colonel in Ney’s corps, who is a vivid
narrator, and a most valuable witness as to matters
which came within his own observation. If Marbot had
been equally trustworthy, he would have contributed use-
fully, since he was in Oudinot’s corps, which was left on
the Dwina, and with Vietor’s bore the brunt of the fight-
ing at the Berezina. He deals however in romance, and
is continually inaccurate in his statements about things
which are fully known : hence his testimony is worthless.
The narrative of Baron Fain, one of Napoleon’s secre-
taries, contains some useful documents, but is other-
wise valueless. From the countless memoirs written by
men of lower rank some interesting defails may bhe
gathered. Most of them give the impression of honestly
recording what the writers remembered or believed, though
some few indulge in unblushing fiction. One cavalry officer,
for instance, relates that he went on a foraging expedition
from Moscow to the neighbourhocd of Poltava, fully 400
miles off, that the whole regiment obtained remounts, and
brought back a large convoy of grain and fodder, in less
than a fortnight !

Buturlin, the Russian official historian of the campaign,
wrote very soon after it. He had access to all official
returns and other documents, and goes into full detail.
His style is dull, and his position compelled him to act
as apologist for Kutusov, the Russian commander-in-chief ;
his facts however are generally trustworthy. Danilevski,
who wrote some twenty years later at the request of
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Nicolas I., adds little to Buturlin exeept on two or three
points, but he is more readable. The reminiscences of Duke
Lugene of Wurtemberg, who commanded a Russian division
throughout, profess to give only what he himself witnessed,
but they are of great value in elucidating more than one
highly important incident in which he was personally con-
cerned. Sir Robert Wilson, the one English eye-witness,
saw things of course from the Russian side. He had
excellent opportunities and good military judgment, though
perhaps a little prone to over-estimate his own importance.
He is an unsparing critic of the shortcomings of the
Russians, particularly of Kutusov.

In a different category again are the writings of the two
great theoretic strategists who took part in the campaign,
Jomini and Clausewitz., The former has greatly marred
his Life of Napoleon by pretending that the Emperor is
telling his own story: hence one hardly knows whether
the excuses put forward for Napoleon’s mistakes are merely
dramatic, or represent the writer’s real opinion. Never-
theless his pages give a good compendious view of the
whole campaign, fuller of facts, though for that very
reason less clear in outline, than that of Clausewitz. The
book of the latter contains his own personal experiences—
he took part in the Russian retreat on Moscow, and was
then sent off on other duty—mixed up with an admirable
summary of the campaign, with criticisms on the general
strategy of both parties.

The original authorities, whatever their divergences of
opinion or of statement, agree to destroy the fiction that
the failure of the invasion was due to the cold. This was
propagated so sedulously by Napoleon himself, and by his
admirers, that it has become an established fact for the
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uncritical many who are contented with vague notions about
history. It has also, like the rest of the Napoleonic legend,
found more credence than it deserved among people better
informed, partly through the literary skill with which it
was presented, partly through the profound impression
which Napoleon made on his generation, on friends and
foes alike. The genuine evidence shows conclusively that
the cold did no more than convert defeat into destruction,
and ruin whatever: faint chance may have been left of
partially redeeming the failure at the last moment.

For the political side of the history, Napoleon’s own
Correspondence exhibits his behaviour to his allies. The
really important sources of information are however the
state papers of other countries. Oncken was the first to
explore the various German archives, and to establish
beyond all doubt, what was before surmised, the true
nature of the seeret relations between Austria and Prussia,
and of the aftitude of both towards the two great con-
tending Empires. He deals with the diplomacy of 1811—2,
however, rather as introductory to the main topic of his
book, the relations of Austria and Prussia in 1813. Hence
he does not dwell on the secret intercourse of Austria
and Russia, though he had read, and occasionally quotes,
the Vienna papers. Nor did Oncken obtain access to the
records of the British Foreign Office, which throw frequent
light on the course of affairs, especially in the north.
From both sources I have derived information, hitherto
so far as I know unpublished, which mostly serves to
explain and to confirm views already entertained, rather
than to suggest new ones. My thanks are due to the
authorities of the Record Office, and still more of the
k.k. Haus-Hof- und Staats-Archiv at Vienna, for their
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invariable courtesy, and assistance in discovering documents
likely to be of service.

I have also to acknowledge a debt of gratitude to
Mr. W. R. Morfill, the Oxford Reader in the Slavonie
languages, for much help in dealing with the Russian
nomenclature. A few Russian names, such as Moscow,
have established English forms: in transliterating all
other Russian names, and in choosing between Polish and
Russian forms of names in the border lands, I have been
guided entirely by Mr. Morfill’s advice.

HEREFORD B. GEORGE.

OXFORD,
25th March, 1899,
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NAPOLEON’S INVASION OF RUSSIA

CHAPTER 1.
INTRODUCTORY.

Tur causes of the invasion of Russia, the first decided
stage of Napoleon’s downfall, must be looked for in the
Peace of Tilsit and before it. It is said with truth that
Napoleon at Tilsit took the wrong course, when, instead of
being content with an advantageous peace, he agreed with
the Tzar for a virtual partition of Europe. The secret
articles of the treaty, by which each Emperor was to preserve
a benevolent neutrality while the other spoiled his neigh-
bours by force, were perhaps not more unprincipled than
gome other treaties in which the personal or dynastic
interests of the contracting parties were alone considered,
but nevertheless they were obviously iniquitous. Alexander,
whose impulses were on the whole honourable, might be
blinded for the time by the prospect of great acquisitions,
but could hardly fail sooner or later to feel that he had
been the accomplice of robbery. Such considerations
might not in themselves cause the Tzar to reverse his
policy, but they were sure to give additional vigour to his
action whenever he ultimately found himself in hostility
to Napoleon. The accomplice might well think that the
N.LR. B
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more zealously he combated the arch-robber the better he
would atone for his crime. And Alexander’s confidence
in Napoleon’s friendship could not fail to be shaken by
observing that Napoleon was sacrificing to Russia, as he
himself insisted in his letters, the oldest allies of France.
But the agreement at 'lilsit to enter into Napoleon’s
Continental System, which could not be long adhered to
without material ruin to Russia, was the real determining
cause of the Russian war. Napoleon would pardon no
defection, no lukewarmness in this respect; he openly and
repeatedly declared that he would fight any power that
failed rigidly to maintain the system which, according to
his own arrogant phrase, he had established as law for
the whole of Europe. When Russia at length refused
any longer to adhere strictly to the Continental System,
Napoleon had either to confess himself powerless to enforce
it or prepare to attack Russia. In other words, it was
Napoleon’s intense desire to crush England which took
him to Moscow.

Lanfrey, in a striking passage (Vol. IIL., p. 20), tells how
the city of Amiens erected a triumphal arch, with the
inscription Chemin de U Angleterre, for the First Consul to
pass under in 1808, and points out how truly it was the
road to England on which he then entered, though at the
end was not the triumph of which he dreamed, but—the
Bellerophon. The rupture of the Peace of Amiens was as
definitely and visibly the adoption of the wrong course as
was ever the choice between two diverging paths represented
in fable or allegory as offered to man. He had one of the
grandest opportunities ever given to mortal, if he had been
capable of using it. France was longing for peace, for
time fo consolidate her new institutions, for a revival of
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commerce. Thanks mainly to Napoleon’s victories she had
no equal in military strength, no single enemy who could
be really formidable to her on land. England was at least
equally anxious for peace, and there was enough of sympathy
in England for the original aspirations of the French
Revolution to have made it no difficult task for an ideal
ruler of France to win her friendship. She had sacrificed
many conquests for the sake of peace ; she had suffered so
heavily during the ten years of war that she was quite
willing to do so. But her power was not only not broken,
it was greater at sea than ever, and Nelson’s victories had
made the nation fully conscious of its strength. Napoleon
may be excused for not having foreseen Trafalgar with its
consequences. He never realised the conditions of naval
warfare, or understood why it was hopeless for him to fight
England on the sea. S#ill less could he have been expected
to anticipate the ruinous pressure which English naval
power would he able to exert by closing against France all
ocean commerce. But he did know, or might have known,
that the spirit of England was unbroken, and would endure
neither insulf nor wilful aggression. And he might have
seen where his true interests lay. He was eager, naturally
and laudably eager, for colonies and commerce ; there was
only one power in the world which could deprive France of
them. The most obvious calculation of common sense
would have dictated, if not friendship with that power, at
least peaceful relations for the present.

Tt was not however in Napoleon’s nature to be prudent,
or to be peaceful. Insatiable of power, impatient of any
control or limitation to his absolute will, conscious of his
own transcendent ability to gain everything attainable by
military force, and incapable of really appreciating any

B 2
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other forms of force, he persisted in his career of aggression.
The ink was scarcely dry on the Treaty of Amiens before
he proceeded to fresh annexations, announced and insisted
on in language deliberately insulting to England. He
demanded peremptorily that the British government should
expel the Bourbon princes and their open adherents, and
forcibly silence the press, which abounded in hostile com-
ments on Napoleon’s proceedings, almost as violent in tone
as Napoleon’s own daily language in the Moniteur. The
Addington ministry answered softly enough, without how-
ever {urning away the caleulated wrath of the First Consul:
but on neither point had they the power, even if they had
formed the wish, to make any practical concession. England
would not have endured for a moment any tampering either
with the right of asylum, or with the liberty of the press
within legal limits. England on her side delayed to
evacuate Malta, with perfeet technical right, since the
conditions laid down in the treaty as antecedent to the
evacuation had not yet been fulfilled, but doubtless also
in the hope of being able to retain the island permanently.
Napoleon naturally made the most of this, declaring that
he would sooner see the English in possession of the
Faubourg St. Antoine than at Malta. The reply was
obvious : we adhere to the freaty, neither more nor less.
The spirit of the English nation was rapidly roused; better
open war, it was felt, than a nominal peace during which
the enemy strengthens himself at leisure to resume war at
hig own time. The formal breach ultimately came from
the English side, as Napoleon would have liked a little
more time to build men-of-war; but the responsibility
was none the less on him, the responsibility for twelve
"years more of war, for millions of human lives expended in
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furthering or resisting his ambition. The fatal step was
taken which led to his downfall. After trying in vain for
more than two years to organise a feasible scheme for the
invasion of England, Napoleon, now Ewmperor, turned upon
the allies whom Pitt had at length induced to unite with
him against the common enemy. By the crushing blows of
Ulm and Austerlitz he compelled Austria to sue for peace
on very hard terms. The next year, when Prussia at
length mustered up courage to resist him, he overthrew
her even more decisively. Then came the turn of Russia,
the steady though not very active or efficient ally of both
the German powers. Here Napoleon’s success was not so
rapid or so overwhelming, but his great victory at Friedland
made the Tzar think that he had done quite enough for
states which could no longer strike a blow for themselves,
and peace was made at Tilsit.

It is noteworthy that, as early as October, 1802, in
answer to English remonstrances against Napoleon’s virtual
annexation of Switzerland, the First Consul ordered a
reply! to be sent, in which he threatened if war broke
out again to conquer the Continent and close its ports
against England. The Berlin decree, which followed
immediately on the battle of Jena, was an attempt to put
this idea into operation. When he set out for the cam-
paign of Pultusk and Eylau, he talked of conquering
England on the Vistula. When he met the Tzar at
Tilsit, the first condition which he laid down was that
Russia should join with him against England. The Milan
decree followed, which added something to the weight of

! Talleyrand to Otto, 1 Brumaire, XI. The substance of this
despatch, which is obviously in Napoleon’s style, is given by Thiers
but it is not printed in Napoleon’s Correspondence.
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the yoke that pressed upon Napoleon’s subjects and
vassals; but paper fulminations had not mueh effect on
Great Britain.

It 1is unnccessary to enter into the old controversy
whether either of the contending powers could justify
resorting to the extreme measures actually promulgated,
by Napoleon in the Berlin and Milan decrees, by the
British government in their Orders in Council. The
essential difference between them lay in the fact that the
sea power could enforce its will, while the land power could
not. It is equally needless to describe, after Captain
Mahan’s admirable treatment of the subject, the efforts
made by Napoleon to exclude British commerce from the
Continent. Obviously the Continental System, like per-
secution, could succeed only if perfectly thorough, in other
words only if every people in Europe concurred. That
they should do so willingly was inconceivable: they had no
motive for suffering serious privations in order to please
the conqueror who had already trampled on them, and to
injure a nation which only desired peacefully to supply
their wants. The question was whether Napoleon could
compel acquiescence, either by actual authority within the
regions under his own direct sway, or by terror operating
on the governments of the states still nominally at least
independent. In his own dominions he more or less
succeeded, at the cost of employing whole armies as
police. France, as the most fertile portion of Furope, and
as having suffered but little materially, whatever she had
lost in men, by Napoleon’s wars, was better able to bear
the burden than plundered Ttaly and Germany, though
even France suffered from a very severe commercial crisis
in 1811; and they again felt it less than Sweden or Russia.



INTRODUCTORY. 7

SBweden depended for her very existence as a civilised
community on the export of timber, pitch, iron, bulky
articles for which there was no possible carriage except by
sea, and for which by far the best market was in England.
And ¥ Russia with her vast territory was more self-
supporting, her produce was of the same bulky character.
Italy and Germany were occupied by Napoleon’s armies;
they could not but submit to his requirements, though
the score of hatred against him, already aceumulating in
Germany, was thereby rapidly increased. Austria, having
lost her seaboard, had no immediate interest in the matter.
Sweden had hitherto yielded to dictation, had declared war
on Great Britain, had elected a Frenchman Crown Prince,
and was reckoned by Napoleon as one of his vassals. Tt is
true that she was out of his reach, for he was powerless
to cross the narrowest arm of the sea; but Swedish
Pomerania was defenceless, England was wisely long-
suffering, and Sweden was for many reasons very slow in
deciding to act independently. Russia was the one power
which, while acutely feeling the pressure of the Continental
System, was in a position to venture on repudiating it.
She was not inaceessible to Napoleon’s arms, but she had
great elements of strength, and the Tzar came gradually
to the conclusion that the risks of war were a less evil than
slow strangulation by the loss of all external trade. He
had his grievances, sufficient to form a ground for war if
he desired it, but he had no motive whatever for seeking a
quarrel with France. Napoleon was free to choose between
abandoning his passionate wish to reduce Great Britain to
submission—for one breach in the Continental System
would be as destructive to it as cutting through a single
dyke to an extensive system of defences against flood—and
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making war to force it on Russia. His decision was
the first great step towards his ruin, but no one who
knew Napoleon’s character could doubt what the decision
would be.

The Continental System had therefore led its author, ag
his enemies hoped and expected, to a gigantic war. Tt
had failed in the way anticipated, through victims of
Napoleon’s tyranny at length defying him to foree his will
on them any longer; and as we look back after the lapse
of nearly a century, we can see that failure was inevitable.
But this is not in itself conclusive evidence that it was a
blunder to attempt it, if the matter be looked at from
Napoleon’s point of view. He regarded England as his
irreconcilable enemy, who must be destroyed at any cost.
This was not true, for there was never a time when
the British government would not have concluded a fair
peace, with anything like reasonable assurance that it
was honestly meant. Dut it was true in the sense that
Napoleon was incapable of making reasonable concessions,
and that his conduct after the Treaty of Amiens was
caleulated to suggest more than misgivings as to how he
would keep peace if made. Of Napoleon as he exhibited
himself England was the irreconcilable enemy; and his
only potent weapon against her, assuming his inferiority
at sea, was to minimise the value of her commerce by
excluding it from all markets within his control. Failure
naturally left him in a worse position than if he had never
tried ; the question is whether failure was inevitable. It is
not hard to see after the event that the virtual monopoly
of all ocean commerce, together with such trade with
the Continent as eluded Napoleon’s vigilance, supplied
England so largely with the sinews of war thal, if she had
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the perseverance requisite to hold out, she was practically
certain to be able to bear the strain longer than the
Continent would endure the injury to all material interests
inflicted at Napoleon’s will and pleasure. This was the
fundamental idea of Wellington's policy in Spain; if
resistance to Napoleon could only be kept alive long
enough in the Peninsula, the nations of Europe would
once more combine against him. Wellington’s anxiety,
however, was whether the English ministry would have the
moral courage to hold on long enough; and their lack of
long-sighted wisdom in relation to Spanish affairs makes
one doubt whether they really saw things in the true light.
They could not fail to know that they had the silent
sympathy of the populations of nearly all Europe, and of
most of the governments; but they were aware also that
these governments were not unreasonably in deadly fear
of Napoleon. England was suffering cruelly, was within
measurable distance of total economic collapse; if the
knowledge of this fact, and the renewed disappointments
as to support on the Continent, had led the British
government to give way, it would not have been
astonishing, hardly even blameworthy. Like Alexander
at Tilsit, England might have felt that she had done and
suffered enough for allies who could not or would not help
themselves, and that she herself would be safe beyond
the Channel if she abandoned the common cause. That
this view did not prevail, that England held on to the
triumphant close, was due partly no doubt to native
stubbornness, partly also to the care Napoleon took never
to commit himself to anything that could be deemed
conciliatory.

Napoleon, as all the world knows, was a most
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unscrupulous liar; no ecredence whatever can be given
to his historical statements, unless perhaps where by
inadvertence they tell against himself. Nor has any one
ever exccelled him in audacity of false assertions made in
diplomatic correspondence or in public affairs generally,
where he had an end to gain. Hence it is only with
hesitation that one accepts any declaration of his ag
expressing his real sentiments. Nevertheless there is
much in his Correspondence which points to the coneclusion
that he had really worked himself into a genuine belief
that the English were the enemies of the human race, and
that his Continental System was perfectly sound and just.
Ignorance of economic principles might account for his
requiring Prussia to levy an export duty on wheat, as so
much gained from the English. Wilful refusal to look
facts in the face might account for his repeated asser-
tions, in spite of the strongest representations from the
United States, that there was no such thing afloat as an
honest neutral flag, because all ships, whatever nationality
they assumed, were really British. But it is scarcely
possible that even Napoleon should have declared, in a
memorandum! instructing his ministers to fry to come
to terms with the United States, that the Berlin and Milan
decrees were des lois fondamentales, dérivant de la nature
des choses, unless he had in some sense believed in their
justice.  Again, he used to Eugene Beauharnais,® as a
reason for requiring that all Italian silk should De sent to
France, the singular argument, “si le commerce anglais
triomphe sur mer, c’est parceque les Anglais y sont les plus
forts; il est done convenable, puisque la France est la

1 Napoleon’s Correspondence, 17,669,
2 Nap. Corr. 16,024,
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plus forte sur terre, qu'elle y fasse aussi triompher son
commerce: sans quoi tout est perdu.” As he had no
need to give any reason for the order to Iugene beyond
his own will and pleasure, it is impossible to suppose that
he deliberately used one which he knew to be absurd.
His whole mind was apparently saturated with the thought
that in one way only could he become effectively master
of Europe. He was perhaps not always confident of success ;
the very reiterations, when urging the Tzar to make every
effort to destroy English commerce, of his confident pre-
dictions that little more is needed to ruin Fingland, sound
like attempts to stifle his own misgivings. On one oceasion
he gave utterance to them in a very singular manner.
When the Russian envoy Chernishev, returning to Paris
after a special mission to Stockholm, informed Napoleon
that Sweden was almost ruined by the loss of her frade
with England, he replied that no doubt that was the case,
“‘mais que tout le monde étant réduit par les circon-
stances a souffrir, il était juste qu’elle en eit aussi sa
part.” La dessus a mon grand étonnement, sa Majesté
dit fort vite, & voix basse et avec un mouvement d’im-
patience, que siles Anglais tenaient encore pendant quelque
temps, elle ne savait plus ce que cela deviendrait, ni que
faire.”! It never occurred to him apparently that the
situation was altogether of his own creating. Whether
this was only a passing phase of discouragement, or
whether like Pharaoh he ¢ hardened his heart” against
the promptings of prudence, there is no other evidence
to show.

! Chernishev to the Tzar, the ninth of April, 1811, in vol. xxi. of
Collection of Russian State Papers. N.B.—All Russian documents
are quoted with dates according to the Russian calendar.
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Whether he really considered his own course to be just
and politic, or was unable to bring his mind to make an
open confession of failure, or was merely actuated 13y an
overwhelming desire to have his own way, the result was
the same. He undertook an expedition so vast in its seale
that it could only succeed by a miracle, and he failed in it
even more disastrously than his worst enemies had ventured
to anticipate.



CHAPTER II.
NAPOLEON AND HIS ALLIES.

Tur marriage of Napoleon with Maria Louisa of Austria,
agreed on while negotiations for an alliance with a Russian
princess were still pending, was the first definite breach in
the good understanding between France and Russia which
dated from Tilsit. There is no reason to believe that
Alexander ever seriously contemplated giving his sister to
Napoleon, but the most ordinary courtesy prescribed that
Napoleon should wait for an answer to his own request
before turning elsewhere. But his vanity could not resist
the temptation of representing the greatest powers in Europe
as competing for the honour of supplying him with a
bride. It was not the fact of his marrying an Austrian,
but the mode in which it was arranged, which constituted
a wilful insult to Russia. A year later, on the tenth of
December, 1810, Napoleon made what proved to be his last
annexations, adding to his immediate Empire a large slice of
north Germany. The whole of the annexed territory was
already under his control, and no reason was given save
that new guarantees had become necessary. As he phrased
it in his address on opening the session of the Corps
Legislatif six months later, it was not French territory that
he wanted to increase, ¢ mais bien nos moyens maritimes.”
The purpose of closing the Continent against English trade
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in the present, and the dim and distant hope of some day
building up a fleet capable of bidding for supremacy at ses
—these were the main subjects of interest to Napoleon a
this time, and they pointed towards tightening his hold on
the northern coasts of Germany. Unfortunately he ignored
the fact that the most important of the dispossessed princes,
the Duke of Oldenburg, was the Tzar’s brother-in-law, and
that therefore the annexation was a personal injury to
Alexander, besides its being an obvious offence against
international right forcibly in time of peace to deprive a
govereign in whom he did not even pretend to have found
cause of offence. The Tzar fully understood the value of
an undoubted grievance: he remonstrated firmly though
courteously, rejecting the illusory offers of compensation to
the Duke at some one else’s expense which were made by
Napoleon, who professed not to see that there was any
grievance at all.

Just a month after the annexation of Oldenburg (the thirty-
first of December, 1810, 0.s.) the Tzar issued a commercial
ukase by which he imposed duties on certain French goods,
corresponding in some respects to the duties levied on
French imports from Russia. This decree in no way
modified the exclusion of English goods, which had been
the cardinal point of the agreement entered into at Tilsit;
and though Napoleon pretended that it was a breach of the
treaty, it cannot be doubted that the Tzar was acting within
his rights. Nevertheless Napoleon was not mistaken when
he said to the King of Wurtemberg! that it implied a
je me sais quoi hostile to France and favourable to England.
It is hardly probable that such a step should have been
suddenly taken on the news of the annexation of Oldenburg.

! Nap. Corr. 17,553.
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It was a deliberate act of policy, a declaration that the Tzar
did not mean to obey Napoleon’s behests; but it was
rendered more emphatic by the date.

The powers of Europe understood the ukase in this sense
and prepared themselves for the conflict which they felt
sure would sooner or later result from the attitude of
antagonism to France thus assumed by Russia. Months
before this, however, Napoleon had been preparing for war,
not hastily as if it had become imminent, but with the
deliberation of one who seriously meditates an undertaking
for which he believes that he can choose his own time.
When Metternich had his farewell audience on the twentieth
of September, 1810, Napoleon said to him, ¢* War with Russia
is in the nature of things.” His Correspondence in the
summer and autumn of 1810 contains many directions
about the Prussian and Polish fortresses. In a letter to
the King of Saxony' he urges the necessity of prepara-
tions against Russia, qui porte une haine si forte aw grand
duché (Warsaw), qu'il faut se ternir en mesure. In October
he addressed to the Minister of War?® an elaborate memo-
randum as to the organisation of two armies, one in Italy
of 200,000 men, the other in Germany, also of 200,000 men,
which the addition of Poles, Saxons, ele., would raise to
300,000. In it occurs the suggestive remark, that while
the troops in Spain must on the whole be reckoned as
having to stay® there, cadres for a certain number of
battalions may be withdrawn for use in the other armies.

! Nap. Corr. 17,009.

2 Nap. Corr. 17,000.

3 It is singular that only a few days before he was sending orders
to Massena qu'il attagque et culbute les Anglais, for he had sure informa-
tion that Wellington had only 24,000 men, including Hill’s force.
Nap. Corr. 16,928.
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It is all for the future, but it indicates that Napoleon wag
already contemplating not merely war, but a scheme of
operations on the gigantic scale adopted in 1812. A Iitile
later we find him telling Clarke that he shall want 200,000
muskets to arm the Polish insurgents. All through the
early months of 1811 incessant attention is paid to the army
of Germany, to reinforcing Dantzic, fortifying Hamburg,
ete. In April he bids Decrés send him full information ag
to means of placing a flotilla on the Baltic coast for uge
against Russia.! In the midst of them is a further indi-
cation that he considered the outbreak of war as within his
own control—orders for a pontoon train to be made at
Dantzic, to be ready by the first of January.

The language of diplomacy is naturally one-sided. It is
scarcely reasonable to blame Napoleon for making the most,
in his communications to the Tzar, of those acts of Russia
which might indicate hostility towards France. Assurances
of personal regard and fidelity to the pact of Tilsit, com-
plaints that Russian troops had been transferred from the
Danube to the Polish frontier, reproaches about the forma-
tion of intrenched camps and arming of fortresses—all
these were the conventional counters in the game. Napo-
leon’s assertions that he was doing nothing of the kind on
his side were of course deliberate falsehoods; the pretence
of guarding against possible English descents on the Baltic
coast was obviously inapplicable to the arming of fortresses
on the line of the Vistula. In diplomatic dignity, as well
as straightforwardness, Alexander had the advantage. In
replying to one of Napoleon’s missives complaining of
various movements of troops and other measures as wilfully
aggressive, presented by the French ambassador, the Tzar

1 Nap. Corr. 17,589.
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produced a long list of the similar proceedings on Napoleon’s
side, and quietly asked Caulaincourt if these were acts of
peace. As time went on, Napoleon abandoned the useless
farce of denying his own armaments, and contented himself
with declaring that if Alexander thought proper fo negotiate
sword in hand he must do the like. So far as the actual
movements towards the Polish frontier were concerned, he
could maintain with some show of truth that his were only
counter preparations elicited by the action of Russia; for,
as he pointed out, movements of troops in a country so huge
took a very long time, and must therefore have been ordered
some months before the result appeared. It was indeed a
complete reply that the continued occupation of Germany
by Napoleon’s armies during the years of peace, and the
active military organisation of the Grand Duchy of Warsaw
under his one ftrustworthy dependent ally, the King of
Saxony, were measures directly threatening to Russia,
while his whole conduct was an indirect menace to every
state which retained its independence. These things,
however, might with a certain plausibility be justified as
necessary to hold down the enemies whom Napoleon had
conquered or forced into unwilling vagsalage; and apart
from them Russia was the first to move. This was inevit-
able, hecause her ruler knew that any independent action
on his part entailed the risk of war with France, and
therefore had to regard military preparation as a necessary
accompaniment of deciding to consult his own commercial
interests ; but none the less it gave a superficial excuse for
Napoleon’s complaints.

Down to the last moment, long after he had fully made
up his mind for war, Napoleon continued to profess

unalterable regard for Alexander personally, and reluctance
N.LR. c
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to engage in war. He speaks as if perverse fate was
forcing the rival powers into collision, against the will of
both Emperors and against the true interests of both
nations. On one occasion he even suggested that France
and Russia were but as puppets of which the English
pulled the strings. This idea, that the cause of the war is
to be sought not in the voluntary action of Napoleon or
any one else, but in impersonal fate, is seriously adopted
in Tolstoi’s remarkable novel. That it is absolutely false
needs no proof: Russia alone would never have dreamed of
beginning war if not attacked. But it is not equally clear
that Napoleon did not in some sense helieve it. He was
somewhat of a fatalist: it is the only vestige of religious or
quasi-religious helief discernible in him. And he had also,
as has been already suggested, convinced himself that his
Continental System was rooted in the nature of things, and
must therefore be enforced whether he like it or not.
Such a belief, if he really entertained it, was perhaps
enough to justify the language used by Decrés and others,
about the Emperor’s brain being turned by too much
success.

While his military preparations were being conducted
with all his usual forethought and thoroughness, there are
indications that during the critical year 1811 Najoleen’s
mind was less steadily than usual directed towards a definite
purpose. Even before his famous monologue addressed to
the Russian ambassador on the fifteenth of August, which
was one of his stock devices for terrifying a contingent
enemy, he turned a large amount of his attention to the old
project of an invasion of England, though on a more modest
scale. He was convinced, if his letters to his own ministers
are any evidence, that England had so completely denuded
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herself of troops for the Peninsuls that she could not with-
stand the slightest attack at home.! * They know,” he
says to Decrés, ““that nothing can stop 25,000 men from
going and burning Chatham.” His purpose fluctuated
between a raid of this kind across the narrow seas fo
England and an expedition on a larger scale to Ireland;
but that it was serious, and not a mere feint to alarm the
English government, seems to be implied in his having
gone himself to Boulogne in September, and having spent
several weeks on the coast. Naval preparations were
always slow and difficult, and the British fleet was as
completely master of the sea as ever; whether the project
was ever meant in earnest of*not, it had to be abandoned,
though Decrés was required to maintain a considerable
flotilla at Boulogne, on the hypothesis that it would keep
England in perpetual alarm.

Throughout the autumn and winter the work of prepara-
tion for the campaign, which it was now tacitly understood
would cerfainly take place in the summer of 1812, went on
vigorously. Strangely enough, the war in Spain, which
had devoured so large a proportion of the resources of
France ever since 1808, does not seem to have troubled the
Emperor. It was really no nearer to a successful conclusion
than it had been when Wellington landed in the Peninsula.
The successes of the French on the east side were very far
from compensating for Massena’s failure to drive the
English into the sea on the west. It has often been argued
that Napoleon made a great mistake in not going to Spain
in person. Had he done so, it is said, he could so effectually
have directed the co-operation of the various armies as to
compel Wellington to embark, after which Spanish resistance

! Nap. Corr. 17,846, 17,836, 17,873, 17,881, 17,909.
¢ 2
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would speedily have collapsed. The nature of the country
and the existence of the guerillas must, however, have
rendered the task a long and difficult one ; and it is obvious
that Napoleon’s absence in the Peninsula would have
afforded a favourable opportunity for Prussia to throw off
the yoke, and for the Tzar to head a European coalition. It
might perhaps have been safely ventured in 1810, but the
need was not apparent till after Magsena’s retreat, and by
that time it was too late, unless on the impossible assumption
that Napoleon should abandon his Continental System.
He can hardly have supposed that Marmont with inferior
resources would achieve what Massena had failed in: he
was doubtless content to maintain the status quo in Spain
until he had conquered Russia. Moreover, he always
tended to undervalue Wellington as being too cautious, and
scarcely realised the significance of the stormings of Ciudad
Rodrigo and Badajos. By the time the latter blow fell the
Russian war was virtually begun, and Napoleon could not,
had he wished it, have made other arrangements for Spain.
There is, however, no indication that he had any doubt as
to the forces left there proving adequate for the task of
maintaining his interests; and indeed, in spite of Sala-
manea, they compelled Wellington to make one more retreat
into Portugal. It was only the total wreck of the Russian
expedition which delivered Spain over to Wellington.

Of the levies made within Napoleon’s immediate
territories more will be said in the next chapter, as well
as of the pressure put upon those not strictly his subjects,
who were nevertheless under his control. The contingents
to be furnished by the various states of the Confederation
of the Rhine were all fixed by the federal pact, if such it
can be called. There yet remained, however, more to be
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done before all western and central Furope, with the
exceptions depending on English action, could be envolled
in one host against the great power of the east.

During the period of Napoleon's ascendency it is more
than usually necessary to bear in mind the difference
between the real and the apparent policy of states. Austria
or Prussia, conscious of being no match for Napoleon,
might, and did from time to time, behave as if willing to
join in real alliance with him; and foreign states might
well be perplexed to judge whether their attitude was
sincere or feigned. Every power must needs act according
to its caleulation of its own interests, and the caleulator
may be sagacious and far-sighted, or may be hasty and
timid. And each power, with the ever-present fear of fresh
aggression on the slightest provocation, was almost driven
to behave ambiguously, even if its real purpose was decided.
It is easy fo discern now that both Austria and Prussia, at
the bottom of their hearts, cherished as their strongest
feeling the desire for revenge on the tyrant, and would
gladly seize the first favourable opportunity for taking up
arms ; but it is also easy to discern that they passed through
phases of painful hesitation as to whether the time was
come. Until then, not only must they sedulously guard
against any show of hostility, but they might find their
advantage in entering into friendly relations with Napoleon.
Naturally, any such reluctance to venture on antagonism
was, ag it were, magnified in their outward demeanour, and
especially in their dealings with each other. At no time
during the period between the Wagram campaign and the
invasion of Russia could any independent state on the
Continent feel sure of what any other would do. Hngland’s
attitude was, at any rate in outline, clear and consistent :
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she never relaxed her hostility to Napoleon, was always
ready to welcome as an ally any continental state that
might dare to join her, and always ready to admit, in
theory at least, that other states must choose their own
time for action. But even about England there was the
doubt how long she could hold out against the Continental
System, which in fact tried her greatly and was supposed
to be more injurious to her than it really was; and there
was the further uncertainty how much the British govern-
ment would be courageous, or skilful, or unselfish enough
to do for her allies. And no other government could trust
any other even as far as it could trust England. Prussia
gave the impression abroad of intense weakness and timidity,
Austria of selfishness; Russia had gained much from the
Tilsit alliance, and had certainly done nothing since then to
inspire confidence in either of her neighbours. The ideal
for all three was combination against the common enemy,
but that ideal required the ignoring for the time of their
individual interests, which were not only separate but more
or less conflicting. The chance lost before Austerlitz was
not to be regained easily. At bottom, the policy of each of
the three, during the critical two years before Napoleon
invaded Russia, was sensible and consistent from its own
point of view ; but, for that very reason, it was more or less
concealed from its neighbours, and liable more or less
reasonably to arouse their suspicions.

Geographical considerations determined to a very great
extent the attitude of all three powers. These, as will
appear later, contributed to the Russian resolution to stand
strictly on the defensive, quite as much as the desire to put
Napoleon formally in the wrong. They were still more
important to Austria and Prussia. Austria had her own
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interests on the Danube, which were threatened by the
conquests Russia seemed to be making from Turkey. But
the vital point for both was that they lay geographically
between Napoleon’s Empire and Russia, and therefore must
necessarily bear the brunt of the war if they leagued with
Russia against him. Hardenberg and Metternich both
came to see that the true interest of Austria and Prussia
was to act in concert; but the circumstances of the two
powers were far from identical, and therefore each tended
to be doubtful whether the other was quite sincere.

Prussia had been under Napoleon’s feet ever since Jena.
Her fortresses were occupied by his troops, maintained at
her expense. She had been made to find most of the
supplies for the six months’ intermittent campaign which
ended at Tilsit. At the peace, when her interests were
but lukewarmly defended by the Tzar, she had been
deprived of about half her territory, and had been burdened
with a vast war indemnity, of which the instalments had
only with great difficulty been paid. Her army was limited
by the treaty to 42,000 men ; her King had felt himgelf
compelled to dismiss his chief minister at Napoleon’s
bidding. French officers and others talked openly of the
coming annihilation of Prussia. Napoleon himself had
not hesitated to say to Metternich that on the first offence
committed by Prussia he should destroy her; and there
is every probability that information to this effect was
passed on to Berlin.

King Frederick William III. was not a strong man ; he
felt acutely his position, but rather with the helpless misery
of a eonfirmed invalid than with the resentment of a nature
to which ignominy is worse than death. His people were
full of patriotism, but the King was half afraid of a spirit
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which seemed too clogely allied with revolution. He was
hardly conscious of the transformation which the great
reforms initiated by Stein were producing in Prussia ; and
if he realised the extent to which the astute arrangements
of Scharnhorst were renewing the military strength of the
nation, he knew also that time was needed for these to take
full effect. The sympathies of Hardenberg, now chief
minister of Prussia, were patriotic enough. He felt the
disgrace of being, even in outward semblance, the slave of
Napoleon; but he was too cautious to run a great risk
80 long as it could be avoided. The King and his minister
fully realised that there was no escape from Napoleon’s
grasp without very effectual assistance ; and that assistance
Austria could not give, Russia did not seem willing to give,
ab any rate for the present. As the prospect of war between
France and Russia loomed nearer, they felt that Prussia
must needs be involved in it. The probabilities seemed
great that Napoleon would be vietorious; and if so, he
might relax his hold on an ally that had proved valuable,
while he certainly would destroy Prussia if she sided against
him unsuccessfully. Accordingly at the beginning of 1811
the King of Prussia implored his tyrant to accept his
alliance, reiterating that the one wish of his heart was
to bind himself irrevocably to France. The spectacle
is pathetic, if it is also ignominious, of the heir of the
great Frederick humbly begging to be admitted to a
position of avowed vassalage like Bavaria and Saxony.
Nor is the ignominy lessened by the fact that the offer
was insincere. Just at the same time Hardenberg was
telling an English agent! that if Austria and Russia

' G. Mills to Tord Wellesley, the fifth of January, 1611, Record
Office, Prussia, 209.
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united against Napoleon, Prussia would join them heartily,
but that if Austria held aloof, Prussia would have nominally
to join with France, but would in that case take care to do
no real harm to Russia.

Napoleon was slow to respond to these overtures. He
had not yet finally made up his mind for war, and had no
wish to precipitate matters, either by eoncluding an alliance
which could be directed against no power but Russia, or by
making fresh aggressions on Prussia, and so giving her
great neighbour a casus belli. At the same time he was
very suspicious of Prussia, especially when the government
used his own pretext of guarding againgt an English descent
on the coast as an explanation for some military preparations
reported to Napoleon. As early as the eleventh of March,
1811, he was giving instructions® for siege trains to be
organised ready for the simultaneous sieges of Spandau,
Neisse, and Colberg, the only fortresses still in Prussian
hands. On the thirtieth of April he told his ambassador at
Berlin® that if Prussia made any movement he should oceupy
the country ; and somewhat later he sent to Davout, com-
manding the army of Germany, formal orders to be ready
at a moment’s notice to march on Berlin. These suspicions
were not ill-founded: on general grounds it was certain
that a power treated as Prussia had been treated would
be at heart bitterly hostile. XEven Napoleon, with all his
tendency to regard all opposition to himself as mere blind
folly, could hardly have imagined that Prussia would
submit for one moment after it had become reasonably
possible to revolt. There is no positive trace of his having
had definite information of what was going on—indeed it

! Nap. Corr. 17,454,
2 Nap. Corr, 17,671,
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may safely be assumed that if he had he would have overrun
Prussia at once; but in fact she was seriously meditating
putting all to the venture. Driven wild by uncertainty,
the King in the summer turned to Russia, offering to put
every available man into the field, and to bear, as was
inevitable, the brunt of the war, if secure of effective
Russian assistance. This step was naturally shrouded in
the clogest secrecy, until the result was known; even the
English agent! was only told in the most general terms,
and not by Hardenberg. Many weeks passed without a
reply. On the twenty-fifth of September Gneisenau wrote
to Harcourt King,? the English agent in Vienna, “ We wait
for an answer to our last communication to the Cabinet of
Petersburg with a degree of painful anxiety which those who
are acquainted with the wavering and irresolute policy of
that Cabinet will have no difficulty in conceiving.” These
epithets were not exactly applicable, though a Prussian
might be pardoned for using them. The Russian prime
minister was a partisan of the French alliance, and believed,
it i3 said, that at the worst a quarrel might be averted by
giving Napoleon a slice of the conquests which Russia was
making from Turkey. The Tzar himself was not yet

1 G, Mills to Lord Wellesley, the twenty-sixth of August, 1811, R. O.
Prussia, 209, ““Gneisenau (now in subordinate office) writes me—T
have every hope of, and the utmost confidence in, our success;
the means we possess are great indeed, and when displayed (if
unexpected obstacles do not present themselves) will not fail to
astonish the whole universe. Mafters are now arrived at such a
pitch that a retrograde step is impossible, and you will hold on my
solemn assurance a full guarantee against any future irresolution.’”
Gueisenau was far too sanguine about the immediate present, but he
was not far wrong in saying that the strength of Prussia, when she
did exert it, would astonish the world.

2 Hon. J. H. King to Lord Wellesley, R. O. Austria, 103,
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convinced that war was inevitable, and he had already before
his mind the idea of standing stricfly on the defensive,
which implied doing without allies. It is probable enough
that the interval was employed in once more sounding
Austria, and that on finding her determined not to commit
herself to an alliance, Alexander came to the final resolution
that he would make no aggressive movement whatever.
This inevitably meant the rejection of the offered Prussian
alliance. Why the refusal should have been put in the
ironical form of a proposal to oceupy Konigsberg with 12,000
men if Prussia took up arms, does not appear. Possibly it
wasg honestly meant; the Tzar would go so far in backing
Prussia, but no further. But the Prussian government
may well be excused for being sore at the reply, and
Metternich for having interpreted it as meaning that
Russia would very likely not fight when it came to the
point.

The Tzar was made fully aware that under these conditions
Prussia would take part with France, and that therefore
Napoleon would have full eontrol of everything up to the
Russian frontier. DBut the very theory of his defence
was to await invasion, and therefore it was of minor con-
sequence whether the enemy’s approach was or was not
facilitated by Prussia. As events turned out, the Tzar’s
decision was most fortunate both for himself and for
Prussia. Russia achieved a more brilliant success than
in all probability she conld have gained on the Oder; and
Prussia, though grievously despoiled, could rise against
Napoleon in 1818 with her fighting population intact.

All this time diplomatic correspondence was kept up
with France, partly no doubt in order to lull Napoleon’s
suspicions, The Emperor complained of the Prussian
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armaments, while repeatedly refusing to evacuate Glogau,
which by treaty he ought to have done years before; and
Hardenberg did not hesitate to affitm that Prussia was
arming to support I'rance, if Napoleon would accept her
alliance, but also to hint that she would rather perish
sword in hand than submit to further disgrace. Napoleon,
however, delayed coming to any agreement. The King of
Prussia had offered to join Napoleon with 100,000 men,
begging in return to be relieved from some part of the
intolerable pecuniary burden which was crushing the state,
and to have the fortresses restored. He doubtless calculated
that the greater hig services the larger would be his reward
in restoration of territory. This however did not suit
Napoleon: he may possibly have been unwilling to see
large Prussian forces put into the field, lest they should be
turned against him, and with his enormous armaments he
had no great need of further troops. On the other hand
he attached very great importance to being able to treat
Prussian territory as his own for the purposes of the cam-
paign. He therefore proposed that the existing treaty
should be maintained, except that he was to retain Glogau,
that Prussia should furnish a contingent of 20,000 men,
that he should have free passage across Prussia, and that
he should have full liberty to make requisitions, payment
for which was to be arranged for eventually. Hardenberg
stood out for awhile against accepting these conditions, which
amounted to complete surrender. In fact it was rather
worse for Prussia than positive annexation to France, for
Napoleon would not crush his own subjects with all the
exactions by which Prussia, nominally a separate state,
could be overwhelmed. Napoleon was seeking all the
advantages that could accrue to him from the subjugation
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of Prussia, and also those derivable from leaving her formally
independent. He got his way for the moment, thanks to
Hardenberg’s self-sacrificing willingness to play a shameful
part, and thereby lost his opportunity of stifling the rapidly
growing military strength of Prussia, of which no doubt he
had hardly a suspicion.

In February, 1812, Napoleon, believing that Russia was
bstter prepared than she in fact was, and might anticipate
him by entering Prussia and seizing his vast stores there
accumulated, thought it worth while to come to a final
arrangement. Sending for the Prussian ambassador, he
intimated that the treaty must be signed at once. This
was in accordance with his usual practice, of terrifying by
threats of instant force and leaving no time for reflection.
The ambassador did not dare to take the responsibility of
refusing, with Marshal Davout and 200,000 men within
a march or two of Berlin. The King was equally afraid
to refuse ratification; perhaps Hardenberg consoled him-
self with the reflection that as practically no treaties bound
Napoleon when it was his interest to violate them, it did
not much matter what the terms were. One favourable
point in the treaty was that the Prussian contingent should
be kept together, though otherwise at Napoleon’s disposal.
It did in fact constitute the larger half of Macdonald’s corps,
and was destined to form the extreme left of the invading
army, though some cavalry was defached and went with
Napoleon to Moscow. Thus in the campaign the Prussians
played a very unimportant part, suffered but little loss and
inflicted no more on the Russians, and were in a position af
the end to act with independence when York dared to do so.

This alliance was of course odious to the Prussian people,
among whom the ideas of German patriotism had implanted
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themselves firmly, and the secret societies had extended
their organisation everywhere. The national uprising of
the next year was the true expression of Prussian feeling;
and no one could have withheld admiration if the govern-
ment had dared the same thing in 1811 or 1812. Never-
theless it is impossible to blame the King for not encountering
so enormous a risk, especially as he must have been utterly
dependent on the ally who had shown but little considera-
tion for him at Tilsit. The ignoble policy, selfish, weak,
vacillating, which Prussia had pursued from the failure of
the first attack on revolutionary France till it met its
punishment at Jena, had not yet been fully expiated. The
last dregs of the cup of bitterness had still to be drained.
The relations of France with Austria were not so simple
as those with Prussia. Much as Austria had suffered by
her defeat in successive wars and consequent losses of
territory, she was still a great power, the only one left on
the Continent besides France and Russia. Her humiliations
had heen too great ever o be forgotten; the loss of her
Adriatic provinces had cut her off from all access fo the
sea. It was inevitable that she should look for an oppor-
tunity of retrieving her position, if possible by revenge on
the conqueror. But for the time she was relatively too
weak to think of her dignity or her vengeance; the one
paramount object was to regain material strength, which
in the desperate state of her finances must be a work of
time. For this, in order to purchase a period of tranquillity,
and some modicum of French support, Francis II. lowered
himself in his own eyes by marrying his daughter to
the upstart Emperor. There are abundant proofs that
Metternich, and & fortiori his master, regarded the marriage
not as a pledge of reconciliation, but as one humiliation
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the more, to be endured because of the immediate advan-
tage that it ensured some breathing space to recover from
recent disasters. The public expressions of amity probably
deceived neither of the contracting parties: Napoleon,
however, seems to have thought that he held Austria prac-
tically though not formally bound to his side. Metternich
had made the marriage of Napoleon with the archduchess
the pretext for going to Paris on a special mission, and
remained there during some monthg of 1810, enjoying
frequent opportunities of private intercourse with the
Emperor, of which the diplomatist made good use. The
Russian successes against Turkey were repeatedly the
theme of conversations, in which Napoleon tried to frighten
Austria into active alliance through fear of Russia acquiring
complete control of the lower Danube, or to bribe her with
offers of Servia—+to be taken, according to Napoleon’s usual
method of purchasing everything at the expense of others,
from his ally the Sultan. Meftternich, however, was not to
be misled. He marked the growing hostility to Russia in
Napoleon’s mind, and saw that Austria’s policy for all reasons
was to remain quiescent. So long as she did so he saw that
she would be courted by both parties; and his prescience was
soon justified by overtures for alliance coming from Russia
in October, 1810, to which no definite answer was refurned.

At the beginning of 1811 the policy, to which Austria
adhered until the summer of 1818, was practically decided on.
On the seventeenth of January Metternich addressed to the
Emperor Francis a long report,! in which he declared his con-
viction that war between France and Russia was inevitable,
though not imminent, and that Austria alone among powers

! Document No. 177 of Metternich’s Autobiography, vol. ii. The
Emperor’s formal approval of the policy sketched out is appended.



32 NAPOLEON'S INVASION OF RUSSIA.

might to a certain extent choose her course. Cordial alliance
with Russia he regarded as ruinous, if only for the geogra-
phical reason that Austria lay nearer to France, and would
therefore obviously be thefirst to suffer from the French arms.
Cordial alliance with Napoleon was equally impossible, for
it meant definitely breaking with the old order of things,
whereas he deemed the moral strength of Austria to lie
greatly in representing it. Hence the true policy for
Austria was to do anything in her power to stave off the
war, and to preserve her own neutrality.

If there had been any opening for mediation Metternich
would doubtless have attempted, as he tried to do when the
invasion campaign was verging to its end, to assume the
part of mediator. This was however impossible, since
there was no definite disagreement between France and
Russia. The Tzar, in his diplomatic circular -calling
attention to the annexation of Oldenburg, had carefully
abstained from any definite demand. Napoleon had
not officially protested against the new financial measures
in Russia, though in unofficial ways he had denounced
them as hostile to France. Thus Austria could only
look on, and let things take their course. So long as
Rumantzov remained Chancellor, Metternich considered it
impossible to rely on Russia carrying out any resolution,
and therefore could not even forecast the future confidently,
still less enter into any secret engagements which depended
on Russian action. Metternich’s mistrust of Rumantzov
appears on every occasion, in his public despatches, in his
memorials for the Emperor, in his most private corre-
spondence. The interesting series of private letters? to his

! Vienna Archives, —Schreiben des F. Motternich an Grafen

Stackelberg, 1811—1813. They ave all in Metternich’s own hand, and
are perfectly confidential.
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friend Count Stackelberg, the Russian ambassador, never
mention Rumantzov without expressing or implying a wish
to see the conduct of Russian affairs pass into better hands.
Nevertheless, unless both Metternich and the Emperor
pledged their honour to deliberate lies, they looked forward
sooner or later to siding against France.

At what exact date Napoleon began to demand Austrian
assistance in the campaign for which he was actively pre-
paring, does not appear. He first asked for 60,000 men,
and was liberal in his offers of compensation at the expense
of Turkey or Prussia, but this the Austrian government
successfully resisted. Further bargaining must have
followed, for on the twenty-fourth of November Count
Nugent, the secret agent for communication between
Austria and England, reported! to the British foreign
minister a private interview with the Emperor and
Metternich in which they defined their atfitude very
clearly. They could feel no confidence in Russia while
the conflict between rival policies was still undecided :
if Russia really meant to fight, why did she refuse the
recent Prussian offers ? unfil war was certain Austria
must stay quiet, making no alliance with England or any
other power: hence they were going to make a treaty
with France, in the hope to do no harm to Russia, and
to have time for renewing the Austrian army: when the
time came Austria would turn against France. The most
remarkable point about this conversation is that in it all
the details as to the Austrian contingent appear as in
the treaty signed four months later, including one not
included in the treaty but carried out in fact. Neither

1 Nugent to Wellesley, the twenty-fourth of November, 1811, R. O.
Austria, 104,

N.L.R. D
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the Emperor nor Metternich hesitated to tell Nugent that
all this was intended to enable them to make their opera-
tions null, if Russia acted in the same spirit. Metternich
even went so far as to pledge his honour that the Austrian
contingent would under no cirecumstances be increased.
Oncken,! who did not cbtain access to the Foreign Office
Records, attributes the decision to make a qualified alliance
with France to the influence of Prince Schwarzenberg, the
Austrian ambassador in Paris, who was certainly hostile
to Russia and inclined to the French alliance. Schwar-
zenberg, it is said, having come to Vienna to see the state
of affairs for himself, refused o return to Paris unless he
were empowered to accept proposals for allianee if made
by Napoleon. Thereupon a council was held on the fifth of
December, in which Schwarzenberg gained his point, though
Metternich, backing up the objections of the finance minister,
obtained the limitation of the contingent to be supplied to
30,000 or 40,000 men, instead of the 100,000 proposed by
Schwarzenberg. So reported the Prussian ambassador to
his own court, saying that he had ascertained all this from
an exceptional source and under a pledge of inviolable
secrecy. Later on Metternich explained to Count Harden-
berg his reasons for abandoning the attitude of neutrality
that he had hitherto ostensibly maintained. If we had
remained neutral, he said, we could net have armed
at all; we should have had to fear risings in Galicia and
possibly in Hungary; we should have been exposed to the
risk that Napoleon, according to his usual system, would
agree with Russia that both should aggrandise themselves
ab our expense. He professed himself to be staunch in his
adherence to the ultimate end, to which he deemed this

! Oesterveich und Preussen im Befreiungskriene, ii. 72 sq.
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the best way, and said he would send Nugent to assure
England that, come what might, Austria would remain true.
The obvious explanation of the contradiction between
the perfectly clear statement of Austrian policy to England
in November, and the vacillations reported by Hardenberg,
is that Metternich was in the latter playing a deep game.
He had made up his mind comparatively early as to the
best policy to adopt, and had induced the Emperor to
accept it. Then, seeing that he would get better terms
from Napoleon in proportion as he hung back, he concealed
his real purpose from every one. He let Schwarzenberg
think that the policy of alliance with France was his own,
adopted reluctantly by the government. Me kept Prussia
in the dark, lest fiom that side his game should be unwit-
tingly disclosed. Napoleon was really outwitted ; he assented
to an arrangement which Austria desired, as the means of
enabling her to take measures which were intended to be
ultimately turned against him. Metternich perhaps saw
hat Napoleon dared not invade Russia unless assured of
the friendliness of Austria, placed on his flank in such a
position as to threaten his advance most dangerously, and
that therefore he might venture to hold out for his own terms.
Napoleon’s military insight must have told him the same;
it was easier and cheaper for the present to accept Austria’s
terms than to coerce her, as he could do with Prussia.
Austria not only got her own way as to the military con-
vention ; she was equally successful on the political side
of the bargain. It was Metternich’s belief that Napoleon,
if victorions, would restore Poland, a step which would
be in itself acceptable to Austria, as affording a barrier
against Russia, of whom she was always somewhat afraid.
This would probably cost her Galicia, but Metternich was
D 2
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wise enough to see that the Adriatic provinces, of which
Austria had been deprived in 1809, were far more valuable
to her. By adroitly pressing Napoleon on the subject of
Poland, he obtained a guarantee of Galicia, with a proviso
that if Austria was willing to surrender the whole or part
she should be indemnified in the Illyrian provinces. As
this was the only occasion on which Napoleon before his
fall ever undertook, even contingently, to surrender territory
he had once seized, it affords a fair indication of his
anxiety to content Austria,

On the fourteenth of March, 1812, the treaty' was
signed. The public portion of it merely contained a mutual
guarantee of tervitory, and an undertaking that each would
supply an auxiliary force of 24,000 infantry, 6,000 cavalry,
and 60 guns, in case the other were attacked or menaced.
The essence of the treaty lay in the secret articles, the gist
of which was (1) that the alliance was against Russia only ;
(2) that the Austrian contingent was to remain a separafe
corps under an Austrian general, though acting under
Napoleon’s orders; (3) that if Poland was re-established,
Austrian interests should be secured in the manner already
stated. On paper this was a great diplomatic victory for
Anstria, though Metternich must have felt qualms as fo
the security for Napoleon carrying out his promise as to
Galicia in case of his complete success. Austria was able
not only to wage war with limited liability, to use &
modern phrase, but to do as much for Russia as for
France, and so to keep her own strength unimpaired, while
the two giants whom she feared were weakening, perhaps
destroying, one another. As Metternich puts it,® the

! Printed in Fain, i. 116.
2 Metternich Autob. 1. 150.
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Austrian attitude was in effect protecting Russia against
attack along a very great portion of her frontier.

It was provided in the treaty that the Austrian contingent
should be ready to take the field in time to concentrate at
Lemberg by the fifteenth of May. This was punctually
done, and at the same time other forces were equipped,
ready to protect the frontier in Galicia and Transylvania.
It had originally been suggested that the Archduke Charles
should command the auxiliary corps, but he refused, and
the command was given to Schwarzenberg, as personally
acceptable to Napoleon.

As soon as the movement of troops began, the treaty
was communicated by the Austrian government to the
Trzar. The Emperor personally spoke to Stackelberg on
the subject, agsuring him that Austria did not regard her-
self ag really at war with Russia. Official despatches were
also sent to St. Petersburg—a formal one to Rumantzov, a
private and confidential one to the Tzar himself. In the
latter Metternich frankly put it to the Tzar whether
Austria under all the circumstances could have acted
otherwise. Lebzeltern, the Austrian envoy, had a private
audience of the Tzar, and his report throws a vivid light
on the situation, on the fundamental goodwill between the
two powers in spite of their nominal hostility, on the
element of mistrust arising out of the fact that neither
was quite sure of the other’s firmness. Referring to the
declaration that Austria, while contributing a contingent
to the invading army, did not regard herself as a principal
in the war, Alexander made very natural inquiries as to
what this anomalous attitude meant, prefaced by assurances
that he had no wish to inflict the slightest serateh on
Austria, “ Suppose I am successful at the ountset,” e
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asked the Austrian envoy, ‘“and drive back the invaders,
do you expect me to treat your terrvitory as neutral? It
would be very unfair that Napoleon should be able to
attack me from Austrian soil, and that you should expeet
me to respect it.”” He asked further for explicit assurances
that the troops in Galicia and Transylvania would not be
used against him, pointing out how difficult it would be to
resist the pressure Napoleon would apply for reinforcements,
either to finish off the war the more speedily if he were
vietorious, or to avert fresh disaster if he were unsuccessful.
Metternich’s reply® was dated only on the twenty-second
of June, when hostilities were on the point of beginning, but
he repeated his argument that Austria was only auxiliary in
the war, and that her share was strietly limited by the treaty
of the fourteenth of March. Pointing out that the Austrian
contingent was no longer even on Austrian soil, but formed
part of the entire army, he admitted that the Tzar had a
perfect right, if successtul, to follow Napoleon into Austria,
but added that the Emperor could hardly be expected not
to defend his own territory from invasion. As to the
second question, he offered to give the fullest assurances,
n return for a count