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‘We ought to be tired of our Knight Errantry which has made us hitherto act so,
that a drum is not to be beat in Europe but we straight sound to arms.’
John Freind, Tory MP, 1726.

‘The people, as far as I can observe . . . fancy they have got an English King again
or at least one that has an aversion for foreigners, which is about half the character

of a true Englishman.’
Edward Cooke, 1727.
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Preface

The history of British foreign policy has been a marginal subject for several
decades. During these decades much good work has been produced,
especially for the period 1660-1800, on the diplomacy of the 1670s, the
1710s and 1720s, but, on the whole, this work has not been integrated into
the general scholarship of the period. Many textbooks, commonly written
by experts in high politics, offer a hurried account of foreign policy that is a
jumble of names and dates often unrelated to the problems discussed in the
rest of the work. The extent to which foreign policy posed crucial problems
of political management and debate is insufficiently appreciated. The strong
diplomatic bias of foreign policy studies has led to the production of many
works that have few points of access for the general scholar. The domestic
context of foreign policy and, in particular, the extent to which policy was
debated are subjects that have received relatively little attention.

Much of the research on diplomatic history consists of studies of bilateral
relations. This reflects the nature of doctoral research on the subject.
Doctoral students, understandably, are encouraged to study a well-defined,
readily comprehensible topic following clearly established methods in
considering a small range of well-known sources. These studies are very
valuable in that they clearly establish the course of negotiations, but they
often fail to provide an explanatory account, largely because they tend to
search for the causes of action in the very diplomatic sources that do not
always contain them. Furthermore, these scholars have often betrayed a lack
of interest in the domestic background of diplomatic activity; their
sensitivity to the nuances of diplomatic behaviour has not necessarily been
matched by an appreciation of the domestic context of foreign policy.

The essays in this book do not offer accounts of bilateral relations.
Instead, they concentrate on a number of forces that influenced the
formulation and execution of foreign policy: the intervention of foreign
powers in British politics, the role of British diplomats, the influence of the
monarch, especially in light of the Hanoverian connection, and the
dynamics of ministerial relationships. Dwyeyd Jones provides a valuable
reminder of the economic and financial costs of an active interventionist
policy and H.M. Scott indicates the importance of contemporary views on
Britain’s role. Collectively these essays illustrate the complexity of the
relationship between British diplomacy and the domestic context, a
complexity that is not always clarified by phrases such as ‘a parliamentary
foreign policy’.

Thanks are due to the British Academy and the Wolfson Foundation.
Janet Forster and Wendy Duery typed successive drafts of much of the
book. John Tuckwell has again proved the most helpful of publishers.

Jeremy Black
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CHAPTER 1

French Intervention in English and Dutch Politics, 1677-88

James Fones

If his master James I had not been so short of money, Sir Henry Wotton
could have added the words ‘bribe and form parties’ to his celebrated and
over-candid definition of the role of an ambassador, that he was an honest
man sent to lie on behalf of his master. In England the diplomatic
representatives of rival or hostile powers — Habsburg and Valois in Tudor
times, Gondomar and his Dutch opponent Caron during James’s reign —
worked and intrigued at the royal Court, spending a great deal of money in
building an interest or party. They purchased the support or sympathy of
ministers, favourites, servants and Court ladies with the ultimate objective
of gaining an ascendant influence over the sovereign. After his assumption
of the direction of policy in 1661 Louis XIV continued o use these
traditional techniques in most of the Courts of Europe. For example his
diplomats consistently favoured the clerical party in the Viennese Court, so
as to mobilise their influence against alliances with protestant German
princes which might impede French foreign policies, while at Berlin they
played on suspicions and fears created by the increase in Habsburg power.
In 1697-1700 French diplomats prepared the way for the accession of Philip
V to the Spanish throne by the success with which they fostered and
exploited jealousies of the House of Austria.!

Two crucial differences marked off England and the United Provinces
from all other European states, necessitating the use by Louis (and Mazarin
before him) of significantly different techniques of intervention. First, since
neither country possessed stable political systems, Louis had constantly to
include in his calculations the possibility that the existing forms of
government might be completely altered in the near future. Traditionally
France regarded the stadholders of the House of Orange, and especially
Frederick Henry and William II, as reliable allies. After their republican
opponents forced through a separate peace with Spain in 1648, at Miinster,
the French gave William encouragement in his campaign to increase his
authority, expand the strength of the army and then re-enter the war against
Spain as the ally of France. The failure of William’s attempted coup against
Amsterdam, followed by his sudden death in September 1650 which
inaugurated the stadholderless period of True Freedom, resulted in a sharp
and prolonged reduction in French influence.? By 1662, when Louis re-
established an alliance with the Dutch, close and friendly relations with the
republicans suited his foreign policy purposes, and France entered the war
against England in 1666.

In 1667-8 Johan de Witt, pensionary of Holland but in practice the chief
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2 British Foreign Policy 1660-1800

executive officer of the Dutch Republic during the stadholderless period,
formed the Triple Alliance to prevent France annexing the Spanish
Netherlands. Louis turned against the republicans, and planned to revive
the former connections with the Orange party. He calculated that he could
reduce the United Provinces to a state of permanent dependence by
installing the young Prince William as their hereditary ruler, freed from
constitutional restrictions, but dependent on external support from France
and England.’? William had been educated as ‘child of state’ but barred by
the Perpetual Edict from becoming stadholder of Holland. By 1670 he and
his partisans were beginning to assert his claims, and were seen by both
Louis and Charles as future protégés: a clause in the secret treaty of Dover
envisaged the dissolution of the republican forms of government, on the
assumption that William would collaborate with the victorious enemies of
his country.* By 1683 Louis reversed his position, assuring the republican
party that he would intervene to protect them and the True Freedom in the
event of William attempting to establish himself as absolute prince.

Mazarin and Louis had similarly to take into account the instability of
each successive regime in England. A state of undeclared war between
France and the Rump followed the execution of Charles I, but Mazarin
subsequently won the race with Spain to establish an alliance with the
Protectorate of Oliver Cromwell. But subsequently Mazarin and Louis
were seriously misled by the information which they received from their
representative in London, Antoine Bordeaux, and failed to anticipate the
collapse of the Commonwealth and the restoration of Charles II.” As a
result Louis never subsequently lost sight of the possibility of further
changes of regime. During the Exclusion Crisis of 1679-81 he required
frequent and full analyses of the situation from his ambassador, Paul
Barrillon. Eventually Louis decided to renew offers of subsidies to Charles,
and concluded a personal treaty in March 1681 which enabled the latter to
dissolve the Oxford parliament, and so defeat the Whig bill to exclude
James from the succession.®

Louis’s primary objective in intervening to support Charles was to pre-
empt William intervening. Similarly in 1685, when Monmouth provoked a
rebellion in the west of England there was more danger to French interests
from William rallying to support James (for reasons of his own), than from
Monmouth himself, who had little chance of success. In 1688 Louis had
detailed advance information about William’s naval and military
preparations for the invasion of England, and his ambassador at the Hague,
d’Avaux, fed some of this material to the obtuse and generally inactive
English representative there, d’Albeville, in the hope that such intelligence
would alert James to the danger. However, Louis neither promised nor gave
James any significant assistance.” It suited his overall purposes to let
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William involve himself and a sizeable proportion of the Dutch army in
what Louis expected would be a prolonged civil war in the British Isles.
The absence of William on an expedition which could be represented as an
attempt to dethrone James and seize sovereignty for himself, or alternatively
as a protestant war of religion, would help Louis advance French territories
and influence in the Rhineland without provoking a general war. All
Louis’s calculations were upset by the rapid collapse of James’s authority
and strength, and as in 1659-60, unsound information and misjudgements
by his representative in London, the ambassador Barrillon, contributed
largely to the ensuing débicle. Although d’Avaux provided information
about the activities of William’s agents in England, his warnings were not
verified by the complacent Barrillon, who for some time had largely
confined his contracts to the inner circle of James’s confidants, and saw
everything through their eyes.® Like Bordeaux in 1659-60, Barrillon failed
to anticipate a total alteration in English affairs. But whereas Louis had
been able to recover his influence in England in the first years of Charles
IT’s reign, the Revolution of 1688 made it certain that hostilities in the
Rhineland would escalate into a general, and as it proved totally exhausting,
European conflict, with England under William as one of France’s enemies.

The second major difference between England and the United Provinces,
and all other major European states, was to be found in the constitutional
position occupied in these two countries by representative institutions, and
in the influence which they could exert over the decisions of executive
government. The importance of the States General and Parliament
demanded the use of different techniques of intervention, open or
clandestine, from those employed in other countries. In the United
Provinces d’Avaux exploited all the opportunities presented to him by the
complexities of the Dutch system of government, so as to block William’s
attempts to expand the army, raise new taxes and form new alliances. He
openly canvassed delegates from the provincial States, who came to
meetings of the States General mandated to follow their instructions,
against responding to speeches by William or Gaspar Fagel, de Witt’s
successor as Pensionary of Holland but William’s loyal lieutenant.’ By
persuading delegates to stand obstinately by their instructions, and by
persuading provincial States to adhere to their policy decisions, d’Avaux
could at the very least obstruct William’s initiatives. In 1683-4 he blocked
William’s attempt to raise new levies of men for the army, and prevented
him moving army units into the Spanish Netherlands, which were about to
be invaded by a French army.

D’Avaux established close working relationships with William’s most
consistent and influential opponents, the Regents in the city governments
and the provincial States of the leading province of Holland. His most
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important contacts were those whom he called Messieurs d’Amsterdam, the
tight-knit oligarchy of burgomasters and other magistrates who not only
controlled the city government but also provided the Dutch government
and its allies with loans and banking services. D’Avaux also canvassed
support from members of the Frisian and Utrecht delegations to the States
General, and tried with indifferent success to exploit the jealousy which Jan
Casimir, stadholder of Friesland and head of the cadet branch of the House
of Orange, felt for William.!® D’Avaux himself resided at the Hague, and
frequented the small Court maintained by William and Mary, where he
behaved with extraordinary boorishness, losing no opportunity of insulting
the prince and princess, and on one occasion nearly involving himself in a
physical scuffle for a chair with the latter. His unpleasant behaviour
reflected his frustration. William’s Court consisted entirely of trusted
friends, officers and long-term associates. As compensation for his failure to
build anything resembling a French party at Court, d’Avaux constructed a
network of valets and menial servants, whom he paid to report
conversations and (very effectively in 1688) the names of those who visited
William, and especially English and Scots.!! Salaried officials of the States
General and of the Amsterdam Arsenal proved to be equally susceptible to
French money: in 1688 they supplied d’Avaux with valuable information
about William’s preparations, including the crucial intelligence that horse
transports were being fitted out, which indicated conclusively that William
would use the army for an invasion of England, and not for a move into the
Rhineland to counter the imminent French attack.!?

Money provided the inducement for humble servants and officials to keep
d’Avaux supplied with secret information, although some as Catholics
could be persuaded that they were serving the interests of their religion. But
how did the Regents rationalise their behaviour in sabotaging William’s
attempts to check French advances in the Spanish Netherlands and
Luxemburg? And how did Louis bring himself to further the interests of a
republican party, and to protect a republican constitution, established
originally as a result of a successful rebellion against the legitimate
monarchical authority of the king of Spain?!?

Common interests of two kinds connected the Regents and Louis. First,
d’Avaux repeatedly and explicitly promised his Regent associates protection
for the True Freedom against encroachments by William. For them the
True Freedom meant in principle the rights of the Dutch cities and
provinces, recognised in the Union of Utrecht.!* In practical governmental
and political terms it meant the preservation of a clumsy and slow-moving
system (if, indeed, that word can be used). Each province sent delegates to
meetings of the States General, furnished with instructions from which they
could not deviate. If new issues arose, then the delegates had to seek fresh
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instructions from their principals, the States of their province, and
members of the States would have to receive new mandates from their
principals, mostly the city governments. In theory the agreement of all
seven provinces in the States General was required, but this could be
circumvented in practice: only the province of Holland could actually
enforce a veto. To add to the difficulties of getting decisions from the States
General, the composition of the provincial delegations constantly changed,
and the office of president rotated weekly among the provinces, so that
there was little continuity of membership, and only limited opportunities
for individuals to gain experience, or for either the States General or the
provincial States to develop the corporate character and cohesion developed
by the House of Commons in the 1620s and again in the Cavalier
Parliament of 1661-79.

This extraordinarily clumsy system of representative government, one
made in Sir William Temple’s words for rest, but not for motion, by which
he meant that it was static, not dynamic, represented no threat or challenge
to monarchical government. It was defensive, concerned to preserve the
liberties and rights of certain territorial entities — provinces and cities —
which had been established in medieval times, and which Philip II and his
minister Granvelle had tried to subordinate. The Dutch Revolution had
been aimed against royal attempts at centralisation, and the local rights
which it preserved did not differ significantly from those which the French
kings allowed certain provinces — for instance Languedoc — to retain.!”

By supporting those whose principal concern was to defend the True
Freedom by restricting the authority and powers of the stadholder, Louis
reduced William’s ability to form and maintain alliances designed to check
further French advances. Louis also relied on commercial concessions to
win over Regent interests. These played a crucial part in persuading the
States General to conclude the peace treaty of Nijmegen, against William’s
opposition, and unilaterally, ignoring the protests of the allies.!® This
proved to be a major diplomatic coup, in that the separate peace concluded
by the Dutch destroyed the alliance which William had formed and left him
humiliated and isolated. Only such a significant advantage could justify
Louis making concessions in an area which fell within his prerogative
powers; for reasons of interest of state he abandoned the protectionist
policies which Colbert had introduced to foster French commercial and
industrial development. But once these commercial concessions had served
their purpose Louis withdrew them, unilaterally breaking the treaty. This
was not so much because of the economic damage which might be suffered,
but because Louis regarded the making of any concessions in matters of
domestic affairs as derogatory to his honour and authority. For him the re-
imposition of tariffs was a vindication of his sovereign authority, and he
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ignored the repres'entations which d’Avaux made about the resulting
alienation of mercantile interests, hitherto favourable to France on both
economic and ideological grounds. '’

Louis did not think of d’Avaux’s Dutch associates as friends whose views
and interests had to be treated with consideration. For him their status was
that of dependents whose interests coincided with his own for the time
being, and up to a point (which Louis would determine). Moreover he
seems to have believed that they had no alternative means of withstanding
William’s policies, other than French support and encouragement. His
attitude became even clearer after the Revocation of the Edict of Nantes,
when he obstinately refused to allow the relatives and friends of leading
Regent families in Amsterdam to leave France. Although Dutch by origin,
they had become naturalised French subjects, in order to gain commercial
advantages for themselves; Louis insisted that as his subjects they must
obey his laws. D’Avaux urged Louis to let the most prominent and well
connected leave France, rather than conform to Catholicism, and forecast
that this would create a favourable impression and counteract furious anti-
French propaganda, but the fact that publicity would be given to any
concession made it impossible for Louis to make exceptions. As a result
many of d’Avaux’s most influential connections severed their links with
him.!8

In his dealings with England, as with the United Provinces, Louis was
concerned entirely with furthering his own interests. He did not intervene
to protect the monarchy as a form of government, nor would he prejudice
his policies by openly intervening to protect the Catholic religion.
Generally he preferred to work with Charles and James personally, but if a
situation demanded a change of tactics — as it did in 1678 — he had no
hesitation in encouraging and subsidising the parliamentary opposition, in
order to check royal moves that he calculated would affect France. Louis
intervened to destroy ministers, and even in order to determine the selection
of the English ambassador to his own Court.!®

In concluding the celebrated, or infamous, secret treaty of Dover in 1670,
Louis enlisted Charles as his subsidised ally for a pre-arranged and
aggressive war against the Dutch, which was declared in the spring of 1672.
In the most historically controversial clause of the treaty, Charles undertook
to announce his conversion to Catholicism, at a date to be decided by him,
and Louis promised to give him subsidies in return. If the announcement
provoked disorders, he would provide armed assistance.?’ One may be
entirely cynical about Charles’s intentions, since he was never publicly to
declare his conversion, but for Louis a Catholic king in England was one
who would be permanently dependent on French support, or the promise
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of support when needed, against his own subjects. It would fix the position
of the king and restrict his freedom of action. In the correspondence
between Louis and his ambassadors in London and The Hague it is
assumed that Charles and James had ultimately to decide whether to rely on
French support, or fall increasingly into a state of dependence upon their
own subjects. They saw as advantageous to French interests the
determination expressed by James to free the monarchy from its
institutional and practical dependence on Parliament, and to abandon the
practice of his brother Charles in allowing his ministers to make, as well as
execute, major policy decisions. The tactics used by Louis were determined
by this view of Charles as impressionable. Not only was he personally
indolent and excessively tolerant, but his financial and legislative
dependence on Parliament made him susceptible to pressure.

This dependence of the English monarchy on Parliament greatly reduced
the value of England as an ally for France, and Louis made only half-hearted
efforts to persuade Charles not to make peace with the Dutch in February
1674. For the rest of the period down to (and including) 1688, French
purposes were best served by neutralising England, and that meant
intervening in its affairs to prevent William, Spain and the Emperor
drawing the country into the anti-French alliance that was fighting the war
of 1672-8, and which William tried to reassemble after the peace of
Nijmegen. Neutralisation at a modest price was the objective of the subsidy
treaty concluded in February 1676: in return for £100,000 Charles
undertook to dissolve Parliament, which would make it impossible for him
even to contemplate intervening in the war. In the event Charles did not
fulfil his undertaking, substituting an eighteen-month prorogation, which
meant that he could not intervene in either 1676 or 1677, and Louis
accepted this as value for money.?! But the fact that Charles had to sign and
seal the treaty himself, because neither of his principal ministers, the earls
of Danby and Lauderdale, dared to do so, revealed to Louis the potentially
dangerous isolation of the king and his brother James in wanting friendly
relations with him.

Spectacular French advances in the Spanish Netherlands early in 1677
provoked furious debates in the spring session of Parliament, with demands
for the recall of all English forces in the service of France, and an Address
calling on Charles to conclude alliances in order to prevent further French
advances.?? Country or opposition MPs received encouragement and were
supplied with information for use in these debates from the Spanish,
Imperial and Dutch ambassadors. To counter this the French ambassador
provided Charles with £11,000, for distribution to MPs, that 1s as a
supplement to the patronage and money being dispensed by Lord Treasurer
Danby.? This money had little effect. In an Address on 29 March



8 ‘British Foreign Policy 1660-1800

1677 the Commons described the recent French conquests as a danger to
England, and not only called on Charles to conclude new alliances (which
was an encroachment on the prerogative), but explicitly advocated a war in
order to stop the great and ‘over-balancing’ power of Louis. Promising to
vote supply once war was declared, MPs claimed that this was ‘the
unanimous sense and desire of the whole Nation’. But they voted only
£200,000 for preliminary naval and military preparations, whereas Charles
claimed that he needed at least three times as much. In the debates and the
exchanges between the Commons and the king each side, the Court and the
MPs of the Country opposition, tried to saddle the other with the blame for
the weaknesses of the English position, rather than try to rectify the
defects.?*

In the autumn of 1677 Charles offered his services to Louis as a mediator
with the allies, in return for fresh subsidies.?”> He greatly over-estimated his
own diplomatic skill and the amount of influence he could bring to bear on
William and the allies. He had no chance of obtaining from the latter
concessions of a magnitude sufficient to satisfy Louis. He bungled the
attempt to induce William to abandon his determination to continue the
war. Charles claimed to Louis that he could persuade William to conclude
an early peace, by holding out to him the prize of a marriage to Mary,
James’s daughter, but a marriage that would be solemnised only after peace
had been made. What Charles overlooked was the availability to Louis of a
much more certain method of forcing William to end the war. French
agents were already in contact with the war-weary Dutch republicans. By
playing on their fears that William would, like his father, make an attempt
to increase his authority at the expense of their constitutional rights and
liberties, and by offering commercial concessions, Louis was to persuade
them to exert extreme pressure on William. The States General was to
refuse him additional tax revenues.?

Charles also bungled relations with William on the visit which he made to
England in October. By giving permission for him to come over, Charles
raised universal expectations that an immediate marriage would take place,
but the king had made no such decision, and James was strongly opposed.
By keeping William waiting Charles tried to postpone making a decision
that was bound to affect not only English policies towards Europe and the
war, but the future course of the war itself. All Europe was watching
William’s visit; during it the negotiations at Nijmegen came virtually to a
halt. William felt humiliated by the delay; a refusal to allow an immediate
marriage would have been a shattering blow to his prestige, and it would
also have provoked furious recriminations in England. But once Charles
authorised the marriage he found that William began to intensify his
attempts to draw England into the war, and indeed this constituted his
short-term objective.?’
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From the French perspective the most disturbing feature of William’s
visit was the part played by Lord Treasurer Danby, who had earlier if
reluctantly participated in Charles’s attempts to obtain subsidies from
Louis. His pressure on Charles had produced the authorisation for the
marriage, and he began immediately to identify himself with William’s
interests, instigating the despatch of an emissary to Louis with proposed
terms for peace which were unrealistically and unacceptably favourable to
William and the allies.?® Danby’s policies provoked a sustained French
reaction that was characteristically deft in probing a number of alternative
options. Barrillon, the new French ambassador in London, received orders
to stop payments due under the earlier subsidy treaty. He told Charles that
a resumption of payments, and an agreement to pay additional subsidies,
depended on his making a public commitment not to enter the war against
France. Such a statement, presumably through the medium of a royal
speech to Parliament, would provoke furious reactions and ensure the
rejection of all requests for supply. However, Barrillon was to offer the
calculatedly inadequate sum of £200,000. This would make it impossible
for Charles to reverse his policies again, by going to William’s aid. As a
cynical but customary additional gambit Louis offered Danby a massive
bribe, but although the lord treasurer was notoriously avaricious and greedy
he wisely declined it. The third and most fruitful option was for Louis to
enter into a working relationship with the parliamentary opposition. Some
of its leaders had already made an approach in the autumn of 1677, but at
first received a non-committal response. In December Louis established
contact.”® The men with whom he was now prepared to work had
consistently denounced him and his policies, international, domestic and
religious. They had condemned the failure of Charles and Danby to check
French advances, and vociferously championed the protestant religion.

Sir John Dalrymple’s revelation that many of the stalwarts of the
constitutional opposition to Charles had volunteered their services as the
mercenary agents of France, including the future Whig martyrs lord
William Russell and Algernon Sydney, created a storm of controversy and
incredulity.?® What were the reasons for such apparently deceitful and
dishonourable behaviour? How can one account for their readiness to
continue to denounce French policies in violent terms, while
simultaneously working to sabotage any possibility of England assisting the
allies against France? First, most of the prominent opposition spokesmen,
for example lord Hollis among the older generation, lord William Russell of
_ the younger leaders, genuinely and profoundly distrusted Charles in
general, and suspected (rightly) that he had no real intention of going to war
against France. They feared that the army which Danby raised, with
ominous speed, in the first months of 1678 was really intended (as they
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believed the army raised in 1672-3 had been intended) for use at home, to
deter the nation from resisting the king when he deprived it of its liberties,
and established royal absolutism.

All the activists in the parliamentary opposition had become totally
frustrated by Danby’s success in building up a patronage system within the
‘standing’ Cavalier Parliament, elected seventeen years before.>! There
were no indications that this Parliament would be dissolved, and indeed by
his success in arranging William’s marriage to Mary Danby had
strengthened his position and was even thinking in terms of a ‘reversionary
interest’, that is, looking ahead to Mary succeeding either Charles or James.
Desperately frustrated Country MPs like Henry Powle, William Sacheverel
and William Garroway could see no other way of getting the Cavalier
Parliament dissolved, and so making it possible to dislodge Danby, than by
working underhand with France.?? Some of their colleagues were actuated
entirely by mercenary greed, or by the desire to oust a minster who refused
to give them office.”> Other MPs who collaborated with the French
ambassador had connections with members of the Dutch republican groups
who had similar contacts with the French diplomats at the Nijmegen
negotiations. They had imbibed from the latter the fear that William’s
motive in marrying Mary, and establishing a friendly relationship with
Charles and Danby, was to obtain their backing for an attempt to increase
his authority at the expense of the liberties of the Dutch provinces and
cities.?*

By offering all their contacts money Louis and his diplomatic agents
calculated (like the KGB today) that the acceptance of money, even in small
amounts, would compromise their dependents and render them vulnerable
to blackmalil if they ceased to be co-operative. French promises were seldom
honoured in full, it would appear, so that a man like Ralph Montagu had to
return repeatedly in the hope of further instalments, and so was kept
available for service.’® Lord Hollis had compromised himself long before,
when ambassador in Paris, by accepting presents from Louis, and the duke
of Buckingham had often received substantial payments.*® In his egocentric
and imaginative way Buckingham still fancied himself to be Louis’s first
choice as his friend in high places in England. In October and November
1677 Buckingham was making what proved to be his last serious bid to
become a leading (or even chief) minister. Danby’s success in persuading
Charles to authorise Mary’s marriage spelled the end of this bid.*
Consequently in December Buckingham took the initiative in sending an
emissary to Louis, the excessively untrustworthy Sir Ellis Leighton, and
seems to have claimed that this mission had Shaftesbury’s approval. The
first earl of Shaftesbury was not yet acknowledged as leader of the Country
opposition, although Danby recognised him as his most dangerous enemy,
and had him committed to the Tower in February 1677 for arguing that
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Parliament had been automatically dissolved by the fifteen-month
prorogation, and kept him there until 27 February 1678. It is now
impossible to know whether Shaftesbury did have anything to do with
Leighton’s mission, and nothing seems to have come of it, but after his
release he became the politician whom Barrillon thought would be the most
valuable of all in the service of France. There is no evidence to indicate that
Shaftesbury ever had any direct dealings with Louis or Barrillon, and
although several of the latter’s contacts claimed that they could influence
him, this also seems unlikely.>s

Buckingham’s initiative ran counter to all French operating practices.
Louis and Barrillon preferred to keep all initiatives in their own hands,
rather than respond to approaches. Moreover, with the exception of the
" negotiations that led to the secret treaty of Dover in 1670, which were
conducted through the medium of the personal correspondence between
Charles and his sister, the duchess of Orléans, Louis invariably restricted all
clandestine dealings — with Charles, James, ministers and opposition peers
and MPs alike — to the English end, to the royal Court and Westminster.

In the earliest phase of his contacts with the opposition in December 1677
Louis astutely employed as his principal emissary the Huguenot soldier and
diplomat Henri de Ruvigny, who was related to the Russell family, and had
more insight into the workings of Parliament, and the mentality of its
members, than had Barrillon.?® Ruvigny, Barrillon and their contacts
worked out an effective and simple strategy which was applied during the
fragmented sessions of the spring and summer of 1678. While continuing to
press their previous line of argument calling for immediate war against
France, and condemning the Court for failing to do anything to check the
increasingly dangerous French advances, those MPs who were co-operating
with Barrillon raised and insisted on conditions which they knew Charles
and Danby would not concede. The king must reveal details of his newly
concluded treaties with the Dutch, which after all had been published in
newspapers in Holland, and give the Commons information about current
negotiations with foreign states. As everyone knew, not only were foreign
policy matters exclusively part of the royal prerogative, but Charles had
already refused to communicate such information. Secondly they demanded
the dismissal of all ministers and councillors who had advised Charles to
disregard the Commons resolution of February 1677, which had called for
action against France.%

Opposition MPs demanded an immediate declaration of war against
France, and a commitment to continue it until entirely unrealistic objectives
had been achieved: the reduction of France to the frontiers of 1659, of the
treaty of the Pyrenees, which would involve Louis surrendering all the
territories he had gained by the 1666-8 war of Devolution, as well as his
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conquests in the current war. Considering the military situation in the
spring of 1678, when the French took Ghent and Spanish resources and
morale were near to collapse, such proposals were absurdly unacceptable.
In addition, so as to create more difficulties, MPs insisted that all the allies
must agree to cease all trade with France, something that the Dutch (and
particularly the commercial interests represented by the republicans) would
never accept, given their traditional practice of permitting trade with enemy
countries in southern Europe, first Spain but now France. MPs also made
furious attacks on alleged misbehaviour by soldiers in the new army units,
and alleged that many of the officers were papists.*!

Most damaging of all, opposition MPs successfully propagated the notion
that Charles had no intention of making war on France, and that talk of a
war was merely a cover for sinister absolutist designs. Secretary Coventry
referred almost despairingly to the general ‘incredulity of a war (and)
aversion to land forces’.4? There really was reason for these suspicions, and
it 1s now virtually impossible to say precisely what Charles and Danby
actually intended, that is, which of the various options they preferred.
While continuing to talk publicly of entering the war, Charles negotiated a
secret treaty with Louis on 17/27 May: in return for subsidies he undertook
to disband all newly raised forces by July.*’> At first Charles had tried to
obtain a three-year agreement, but at this time Louis was concerned entirely
-with short-term objectives, with maximising the advantages which he could
extract from the peace negotiations at Nijmegen. Charles made the mistake
of assuming, when he concluded the 17/27 May treaty, that a general peace
was imminent. But after coming to a preliminary agreement with the States
General, Louis then declared that he would not sign or ratify the peace
unless his ally Sweden received full restitution of its lost territories. By this
move Louis not only expected to retain Swedish friendship, but to drive a
wedge between the Dutch and the elector of Brandenburg-Prussia, who
would blame the States General for his having to give up his conquests. As a
result the war continued unexpectedly, and Charles’s warlike rhetoric made
it impossible for him to disband his new forces while hostilities continued in
Flanders. But because he did not disband by the stipulated time he did not
get the subsidies promised.*

By preventing armed English intervention, and showing that Charles
could not be relied on to turn his declaration into actions, Louis induced the
States General to sign a separate peace. This left other allied powers to
reach a settlement with Louis individually. William was powerless to
prevent this catastrophe, which detonated the Confederation which he had
formed. However, Louis was determined to increase William’s isolation by
destroying his new associate, lord treasurer Danby. Louis’s chief
instrument in this destructive intervention was the former English
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ambassador in Paris, Ralph Montagu. An extremely able, ruthless and
ambitious politician, whom Danby feared as a potential rival, Montagu
ironically had penetrated Louis’s intentions the previous December (1677),
and warned Charles and Danby about the real purpose of Ruvigny’s
mission. A year later Montagu became the chief agent for Louis in
Parliament; the explanation for this change is that he had lost his embassy
and been denied the secretary-ship of state to which he thought himself
entitled.*

In a coup pre-arranged with Barrillon, and with the promise of political
asylum in France if things went wrong, Montagu revealed evidence on the
floor of the Commons about the part played by Danby in earlier
negotiations with France. Danby was shown to have been asking for
subsidies from Louis at a time when his publicly proclaimed policy was for
a war. This demonstration of his duplicity apparently confirmed all the
strong suspicions about his real intentions in raising new army units. An
enraged Commons voted for his impeachment.*® Charles had to dissolve a
Parliament that his minister could no longer control, and Danby had later to
resign. The French-instigated attack took him out of politics for a decade.
More significantly it also helped to plunge England into the turmoil of the
Exclusion Crisis.

Barrillon never paid Montagu the full amounts he had been promised.
The latter was kept on a string by being made occasional payments, so that
when he became potentially valuable again, as a leader of the small group of
Whigs who challenged Shaftesbury’s domination of the party at the end of
1680, he provided the French with a new means of preventing William
exploiting the situation in England. Montagu and his associates tried to
negotiate a secret deal with Charles, who was to grant them high offices and
concede Exclusion. From the French angle, accepting that it was indeed
possible that Charles would eventually give way on Exclusion, it was
preferable for this to be done in co-operation with Whigs who possessed
French connections than with the Court group of Sunderland, Godolphin
and Henry Sidney, who worked in William’s interests.*’ But Louis did not
avail himself of Montagu’s offer to work with Barrillon, preferring to
subsidise Charles, on condition that he did not call another Parliament, for
the duration of the agreement, and that he would not fulfill the obligations
stipulated in a treaty signed with Spain in 1680. Effectively Louis
purchased Charles as a dependent, neutralising England.*®

Between 1678 and 1684 the subversive and diplomatic interventions of
the French ambassador at The Hague confirmed the pessimistic prophecy
made in the Commons by Sir William Coventry that in major matters the
comte d’Avaux would have greater influence there than the Prince of
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Orange.* D’Avaux entered with great skill and total ruthlessness into the
interplay of Dutch domestic politics, encouraging William’s opponents and
augmenting their fears and suspicions to the point where the city of
Amsterdam and the provinces of Groningen and Friesland did not think
themselves safe, and seriously considered the possibility of seceding from
the United Provinces, and placing themselves under the protection of
Louis.?® D’Avaux developed a bitter personal animosity towards William,
but also in time a large measure of contempt for the republicans whom he
used against William.. Experience of their irresolution and willingness to
compromise led d’Avaux to see himself as the only person who really
possessed the necessary determination to defy William and Fagel. At times
d’Avaux seems almost to have lost sight of the actual objectives that Louis
was trying to achieve — the acquisition of specific territories, Strasbourg in
1681, Luxemburg in 1682-4, without provoking a general war.

D’Avaux shared the advantage which Barrillon exploited in England in
1678, profound suspicion of their rulers by significant political groups, in
the Dutch case the oligarchical Regent government of Amsterdam, together
with its allies and dependents in the States of the province of Holland. In
addition he had an advantage stemming from the commercial concessions
which Louis gave the States General in 1678, as an inducement to make a
separate peace at Nijmegen, and which he continued until 1684. During the
war of 1672 Dutch merchants had suffered severely from the burden of
exceptionally high war taxation, combined with heavy losses of ships and
cargoes at the hands of French privateers. The return of peace and the
French concessions restored some measure of prosperity, which now
seemed at risk from William’s apparent eagerness to renew the struggle
against France.

Like John de Witt in the years after 1666, when Louis went to war to
enforce his ‘devolutionary’ claims to parts of the Spanish Netherlands and
annexed parts of them, William had as his first objective the preservation of
Flanders as a barrier to French expansionism. But after he failed to prevent
the States General making a separate peace he had to warn the Spanish
governors in Brussels, and the remote government in Madrid, that the
Dutch had little inclination to go to war again to preserve Flanders.’' He
also knew a great deal about the connections which d’Avaux was
establishing with the burgomasters and sheriffs of Amsterdam and of the
fears of the republicans that the only way in which he could mobilise the
resources of the United Provinces for a new war was by overriding their
rights and breaking the constitution. William’s predicament was that any
attempt to expand the army, to send forces into the Spanish Netherlands as
a precautionary defensive move, or to send out a fleet to support allied
Sweden against Denmark, the client of France, would be interpreted by the
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republicans as aggressive warmongering, and as a prelude to an attempt to
increase his authority arbitrarily and illegally. As d’Avaux put it, with
characteristic malice, Amsterdam would seek French protection, preferring
a great king who would protect their liberties to a little prince who would
oppress them.>?

In September 1683 William proposed measures to the States General
which, hopefully, would deter Louis from making an attack on Luxemburg,
or, alternatively, would bolster Spanish resistance to an attack there, and on
other key fortresses. William already possessed authority, from the period
of an earlier threat to Luxemburg in 1682, to move 8000 men into defensive
positions in the Spanish Netherlands but he needed to augment the army by
16000 soldiers overall in order to create a credible deterrent.’® From Louis’s
point of view an augmentation of this size would strengthen William’s
chances of bringing about a general European war over Luxemburg, by
encouraging Spanish intransigence. The proposal also confirmed the
official French view of William as an inveterate enemy, with whom no
settlement could be negotiated. Louis therefore initiated a policy which
combined the application of pressure on Spain, which began with an attack
on the fortress of Kortrijk in November 1683, with intensified intervention
by d’Avaux. He was to use the Amsterdam republicans, and their allies in
Friesland and Groningen, to sabotage all William’s attempts to come to the
assistance of Spain.>*

As later in 1688, Louis calculated that he could seize what he wanted,
Luxemburg in 1683, Phillipsburg in 1688, without provoking a general
war. On both occasions he used the same technique, the selective use of
intimidatory force, against Spain in 1683, the Palatinate and the German
princes in 1688, while relying on diplomatic intervention and manoeuvres
to prevent other states and rulers coming to the assistance of the one which
he chose as his target. While Kortrijk was under attack French bands
ravaged the rural areas of Flanders, and preparations were made to besiege
Luxemburg. Meanwhile d’Avaux’s Amsterdam connections remained
unmoved by appeals from Gaspar Fagel, the Pensionary of Holland and
William’s lieutenant. One of the city’s deputies commented that war would
ruin trade, and that it was not worth risking the prosperity of the fishing
trade (important for North Holland) for the sake of frontier towns in the
Spanish Netherlands. William’s answer to this was that if d’Avaux had been
present, and allowed to speak, he would have used the same words.>®

The tactics used by the Amsterdam deputies in the States of Holland, and
by the Holland deputies in the States General, closely resembled those used
by the opposition MPs working in Parliament in co-operation with
Barrillon, in the sessions of 1678. In the States they rejected the levy of
16000 men, and attached impossible conditions to the voting of extra
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money: they demanded that the other and poorer provinces must pay all
their arrears, within a month, knowing that it would take them years to raise
the money. They made allegations of embezzlement of revenues voted
during the war, and the diversion of money to uses other than those
intended.’® Blatantly the counter-proposal was made that d’Avaux should
be sounded about ways in which the Spanish authorities could be compelled
to accept French demands. Most significantly of all, the Amsterdam
deputies showed that they would not authorise military action even if Louis
continued or even extended his offensive actions. All these points had been
rehearsed with d’Avaux, who kept in constant touch with the burgomasters,
on one occasion melodramatically meeting their representative at night at a
country rendezvous. Even a personal appearance by William in the States,
and his use of both entertainment and intimidation, failed to persuade the
Amsterdam deputies to agree to extra men and money, and this humiliating
failure gave them greater confidence.”’

William’s difficulties grew when, despite his earlier warning and his lack
of success in increasing his armed forces, Spain unilaterally declared war on
France on 1 December 1683, hoping to draw in the Dutch, the Emperor
(now that Vienna had been saved from the Turks) and the German princes.
The intensification of pressure on Amsterdam by William only resulted in
their appealing to d’Avaux for increased support. However, Louis
mercilessly used the republican party. He ignored their requests that he
improve their position in relation to William, by lowering his demands on
Spain and extending the time limits in which the latter had to come to
terms. Revealingly in his despatches to d’Avaux Louis insisted on tight time
limits if Amsterdam was able to block William, but gave authority to extend
them if William got his way.”® Louis and d’Avaux both despised the Regent
class, merchants and magistrates, as men who would always succumb to
pressure in order to safeguard their material interests. Consequently the
best way of using them to further French policies was to maintain pressure
upon them, to make them fear Louis more than they feared William.
Having embarked on appeasement policies, the Dutch republicans found
that they lost all leverage on France, and it suited the French for relations
between them and William to deteriorate further.

D’Avaux in his despatch of 9 January 1684 gave Louis a full account of
the fears and anxieties of his republican contacts, whom he described and
detailed. Grana, governor of the Spanish Netherlands, intercepted and
deciphered this despatch, which William read to the States of Holland on 16
February.>® His denunciation of leading Amsterdam republicans, Hooft and
Hop, by name and his charges of treasonable behaviour in maintaining
connections with d’Avaux had a sensational effect, but only in the short
term. The Amsterdam house in the Hague was sealed up after the city’s
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deputies to the States General fled by night. The gates of Amsterdam were
closed early each night, as a precaution against a coup.® But in the longer
term William’s charges produced little effect. Those whom he accused
acknowledged that they had kept in contact with d’Avaux, but claimed that
they had done so for the purpose of protecting the city’s trading interests.
D’Avaux not only protested that the interception of his despatch
constituted a breach of international law, but that Grana had deliberately
distorted his words for propaganda purposes. William did not go to the
extremity of trying to seize the men whom he denounced. Encouraged by
this sign of weakness, Amsterdam continued obstinately to obstruct the levy
of additional soliders, and in the States General the deputies of Groningen
and Friesland, with whom d’Avaux also maintained close relations, joined
1n opposition.

From William’s angle the final result was as damaging a reverse as the
separate peace of 1678. He found himself unable to give the governor of the
Spanish Netherlands sufficient assistance to withstand French incursions.
The Dutch troops already there had to be kept on passive garrison duty in
towns which the French chose not to attack, while they burnt the suburbs of
Brussels and ravaged the countryside. Finally Luxemburg fell. William had
no success in trying to form a new anti-French alliance, and he could do
nothing to stop the German princes concluding the twenty-year truce with
Louis. This represented a French triumph comparable to that of Nijmegen,
and it was a similar triumph that he planned and expected to achieve in the
winter of 1688-9. Once again in 1684 he succeeded in negotiating a
settlement with other states separately, one by one. In his negotiations with
the States General Louis refused to include any discussion of the affairs of
the German princes and the Empire, or of Northern European affairs, the
Holstein question and other disputes between Denmark and Sweden.% The
Swedish envoy at the Hague naturally complained about the selfish
behaviour of the States General, and its complete disregard of existing
treaty obligations. The Spanish government, humiliated again by having to
accept French terms, heaped reproaches on the Dutch.%?

Encouraged by his success in checkmating William, d’Avaux tried to
obtain the dismissal of Fagel as pensionary, and talked with his contacts
about Louis taking Amsterdam, Groningen and Friesland under his
protection (by means of a French army invited by them), and their secession
from the United Provinces.®® However, d’Avaux’s influence had peaked.
His contacts had been subjected to ruthless pressure in 1683-4 and treated
like pawns, not as allies or associates whose views and interests deserved
some form of consideration. Moreover d’Avaux failed to convince Louis
that in one crucial area he had to tailor his policies to Dutch views and
interests. In his despatches he referred, rather diffidently to an absolute
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master, to the central importance attached by Amsterdam and the
republicans to trade, and the value they placed on the concessions which
Louis had granted in 1678.% In reply Louis prohibited his entering into any
discussion on specific commercial matters; he was to confine himself to
giving vague general assurances. These were in fact entirely insincere, since
Louis was about to withdraw the concessions. In retrospect d’Avaux
admitted that his master’s action amounted to a breach of the Nijmegen
treaty, and deplored its effects.®® These were little short of disastrous.
Former connections who had been ready to work with d’Avaux against
William expressed real resentment, and rejected the casuistical and
unconvincing explanations which the ambassador offered. Many supported
economic reprisals against French commodities, which in turn were seen by
Louis as an unfriendly act. Merchants who had formerly opposed any
policy likely to lead to war now changed their attitude towards France,
thinking (wrongly, as it proved) that involvement in a new war could not be
more damaging to their interests than existing French policies.

Religious persecution in France completed the destruction of the network
of contacts which d’Avaux had manipulated with such success. When
pressure on the Huguenots began, in the early 1680s, he reported that his
contacts, being mostly arminians (or known as remonstrants) would not be
antagonised by measures taken against dogmatic French calvinists. But even
before the Edict of Nantes was formally revoked in October 1685, he found
that in reality his influence was annihilated. Former connections shunned
him. In the years 1687-8 he was reduced to controlling and operating no
more than an efficient espionage network, and wielded very little political
influence.%

Paradoxically by 1688 French influence in England had increased, and
seemed to be securely established, but within a strictly limited social and
political circle. The period of active French collaboration with MPs and
members of opposition groups and parties proved to be a relatively short
interlude between long periods in which the primary duties of the French
ambassador were to maintain close and continuous contact with the
sovereign himself. At the end of 1683 Louis ordered Barrillon to sever
contact with Montagu, in case it became known and upset the relationship
with Charles, and because there was now no likelihood of another
Parliament meeting during his reign.®” Both before and after Charles’s
death, it is clear that Louis saw James as his most useful and reliable friend.
Consequently Barrillon virtually confined himself during James’s reign to
maintaining close contact with the king and his inner circle of ministers,
together with a group of prominent catholic courtiers. For Louis and
Barrillon these were men whose positions and policies necessarily inclined
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them to seek French friendship. None of them, after Lawrence Hyde’s
dismissal at the end of 1686, were suspected of having links with, or
expectations from, William and Mary. As a result Barrillon saw and
reported events and possible developments in the British Isles very much
through James’s own eyes, and shared his blind confidence in the strength
of the royal position.

Almost all the intelligence information which Louis received in the course
of 1688 about the formidable character of William’s preparations to
intervene in England, and the chances of their succeeding, came from
d’Avaux at the Hague. Barrillon’s despatches, like those of Bordeaux in
1659-60, gave a misleading impression of the strength of the regime. On the
other hand the advice which d’Avaux offered to Louis had little relevance to
the faulty strategy which the latter adopted. As his influence on the
republicans declined, and as he came to despise them for their weakness in
not standing up to William, d’Avaux began to advocate the use of direct
intimidation against the Dutch, as the only sure means of checking
William.®® In the late summer of 1688, as he reported William’s military
preparations, d’Avaux urged Louis to make an attack on Bergen-op-Zoom
or, more realistically, the southern and exposed fortress of Maastricht. As
he realised that Dutch preparations were in fact aimed against England, he
claimed that a military attack would prevent William sailing for England
with a substantial part of the Dutch army, including most of its élite units.®’

D’Avaux failed to understand the way in which William’s invasion of
England fitted into, or even hopefully facilitated, Louis’s strictly selective
and restricted offensive plans. By attacking the fortress of Phillipsburg on
the Rhine, invading the Palatinate and installing his protégé Furstenberg as
archbishop-elector of Cologne, Louis expected to break up the League of
Augsburg without having to fight a general war. William, by crossing to
England with an army and becoming involved in what Louis expected on
the basis of Barrillon’s reports to become a long civil war, would be leaving
the German princes to look after their own defences. This would expose
William to French allegations that he was behaving as selfishly, in pursuing
his ambitions to usurp the English throne, as the States General had done in
1678 to further their trading interests. The French would add, for the
benefit of the Emperor and the Catholic princes, that William was fighting
a protestant war of religion in the British Isles, and that they should
dissociate themselves from him.

Louis still hoped, in addition, to exploit the timidity of the Dutch
republicans and get them to hamper William, as they had done in 1683-4.
At that time Louis relied on a combination of persuasion with pressure. In
1688 Louis applied naked intimidation, knowing that d’Avaux no longer
had the confidence of the republican party. On 9 September d’Avaux
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presented a memorial to the States General, threatening them with war if
they tried either to keep Furstenberg out of Cologne or to support an attack
on James.”” The States General ignored both parts of this ultimatum.
Significantly Louis only acted to substantiate his threat, and declared war
on the Dutch, much later on 26 November 1688, when he knew that
William had established himself in the west of England and that James’s
army was concentrating against him, and not earlier when allied
Brandenburg and Dutch forces took up defensive positions in, and to cover,
the territories of Cologne. Louis’s eyes were fixed on the Rhineland and
reactions in Germany, where he relied on intimidation. He gave the
Emperor and the princes until 1 January 1689 to make a settlement on
French terms, and the first systematic, terrorist burnings of towns began in
November. If these tactics had worked and the German states had agreed to
peace, the States General would have found themselves in a precarious
state, without allies, with William and the best part of the army engaged in
England and without a clear lead — Fagel was dying.

Of course developments quickly brought down this card castle of French
expectations. The devastation of towns, palaces and villages in the
Rhineland made the Emperor and the German princes more determined not
to accept French terms. They recognised William and Mary’s title as king
and queen surprisingly soon after they accepted the offer from the
Convention Parliament.”! Since the French could not mount an immediate
threat to the United Provinces, even d’Avaux’s former associates initially
supported the war. Revealingly one of William’s first executive actions, in
January 1689, although technically it was outside the temporary powers
given to him by the Assembly in December, was to give Barrillon
peremptory orders to leave the kingdom. As king of England, William
declared war on France in May, and in the same month an alliance was
concluded between the States General and the Emperor, which Spain,
Denmark and Bavaria joined later.”> D’Avaux had had to leave the Hague in
November, but his abilities and experience ensured him immediate and
important new employment. He accompanied James to Ireland as
ambassador, but his real mission was to ensure that the interests of France
would be served by James and his adherents.” In other words Louis and his
agent d’Avaux applied themselves to control and manipulate a new set of
puppets, the Jacobites, in a new situation and for a new set of purposes.
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CHAPTER 2

The Economic Consequences of William 111
D. W. Fones

It has long been recognised that the great European war William III
committed England to fight against France once he had gained the throne in
1688/9, brought unprecedented burdens for the country. But these burdens
were also very dangerous so that by 1696-7 England suffered one of the
most critical crises of her history, certainly in pre-twentieth century terms.
For early in 1696, after confidence had been lost late in 1694 in what, by
then, was a heavily clipped silver coin, a decision had to be taken to recoin
even though England was still at war. Already, during 1695, the initial loss
of confidence had precipitated a currency hurricane. Throughout the year,
massive quantities of gold were speculatively imported and England’s
exchange depreciated alarmingly. Already, also, transactions had become
ever more perplexed by the state of the silver coin.

But once recoining had been decided upon, these difficulties were
considerably compounded. Recoining was bound to take time; between
taking in the old coin and reissuing it as newly minted (and as a much
smaller face-value amount of) new coin, there was bound to be a severe
shortage of cash. Accordingly over the second half of 1696 and the first half
of 1697 economic activity at home fell severely thanks to what indeed
turned out to be a chronic shortage of cash. Early in 1697, the wagons
which normally left Trowbridge full of Exeter serge for London were said
to have gone almost empty;! while a little later in the year, cloth was
claimed to be virtually unobtainable in London, once clothiers had been
forced to lay off their weavers.? Most seriously of all, for a time during the
previous year when the exchange remained at a heavy discount, the
government, through the Bank of England, failed to pay bills drawn for the
army in Flanders. Consequently, for nearly four months between late June
and early October 1696 the army received virtually no funds from England.’

The explanation for this desperate situation is to be found in the highly
ambitious, yet dangerously contradictory, strategy adopted by William III.
Quite apart from the scale of the war effort, from virtually the beginning of
the war England was undertaking a Double Forward Commitment of both
the military and naval arms. No other European military power, whether of
the immediate past or the present, had attempted, or was attempting, such a
thing (the Dutch alone excepted perhaps). On the one hand, an English
army was committed forward in Flanders (and with allies, notably Savoy,
being subsidised as well), while on the other, the English navy was also
committed forward most of the time, whether covering the Irish operations
of the years 1689-91, covering and participating in two massive ‘Descents’

24
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on the French coast in 1692 and 1693, attacking French corn ships over the
winter of 1693-4, and then operating in the Mediterranean over the years
1694-5.

A naval commitment of this scale and character was of itself dangerous.
Naval manning requirements were bound to starve trade of the seamen it
required and to impose upon it a dangerously unseasonal pattern of sailings.
At the same time, the forward commitment was unlikely to leave many
ships of the line free to defend trade against the privateering attacks that the
French were only too likely to launch against English commerce. But what
made the forward naval commitment particularly dangerous was the second
aspect of William’s strategy — namely, the forward commitment of an army

Table 1. Weight of supplies and shipping required to supply the Flanders army in the
mid-1690s for the year

Weight d Shipping h
Supplies Consumption (tons) (tons)
Bread 60,000 x 1.5 1b Brabant 15,155 40,312
per daya
Beer 60,000 x 5 pints per day? 61,105 72,715
Fodder 2,000,000 rations of 15 1b 25,305 hay 140,569 hay
Brabant hay, 6 lb straw and 10,118 straw 56,205 straw
3 pecks (14 1b per peck) 68,437 oats 66,384 oats
oats for 200 days winter 103,860 total 263,158 total
quarters¢ fodder fodder
Other Food 9,778 ¢ 9,778
Wine 1,376 £ 1,376
Fuel (coal) 54,000 & 54,000
245,274 441,339

Notes and Sources:

a BL Add. MS 10,123 fo. 106 (Brabant 1 1b = 470 grams).

b PRO SP 8/12, no. 14; T 64/173.

c BL Blenheim Papers, F2-22, 27.

d To arrive at the weight of supplies annually required, the consumption shown for bread, beer and
fodder has been scaled up to 365 days (one gallon of beer = 10 1bs). Had we estimated on the basis
of feeding green forage to the horse in summer, then following G. Perjés, ‘Army Provisioning,
Logistics and Strategy in the Second Half of the 17th century’, Act Historica Scientarium
Hungarica, XVI (1970), 16-7, the estimate for fodder would have stood at 150,841 tons.

e Estimate based on M. van Creveld, Supplying War (Cambridge, 1977), p. 24.

f Estimate of wine consumption, see Jones, War and Economy, p. 31.

g Estimated on the basis that London, with a population of some 500,000, imported 450,000 tons of
coal annually.

b The ton burden has been taken to be a ton of 2240 b weight and of a capacity of 53.2 cubic feet
(see M. Oppenheim, A History of the Administration of the Royal Navy (1896), pp. 30, 132, 266-8).
PRO SP 8/14, no. 101 provides the ratio for converting weights of hay and straw into the ship
tonnage required to carry them. For the remainder, the ratios have come from R. W. Stevens, On
the Tonnage of Ships and their Cargoes (Plymouth, 1858), pp. 15-7, supplemented by P. Garoche,
Stowage Handling and Transport of Ship Cargoes (New York, 1941).
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and allies fighting abroad and for whom, because their needs could not be
directly supplied from England’s shores, remittances had to be sent across
the foreign exchanges for spending by them as they saw fit.

The sheer impossibility of direct supply from England becomes
immediately apparent from Table 1.

This shows that supplying the Flanders army would have required a ‘Lift’
of some 245,000 tons annually, for which, allowing for the bulk of the hay
and straw, a ship-tonnage of some 441,000 tons would have been needed.
We can compare this with the 475,000 tons that annually sufficed to carry
the whole of England’s foreign trade in the later 1680s.* True, ships can be
made to work harder and sailings to Flanders involved only short-haul
voyages. Yet even if we suppose that ships in a supply shuttle could have
been worked to make fully twice the voyages trading ships ordinarily made
in trade with the Low Countries, the requirement still works out at at least
40,000 tons, or over 10% of England’s total shipping tonnage at this time.’
Moreover, the manning of this tonnage would have placed further pressure
on scarce seafaring manpower at the same time as the supply shuttle, by
presenting the French with the best possible target to attack, would also
have required much of that naval protection which trade would only too
likely be short of as well.

Even had these problems not applied, direct supply from English shores
would still not have been practical. Unless horse regiments were to be
bogged down when summer campaigning in a morass of wagon trains
bringing fodder from the rear (which was impractical anyway), the horse
had to be able to buy locally the green fodder needed, wherever it was to be
obtained. It was also better for the officers and men to be free to buy locally
freshly baked bread (instead of biscuit), and fresh meat (instead of salted
meat). Moreover, since the Low Countries were one of Europe’s long-
standing cockpits, a whole host of local (and especially Jewish)
entrepreneurs existed there long versed in the business of supplying armies;
their military supplies were also exempted from local excises. The
operations of two of these, Fonseca and Pereira, who contracted for the
army’s bread in the 1690s, are graphically described by Richard Hill,
Deputy Paymaster to the army in Flanders, when he wrote in 1694 that:

Pereyra . . . has allready his provision of corn, of ovens & of bakers at Gand as providor to
ye Danes whom he has fed these 2 years & Ffonesca has ye same at Bruxelles, Louvain, as
providor to all ye Spanish troops. Ffonseca has ye use of a 100 waggons as providor & a
great many boats to transport his provision. They have comis and serv! in every town
allready as they furnish ye troops every[where] with bread and for ye same reason have
credit everywhere, they have provision of corn excise free in all towns, they have waggons
to bring ’em in straw and wood as forrage . . . Ffonseca has his own grounds and farms
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near Bruxelles where he designed to keep a stock of cattle and bring his provision as he
had occasion, he has his own magazines and graneryes at Bruxelles & every town to lay up
his provisions . . 8

All things considered, it was reckoned that supplies could be bought in the
Low Countries some 10-20% cheaper than they could in England, and this
without reckoning the freight and transshipping charges that would have
applied had direct supply been attempted.” In the meantime, recipients of
English subsidies also needed to be able to spend these as they saw fit.
Thanks to the impracticality of direct supply, there had to be remittances
instead, and it was the fact of these remittances that exposed England to a
whole host of economic dangers only direct supply could have avoided.
That direct supply would have been free of economic dangers is obvious
enough. For then all taxes and net loans raised in England for the war
abroad would have been spent at home, thus taking up the savings extracted
by the taxes and loans out of home consumption. Home-employment would
remain undisturbed. Correspondingly, with no remittances being sent
across the foreign exchanges, the stability of England’s balance of payments
would not have been imperilled either. But these dangers were bound to
apply when there were remittances. Their transfer across the exchanges
would obviously imperil balance of payments’ stability and so risk monetary
outflow and a contractionary monetary squeeze at home. While as transfers
of taxes and net loans raised in England to be spent not at home (where the
tax and loan savings had been extracted), but abroad, the remittances would
likely reduce home spending and so additionally risk a fall in English output
and unemployment. Nor as Table 2 makes plain were the sums involved
trivial. Rising to over a million annually by the middle years of the 1690s, at
these levels the military remittances were roughly double England’s pre-war

European trade surplus of some £600,000 annually,® and roughly equal to
Table 2. England’s remittances to Troops and Allies Abroad, 1689-1697 (in £s).

Total Spent  Net Borrowings Remitted from
Abroad Abroad Home To the North To the South
1688-9 169,335 169,335 169,335
1689-90 795,547 795,547 795,547
1690-91 557,866 557,866 426,200 131,666
1692 788,420 788,420 732,430 56,000
1693 876,114 876,114 781,032 95,082
1694 1,508,137 150,000 1,358,137 1,254,137 104,000
1695 1,255,621 17,000 1,238,621 1,099,821 138,800
1696 1,174,717 133,000 1,041,717 966,717 75,000
1697 806,922 100,000 706,922 706,922

Figures for 1688-91 inclusive are for Michaelmas years, the rest for calendar years. For sources, see
D.W. Jones, War and Economy, p. 319.
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the total resources England was annually committing to her Atlantic trades
at this time. In money terms, at least, they are also greater than anything
Spain in an earlier age had remitted to her Flanders army.’

On the face of it, then, the remittances alone would appear to have
threatened England’s economic stability. Of course economists might
suppose that at least some of the spending abroad might come back for
English goods, or that part of it might intercept some of the imports
England previously consumed: either would help restore employment and
balance of payment stability. Equally, economic historians might argue that
because England had achieved something of a commercial revolution over
the second half of the seventeenth century, perhaps the remittances could
be handled with ease. More specifically, both economists and economic
historians would agree that were there sufficiently large surpluses, then
there should have been no danger. For saving serving to keep England’s
import purchases below what otherwise her foreign earnings could have
afforded her, has to be the counterpart of such surpluses. Surpluses,
therefore, would not only furnish a government wishing to remit with the
required foreign exchange without imperilling balance of payment stability,
but they would also mean that any taxes and loans remitted across them
would, in effect, have appropriated this saving and not spending. Current
spending, and hence current output and employment, would thus be left
undisturbed.

No doubt all this is fine in principle. But the remittance outstripped
England’s pre-war trade surpluses as just noted, while the likely grave
consequences of the naval side of William’s war for trade must also be
considered. Moreover, with so much local purchase a necessity as we have
seen, it 1s unlikely that very much of the spending abroad even could, and
let alone would, come back as purchases of supplies from England.
Estimates!? of how England’s foreign spending was composed are not easy
to construct. However, it is clear that much the greater part went on
providing feed for the horse, and fresh bread, beer (very bulky), and meat
for the men, all of which had to be provided locally. Only some 38%, at
most, went on items that at least could have either boosted English exports
(e.g., butter and cheese, possibly, and grain to make bread and beer), and/or
diverted erstwhile English import consumption (e.g., wines and linens
purchased by the officers and men). And in practice, of course, far less than
this was likely to be achieved. The only provision laid down by the
government was to require the army’s bread contractors in Flanders to
export annually out of England a quantity of grain equivalent to the amount
they used in making the army’s bread (this, in the 1690s, being stipulated to
be made out of Prussian rye).!! But the value of the grain involved could not
have amounted to much more than some £90,000’s worth each year.!? For
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all other supplies the Dutch were far better placed to provide what was
required by shipping supplies down the rivers into Flanders; while
throughout the 1690s French luxury goods, including wines, were also
readily available there to entice, possibly, much of the officers’ spending."?

Where any hope that England’s foreign spending would solve the
remittance problem by coming back to England’s shore thus turns out to be
almost wholly illusory, prospects that English trade might solve the
problems turn out to be equally unpromising. Indeed, considerable though
England’s commercial achievements had been, it would be difficult to think
of any commercial pattern more at risk in the likely circumstances of a
French war and when a navy was so committed to forward operations. Two
things in particular made for the vulnerability of English trade. The first
was that by the mid-1680s England’s trade balance, to the tune of some
£250,000 annually,!* had become dependent on the surplus Ireland had in
her trade with Europe, and especially so with France. Thanks to an Irish
deficit on trade with England, and the remittance of rents to English
absentee landlords, Ireland was in deficit with England; and this she
cleared, in effect, by making over her European surpluses for England’s use
(i.e., to help England pay for her European imports). Once there was war
between England and France, however, trade prohibitions were bound to be
imposed bringing Irish trade with France to an end no less than English,
and so costing an important part of sterling’s earnings. In the event, also,
there was to be an Irish rebellion and a campaign to put it down which had
severe effects on Irish trade throughout most of the 1690s.%

The second reason for the extreme vulnerability of English trade was that
some £800,000’s worth annually in net earnings accruing to sterling were
generated by England’s Atlantic trades.!® For each year, the earnings of
these trades for England’s balance thanks to the sugars, the tobaccos, and
the dyestuffs and so forth sold as re-exports in Europe, and thanks to the
Newfoundland and New England cod sold directly in the Iberian peninsula,
were greater by some £800,000 annually than the European import
purchases that had to be incurred, whether as naval stores (for building and
equipping the ships), or as linens and metalwares (for sending out to the
colonists), to run these trades each year. But, of course, it was precisely the
Atlantic trades that would be most at risk in William’s war. Naval manning
requirements were bound to reduce their level very considerably by taking
away the seamen who manned the shipping upon which they were so
dependent. Moreover, it was these trades which were likely to suffer most
from storm losses when, to give priority to naval manning requirements,
most voyages would likely have to be winter ones; whilst in the Western
approaches and the length of the Channel there would be the attentions of
the French privateers to contend with.
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Between these Irish and Atlantic ‘balances’, therefore, England could
only too easily lose the equivalent of what could well be rather more than
the £600,000, or so, overall total of her surpluses with Europe in the later
1680s. In the meantime, however, the one thing that could nor be hoped for
would be some compensatory expansion in the inherently more secure
domestic exports, and notably English woollen exports. For in Europe
English woollens faced stern competition coming from such great centres
and regions of production established at Leiden, or in and around Tilburg,
Helmond and Eindhoven in the southern extremities of the Dutch Republic
and in and around Vervier in the vicinity of Liége; while a little further
afield there were even greater centres of production established in Saxony,
Lusatia and Silesia. It was only the East India trade which, in principle,
offered. more promising possibilities. For each year the European
dimensions of this trade normally involved both massive re-export sales to
Europe and massive purchases of bullion from Europe for sending out to
India.!” Cutting back on these latter purchases, therefore, would produce a
substantial gain for the balance of payments. For imports from India (the
fruits of past investment) could still come in for some considerable time
and, as re-exports, would thus continue to earn credits in Europe but in the
absence now of the usual, offsetting, bullion purchases. Unfortunately,
however, no such effect could work for William III (and as it was to do so
spectacularly, in fact, for Marlborough). The East India Company, which
controlled the trade, had been seriously weakened by a major interloping
attack in the early 1680s so that by the later 1680s the trade was at a very
low ebb.

The dangerously contradictory character of William’s strategy must now be
clear. On the one hand, supporting the army without endangering economic
stability at home required a rather better trade performance as far as the
balance of payments was concerned than was being achieved immediately
prior to the war. On the other hand, the massive commitment to the navy
and its deployment on forward operations threatened to destroy the very
trade performance upon which support of the army would depend.

Table 3. English Trade 1686-1701 (in £000’s at 1699-1701 average customs valuations)
Near Europe The North The South

(1) (@) () (4) (1) @) (3) (4) (1) @) ) (4)

Export Re-export Sum 1+2 Imports Export Re-export Sum 1+2 Imports Export Re-export Sum 1+2 Imports

1686 1,445 989 2436 2310 29 78 375 613 976 219 1,195 1,260

(1,666)  (865) (2,031) (1,595) (1,255)  (343)  (1,598) (1,975)
1693 1,512 324 1,837 1,276 255 42 297 548 906 58 964 921
1694 1,511 366 1,877 1,601 431 49 480 468 978 117 1,099 836
1695 2,015 499 2513 1,087 289 63 353 499 976 57 1,094 1,347

1699-01 1,859 1,163 3022 1,328 255 80 335 583 1,484 224 1,708 1,555
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In the UK port books (PRO E 190) which are our source for the figures for 1686, too often only
‘France’ is given as the destination of exports and re-exports. Ideally, however, English trade with the
French Biscayan ports should belong to the ‘South’ and not to ‘Near Europe’ where we have included it
in the first line of the figures. Accordingly, the figures in parentheses provide an estimated re-allocation
of the French Biscayan trade from ‘Near Europe’ to the ‘South’ in 1686. Comparisons with the 1690s
within these two categories should be conducted with the adjusted, and not the unadjusted figures.
Sources for the other figures are: 1693-5, compiled from House of Lords Records Office, Parchment
Books 32-42; 1699-1701, compiled from PRO Cust 3/3-5.

These dangers are fully borne out by what actually happened in the
1690s. From Table 3 we see that the longer-distance trades had been
thoroughly disrupted; that the re-export trade with Europe had been
gravely reduced; and that export performance over the years 1693-4 was
indifferent (some £150,000’s worth of the apparent export ‘expansion’ to
Near Europe (i.e. the Low Countries and Germany) simply reflecting how
more export to Southern Europe went overland now to avoid the
privateers).!8

Table 4. Trade performance in the 1690s (in £000s)

THE WIDER WORLD BALANCES IN 1686 AND 1693-5 (10)
(1) @) 3 4 ) (6) (7 L) 9) Net

East  Atlantic Total  Bullion European European Total Net Net Wider
India Re-export Sales in for Import Import for Import India Atlantic World
Re-export & cod Europe India for India Atlantic  Bill Balance Balance Balance

1686 300 1,136 1,436 368 16 344 728 —84 792 708
1693 42 543 585 95 5 137 237 —58 406 348
—258 —593 = —851 +273 +11 +207 = +491 +26 —386  —360
1694 98 557 655 147 5 175 327 —54 382 328
—202 —579 = —781 +221  +11 +169 = +401 +30 —410 —380
1695 153 566 719 0 5 144 149 148 422 570
—147 =570 = —717 +368 +11i +200 = +579  +232 =370  —138

THE EUROPEAN BALANCES IN 1686 AND 1693-5

WARTIME GAINS AND LOSSES BY:
DOMESTIC EXPORTS TO IMPORTS FROM

M @ &) ©) ®) (6) ™ ) ® A ay @ @@ @@ 1) (e (17
Net Wider Net Profit lreland Net Total Home  French  French Baltic Near The Net Baltic Near The Net Sumof  Overall

World and (1+3) Importy  Home Post Europe  South Europe  South Gainsand  Balance
Freight Domestic Import  Prohibition Losses  1686+(4)
Export  Domestic  Gain (7y+(11) +16
Balance  Export +(15)
1686 708 534 250 =1,492  -305 =767 420
1693 348 123 0 =305 0
=360 -4l =250 ==1,021 +557 =41 4546 =9 +49  +64 -8 45 =19 41,034 420+13=433
1694 328 139 0 =305 0
~380 ~395 =250 =-1,025 +557 +130 +527 +124 +781 +145 —~495 +114 =236 +1102 420477=497
1695 570 145 0 =305 0
-138 ~389 =250 ==777 +557 = +1,008 465 +L107  +14 =l +179 +292 +1915 42041138

=],558
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For the structure and sources of this table, see Jones, War and Economy, pp. 52-5, 212-7, 224-8, 325-9.
The valuations used differ somewhat from those used in Table 3, while here ‘Near Europe’ excludes
France, which is dealt with separately. The surplus of £420,000 shown for 1686 differs from the
£600,000 mentioned in the text simply because of the inevitable discrepancy between the trade surplus
estimate and that provided by net monetary movements.

Moreover when we look at Table 4, we see that in addition to the loss of the
Irish balance, it was indeed the Atlantic balance which had been severely
hit. This is not to say that there were no favourable features. Quite
substantial gains on the balance of payments were in fact made through the
ending of French trade (in which there had been a substantial deficit against
England) and thanks to sundry export gains and import savings made 1n the
Southern European and Baltic trades. (The import savings of the latter
trades, though, reflect the crippling of English trading activities, and hence
a lower import of Baltic naval stores overall notwithstanding the navy’s
extra purchases.)

These gains, however, were virtually outweighed by the destruction of
the Irish balance, by the halving of the Atlantic balance and by the severe
losses on freight and profit earnings incurred when much of England’s
European trading was taken over by foreign shipping (profiting from the
crippling of her own shipping);!° and when much of the export trade with
Near Europe became conducted increasingly for the accounts of principals
abroad (instead of on English account as previously).?® Little wonder,
therefore, that as the remittances mounted, more and more silver bullion,
culminating with the massive export of some £700,000’s worth in 1694 (see
Table 5), had to be exported to pay the army’s debts.

Table 5. Bullion Movements and the Exchange Rate, 1680-1701 (in £s).

Mint Bullion Outflow Net Inflow/ Guilder

Output To Europe Outflow Exchange Rate
1680 671,624 (nd) +671,624 + 3.89%
1681 338,801 (36,480) +338,801 + 3.56%
1682 180,989 (137,684) + 180,989 + 2.45%
1683 507,927 (114,351) +507,927 + 4.76%
1684 312,287 (81,277) +312,287 + 3.92%
1685 551,893 (30,828) +551,893 + 3.66%
1686 593,030 (13,977) +593,030 + 3.58%
1687 562,800 (67,847) +562,800 + 3.37%
1688 557,445 248,359 + 309,086 + 0.63%
1689 193,828 385,270 —191,442 (nd)
1690 44,516 = 734,433 = c. —534,433 (nd)
1691 51,048 — : — — 1.44%
1692 104,171 _ — + 0.20%
1693 46,975 219,214 —172,239 — 3.29%
1694 62,023 698,896 —636,873 — 6.11%
1695 630,838 226,132 +404,706 —14.42%
1696 Recoinage (nd) — 9.27%
1697 Recoinage (nd) + 2.57%

1699-1701 571,903 10,158 +571,903 + 3.20%
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For sources, see Jones, War and Economy, pp. 322-3. Figures of bullion outflow shown in brackets are
for exports to Holland only, but such exports always comprised by far the greater amounts. Exchange
quotations for 1690 are very scarce.

Matters at least appear to have dramatically improved in 1695; but once we
allow for the severe exchange depreciation plus the gold inflow coming in to
buy English goods cheap, it can be shown quite easily that the net trade
performance was still insufficient, by some margin, to meet the remittances
without an export of silver. In the meantime, throughout these years it was
Dutch supplies shipped down the rivers into Flanders that the army was
buying, very little of the spending coming back as a demand for English
exports; also, the officers did indeed consume French wines and brandies
for which it was very difficult, given the prohibition of French trade, for
English exports to pay. On these points, Richard Hill was again particularly
graphic when he wrote towards the end of 1695:

There has been little help from Trade since the war, and none at present, for Hollande
supplys allmoste everything which is wanting for ye use and consumption of the Army . . .
they send butter and cheese and Bread, Rhenish wines and fish and foreage, spices and
rice and Everything for the subsistence of their own and our Troops, and of all Brabant
and Flanders . . . and this year last past [i.e., 1695] has been so plentifull in corn and other
provisions that allmost nothing of that kind can come from England; and ye Trade to
France being opened with those provinces their goes more of our money in France at
present for wines, brandies and baubles than there goeth to England or Ireland for any
kind of provisions.21

Reasons for this parlous state of affairs are just as predictable as the
pattern we have just seen. Since nothing untoward seems to have happened
to competing European centres of woollen textile production (and as was so
strikingly to happen to Marlborough’s benefit in the 1700s), there was little
scope for English exports to expand very much. Gains there certainly were
in sales of kersey, bays and some other cloths used for making uniforms (and
of which England produced the most and the best);?? but these gains were
almost wholly offset by losses incurred by English exports through the
generally disturbed trading conditions of the 1690s. It is with these latter
conditions, indeed, and the way they hit the Atlantic trades particularly
hard, that we find the major reason for the near-disaster of the 1690s. Thus
to safeguard naval manning requirements, but inevitably crippling for the
Atlantic trades which were so dependent on shipping and seamen, a system
of draconian controls was introduced from the very beginning of the war to
limit these trades to under half the shipping and men they had employed in
the later 1680s.?*> Also, since it was laid down that no ships could sail out
before naval manning had been completed by the end of May, and that all
ships had to be back before the manning season commenced in February,* a



34 British Foreign Policy 1660-1800

totally unseasonal pattern was imposed on trade, and one which was bound
again to hit the Atlantic trades very hard. Arriving in tropical waters
towards the middle of the year meant that ships employed in these trades
would be departing during the hurricane season and reaching home waters
during the stormy winter months. Then returning home through the
Western approaches and running the length of the Channel made these
ships, along with those coming from Southern Europe and India, very
vulnerable to French privateering attack and particularly so when far too
few ships-of-the-line were committed to the protection of commerce.

No comprehensive account of losses in the Atlantic trades is available but
some impression of their scale can be gained from how, over the years
1694-5, the value of cargo lost by the Royal Africa Company was put at
£57,219; that by the Jamaica, New England, and Leeward Island merchants
at £68,500, £114,000 and £138,000 respectively; and that by the Barbados
merchants at a massive £387,100.2°> Of this, £187,000 had been incurred by
storm and the rest at the hands of a French naval squadron commanded by
Nesmond in the Channel Soundings. The Barbados merchants explained
how the departure of their ships from London had been delayed for five
months; how this had obliged their ships to be leaving Barbados at the
height of the hurricane season; how eleven of their ships were duly lost in a
hurricane even before they had weighed anchor for home; how another
hurricane cost a further eight ships shortly after departure; and how once in
the Channel Soundings a further sixteen were taken by Nesmond thanks to
the utter inadequacy of naval cover. Nor were the Barbados merchants in
any doubt about the significance of the losses they had suffered when they
wrote that:

The losses from the plantations are double for the nation being all goods that would have
been exported to have supplied the army with the proceeds, and kept up the exchange . . .
for if we have not effects to pay our army, the foreigners will have our silver to be sure, for
the exchange is governed by the balance of trade. . . 20

On the face of it, therefore, England in the 1690s should have been
suffering mounting unemployment. The bullion outflow should have been
producing a severe contraction of the home money supply when, with so
little of the foreign spending coming back for the savings extracted out of
English consumption by the taxes and loans remitted abroad, home
spending should also have been seriously deficient. Thanks, however, to the
clipping of the coin — the major economic consequence of William III —
both these dangers were warded off, at least until 1696-7.

What made clipping possible was that the old hammered silver coin
minted until 1663 (and this coin still comprised the largest single
component of England’s money stock) lacked the raised, protective, milled
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edge of the milled silver coin minted from 1663 onwards.?” It became the
practice, therefore, to remove small slivers of metal from the hammered
silver coin, and to melt down these clippings into bullion for sale while
passing on the coin at face value. Hence the profitability of the business.
Yet, by as late as 1686, when there was some official concern about
clipping, even the most clipped coin, judging from excise receipts which
were sampled, had lost no more than 12% of its metal content.?8

Table 6. The Exchange, Molten Silver Export, Silver Coin and Silver Plate Making.

Silver
% % Hallmarked
Gilder Molten Silver Export Deficiency Annual at
Exchange (a) To Europe (b) To East in Metal Deterioration Goldsmith’s
(+/—% Content of of Metal Hall,
of Par) 0z’s 0z’s Silver Coin Contents oz’s
Calendar at June June—
Years 21st June
1683
1684 + 3.92% 1684 1684 B
1685 + 3.66% 1685 13.13% 1685
1686 + 3.58% 1686 11.42% 1686  T171%
1687 + 3.37% 1687 12.48% 1687  —L06%  c. 684,509
1688 + 0.63% 670,900 234,000 1688 15320 1688  —2:B4%
1689 o 1,360,000 32,000 1689 15.98% 1689 _2'2257; . 223’222
1690 nd 1690 18.82% 1690 TeuE ’
1691 — 1.44% [AIED) 1691 2120% 1691 ~ —2>38% 529,704
1692 + 0.20% 216,938 1692 27.50% 1692 :2'335772 23:"3‘83
1693 —329% 832,554 336,571 1693  3327% 1693 : >
1694 — 6.11% 2,444,149 57,490 (o B i
1695 _14.42% 407,046 770,430 1695  4938% 1695  2-o4%  c.514.218
1696 — 927% 6,754,649 1,647,938 1696  54.97% 1696 -8 . 390,307

8,402,078 TOTAL
(Total Lost from Silver Coin 1688-1695 = 9,174,200 oz’s)

Details of plate making come from the Renter Warden’s accounts at the Goldsmiths’ Hall, London. BL.
Lansdowne Ms 801, fo. 39 provided details of the deterioration of the silver coin. This information has
been combined with J. Craig, The Mint, p. 193 to produce the estimate of how much silver was lost
from the coin between 1658 and 1695.

Thereafter, however, as Table 6 shows, the rate of deterioration increased
rapidly once, first, silver was exported from England to profit from the
higher silver prices paid in the Dutch Republic over the years 1688-91 to
mint the debased schellingen then being minted there;? and once, second,
England’s military remittances increasingly outstripped the performance of
her trade, thus requiring even larger amounts of silver to pay her debts.
How the clipping business was organised emerges clearly from the
depositions of York assizes.>® The business was organised on a three-sided
basis involving the clippers with their skills and instruments; the gold-
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smiths of such centres as Manchester, Pontefract, Leeds, Wakefield,
Halifax and York who, with a float of cash (including clipped coin) always
on hand, were prepared to buy molten clippings as bone fide bullion, but at
rates of between 4s.0d and 4s.6d per ounce as compared with market rates
of above 5s.2d per ounce; and finally, all manner of dealers such as
clothiers, dyers, drovers, graziers and even clergymen who, as receivers of
large amounts of cash, could cull their receipts for the heavier coin most
suitable for clipping.

The latter dealers would thus put out coin to be clipped and at rates, to
start with, of only some 21s.6d clipped coin to be returned for each pound’s
worth of heavy money put out to be clipped; the rate soon rose, however, to
reach some 24s.0d clipped coin to be returned. Once the clippers had
finished their work, they took the clippings to the goldsmiths who melted
them down, paying the clippers clipped money for it. So adding this clipped
money to the money they themselves had clipped, the clippers were then
able to return clipped money to the dealers at the rate agreed with them.
(Though, obviously, to have something left over for themselves, the
clippers would have removed rather more metal from the coin than the rates
agreed with the dealers implied.)

Of course, there could be many variants of these relationships. On
occasion, it was the dealers who took the molten clippings round to the
goldsmiths and then settled up with the clippers; quite frequently, too,
goldsmiths put out coin to be clipped for they themselves then to receive
back the newly clipped coin as well as the clippings. But whichever way,
clipping had clearly become a major business, organised by men of
substance. Indeed, it was precisely these that the clerk of the York Assizes
wanted to get his hands on when he wrote in 1697 that if a certain Parvin
were convicted, a very large ‘discovery’ would be made of some very
‘considerable figures’ who otherwise would ‘escape condigne punishment
for having impoverished the Kingdome more than the war’.?! Thanks to the
dealers, cash receipts were being systematically culled for the heavier coin
that was then put out to be clipped; whilst thanks to the goldsmiths, molten
silver clippings were entering the bullion market. The goldsmiths thus
played the key role, for the profitability of clipping depended as much on
finding buyers for the clippings as it did on being able to pass on clipped
coin at face value.

What is equally clear, finally, is that it was indeed the demand for silver to
settle foreign debts that was driving the clipping business. Partly, this is just
a matter of how well the rate at which the coin was being clipped correlates
with the chronology of bullion export out of the country (see Table 6) even
if, to compare with the calendar year details of the latter export, details of
the former are available only on a midsummer year basis; also we lack a
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figure for bullion export in 1692. None the less, where the acceleration of
the later 1680s coincides well with what was being exported to profit from
the high prices paid for silver to be minted into schellingen in the Dutch
Republic, that of the (midsummer) years 1693-4 and 1694-5 neatly straddles
that record year of (calendar) year export, 1694. Moreover, there is a
marked acceleration of clipping over 1691-2 which also correlates well with
the marked stepping-up of remittances to Europe from 1692 onwards. It is
also the case that the total recorded export of molten silver of 8,402,078
ounces between 1689 and the end of 1695 (East India export of molten
bullion included in this since clipping was by far its likeliest source)
compares well with the total of 9,174,200 ounces known to have been lost
from the silver coin between these dates. To be sure, some of the export
might have been of full-bodied coin melted down, except that most of this
must have been hoarded in the hope of a sterling devaluation, and not
exported abroad. In any case, some of the clippings must surely have gone
into plate making which remained surprisingly high at a time when little
silver could have been coming in from abroad.?*

Above all, each link in the chain whereby the despatching of bullion
abroad from London created the demand for molten bullion, and whereby
this demand was then met by the supply of coin and molten silver from the
provinces, can be documented. Thus, tellingly, we read in a deposition at
the York Assizes of a York goldsmith recasting some molten clippings
brought to him at his shop in Leeds: ‘the reason of casting the said bullion
in the shape he did’ being ‘in order to the sending it to London as plate
melted down’.?®> Equally significantly, two London goldsmiths and two
money men were prosecuted in 1695 for having used the internal remittance
network to drain coin from the provinces to be clipped in London;** and
some remittances of coin from Swansea and Carmarthen were suspected of
having been made for the same purpose.> Early in 1695, in fact, Bristol
carriers were said to be no longer accepting bills but ‘bring-up’ instead
£1,000 weekly, taking only broad and unclipped money.>® Nor can there be
any doubt that it was the despatching of bullion abroad to pay the army’s
debts that was the source of the demand fuelling the clipping of the coin. In
October 1693 the customs authorities attempted to discourage the export of
bullion by ordering two London goldsmiths, Floyer and Johnson, to remove
and bring to the mint a number of silver consignments which, with but one
technical infringement (i.e., a switching of ships), they had duly entered out
to go on two men-o’-war for the settlement of the army’s debts.’” Now when
this was done, silver prices, it was said, fell for a time and so the incentive to
clip the coin.?®

It may not be immediately apparent how clipping, an illegal activity
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debauching England’s silver coin, should have saved the country under
William III. A moment’s reflection, however, shows that it certainly did.
For it was only through clipping that the bullion needed to pay the debts
that England had no other way of paying for, was provided. Normally, of
course, such bullion export would have enforced an.intense money squeeze,
but as long as the clipped coin passed at face value, as was the case down to
late 1694, through the clipping of the coin England was spared such a
squeeze. In the meantime, the fact that the business of clipping had become
a major industry in the land gave those who participated in it new incomes
(and thus spending) which served to counterbalance the deficiency of
spending produced at home when increasingly England’s trade was not
matching the external remission of funds. Moreover we can be certain that
since what was clipped from the coin closely matched the bullion exported
abroad as we have noted, the income generated by clipping closely matched
(and thus offset) the income deficiency created by England’s deficits.
Clipping, in other words, not only spared England from a money squeeze
but also staved off that collapse of spending, and thus that collapse of output
and employment, which the remittances and the failure of trade would
otherwise have produced.

True, sooner rather than later confidence would be lost in the silver coin
once it became so clipped that it could no longer be regarded as any sort of
store of intrinsic worth. And this did of course happen late in 1694. Yet
even then the game was not quite up for England since the combined effect
of the resulting collapse of the exchange, and of the gold coming in to profit
from rocketing English gold prices, was to produce a boom of activity in
England and thus keep things going for another year. And it was during this
year, of course, that William recaptured Namur, and so gained an essential
negotiating card in his dealings with Louis XIV.

Thanks therefore to the dangerous contradictions at the very heart of
William’s chosen war strategy — the navy’s forward deployment
compromising the very trade performance upon which the successful
forward deployment of the army depended — for England William’s war
became a finely balanced race between the inexorable deterioration of the
coin and his military achievements. Certainly Richard Hill’s
correspondence, whether of 1695 after the exchange had collapsed, or of the
summer of 1696 after payments to the army had failed, leaves us in no
doubt that survival to the peace, signed at Ryswick in September 1697, was
a very close-run thing indeed.
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CHAPTER 3

Parliament and Foreign Policy in the Age of Walpole:
the case of the Hessians

Jeremy Black

‘they [the Hessians] were kept up with a view to save the Publick Money, and to
preserve the Peace of Europe, by being ready to march on any service our Treaties might
oblige us to provide Troops for; and that they actually hindered any Rupture, while they
were retained in the Pay of Great Britain, is certain.’

Dazily Courant, 27 April 1734.

In the early eighteenth century two types of political organisation can be
distinguished in the states of Europe. On the one hand were those states
that possessed representative assemblies able to debate policy. The most
prominent -such state was Great Britain which possessed two parliaments,
one at Dublin representing Ireland, the other, at Westminster, representing
Scotland, Wales and England. Other prominent states with powerful
representative assemblies were Sweden, the United Provinces (or
Netherlands) and Poland. The second type of state was that which either
lacked a representative element completely or only possessed one with
limited powers. Most European states, including the vast majority of
Catholic states, fell into the latter category. The absence of powerful
representative institutions did not mean that these states saw no discussion
of governmental policies. In France, for example, there is evidence of a
sustained public interest in, and discussion of, governmental policies: the
ministry was sufficiently anxious about metropolitan opinion to
commission a regular series of police reports upon opinions being expressed
in public places.! These reports testify to the often highly sophisticated
nature of public opinion in a supposedly autocratic state.

However, the public discussion of ministerial policies was easiest in those
states that possessed representative assemblies able to contest governmental
policies. It is no accident that the two states that possessed the freest
newspaper presses in Europe, Britain and the United Provinces,? were the
states with the most important representative assemblies. Though the
Swedish and Polish Diets possessed vast powers, they did not meet every
year as the British Parliament and the Dutch Estates General did. One of
the most spectacular manifestations of the political power of the British and
Dutch representative assemblies was their ability to discuss foreign policy.
In most European states this was the most jealously preserved prerogative
of sovereignty. In Britain, however, though the legal right of Parliament to
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discuss foreign affairs was heavily circumscribed, the governmental need to
secure parliamentary fiscal support for the costlier manifestations of foreign
policy, such as subsidy treaties and naval armaments, ensured that
Parliament was able to discuss foreign policy.> Furthermore, the habit of
discoursing at length upon unrelated subjects ensured that even when MPs
were asked to discuss only very limited subjects they tended to consider the
whole range of foreign policy. In particular discussion of foreign policy
played a major role in the debates over the addresses from the two Houses
of Parliament in response to the royal speech that opened each
parliamentary session. To a great extent the government encouraged such
debate as they hoped that success in it would lead foreign powers to
conclude that British foreign policy enjoyed wide support. Conversely the
opposition sought to use discontent over foreign policy to discredit the
ministry. Due to the importance of parliamentary support there is evidence
of foreign envoys opposed to Britain, such as the Prussian envoy
Reichenbach in 1730 and the French envoy Chavigny in 1733-5,
encouraging the parliamentary opposition.

In the first half of the eighteenth century some of the bitterest
parliamentary debates over foreign policy centred on the issue of the
payment of subsidies to the Landgraves of Hesse-Cassel. It is the intention
of this chapter to consider why this issue aroused so much fervour, and to
show how free Parliament was in discussing it, and how an examination of
the debates can illustrate the more general point of the need, in Britain, for a
ministry to face the fact that its foreign policy could be fully debated.

It was the failure to secure a long-lasting Anglo-Prussian alliance that
made the British ministry negotiate treaties with Hesse-Cassel by which, in
return for annual subsidies, a‘designated number of troops were set aside to
be ready to serve, if required by the British government. Though Hessian
troops were sent to Britian to aid in the suppression of the Jacobite rising of
1745, and to guard against a threatened French invasion at the beginning of
the Seven Years’ War, and though Hessian troops were sent to America in
the War of American Independence,* on the whole the anticipated use of the
Hessian troops was for operations in the Empire. Indeed, their major
function was to aid in the defence of the Electorate of Hanover.” During the
early eighteenth century Hanover was threatened by five powers, Russia,
Sweden, Denmark, Prussia and France. The Swedish threat stemmed from
Hanover’s acquisition, during the Great Northern War, of the former
Swedish possessions of Bremen and Verden. However, Swedish weakness
after the death of Charles XII and the intimidation of Sweden by Russia
ensured that the Hanoverians did not have to fear Sweden. Indeed the good
relations of George I and George II with King Frederick I of Sweden, the
eldest son of Landgrave Karl of Hesse-Cassel, were an important factor in
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preventing Swedish opposition to Hanoverian interests. By supporting
Frederick I in his struggles with his domestic opponents, George I and II
helped to create better relations with Hesse-Cassel, and by subsidising
Hesse-Cassel better relations with Frederick were produced. For the
Georges relations with Hesse-Cassel and with Sweden were two sides of the
same coin. The diplomatic offensives of 1726-7 to win Swedish and Hessian
assistance complemented each other. Equally, it is noticeable that in the
early 1740s British relations with both powers deteriorated in step. As
George II shifted from a Swedish to a Russian alliance tension with Hesse-
Cassel increased, whilst Franco-Swedish relations were complemented by
closer links between France and Hesse-Cassel.

The Danish threat to Hanoverian interests was a minor one. It was due to
the Danish interest in southward expansion, an interest that had led to the
Danish absorption of the Duchy of Schleswig, to Danish interest in the
Mecklenburg disputes, to the dispatch of Danish troops to East Friesland in
the 1720s and to continual Danish pressure upon the independence of
Hamburg. This infringed Hanoverian interests in the Lower Saxon Circle
and led to military action at Steinhorst in early 1739. However, Denmark
was a minor military power that tended to prefer British subsidies to clashes
with Hanover, and the assistance of Hessian troops against Denmark was
not required.

The deployment of Russian troops in Jutland and Mecklenburg in
1716-17, and the dynastic links between Peter the Great and the anti-
Hanoverian Dukes of Mecklenburg to Holstein-Gottorp, represented a
powerful Russian threat to Hanover during the reign of Peter the Great.
However, after his death, Anglo-Russian relations slowly improved. This
improvement was slow at first. Hopes that Peter’s death would lead to an
Anglo-Russian reconciliation proved abortive. In 1726 Russia, under
Peter’s widow Catherine I, allied with Austria against Britain and in the
following year a British fleet was sent to the Sound to protect Sweden from
possible Russian attack. Relations continued poor until the Anglo-Austrian
reconciliation of 1731 opened the way for better relations. Thereafter
Britain increasingly saw Russia as a power that could be used to intimidate
Prussia and to prevent Prussian moves against Hanover. In 1733-4 Britain
used Russia to pressurise Prussia during a Prusso-Hanoverian dispute over
Mecklenburg. From 1741 Britain sought to use Russia in order to threaten
Frederick the Great. Russian strength was a far better protection for
Hanover than Hessian forces, but it was more difficult to secure. The
commercial treaty of 1734 was an important landmark in Anglo-Russian
relations, and in 1735 Britain supported the march of Russian troops to the
Rhine, and in 1748 subsidised a similar march.

The major threats to Hanover came from France and Prussia. From 1716
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until 1731 Anglo-French relations were good, but thereafter they markedly
deteriorated, and at the beginning both of the War of the Austrian
Succession and of the Seven Years’ War French invasions of Westphalia
forced Hanover into humiliating neutralities. In both cases Hessian support
was sought but the disproportionate strength of the French, and the
ambivalence of Prince William of Hesse-Cassel’s position in 1741, meant
that the Hessians could do little to help Hanover.

The Prussian royal family was the family to whom the Hanoverians were
most closely related. George I was the uncle and father-in-law of Frederick
William I; George II the cousin and brother-in-law of Frederick William,
and the uncle of Frederick II. However, relations were bad, particularly
after the accession of George II, and attempts supported by various British
ministers, such as Horatio Walpole, Robert Walpole’s diplomat brother, to
create a Protestant League of Hanover, Hesse-Cassel, Britain, Prussia,
Sweden, Denmark and the United Provinces, were defeated by the bad
relations of George II and Frederick William I. Tension between Hanover
and Prussia was caused in general by their wish to dominate north Germany
and the Protestant interest, and in specific terms by their conflicting claims
to the contested inheritance of East Friesland and the administration of
Mecklenburg.® The eventual resolution of both issues in Prussia’s favour
during the reign of Frederick the Great marked the Prussian victory over
Hanover for the domination of north Germany.’” Bad family relations were
also a major problem. Frederick William I and George II clashed over
George I’s will as Frederick William claimed that George II had suppressed
clauses in favour of Sophia Dorothea, Frederick William’s wife. Attempts to
arrange marriages between the children of George II and Frederick William
failed, and proved to be a major source of dispute and tension.

The struggle between the two powers began in earnest in 1726 when
Prussia left the Anglo-French Alliance of Hanover, and joined the Austro-
Russo-Spanish Alliance of Vienna. It was a struggle in which the
Hanoverians attempted to enlist the support of Hesse-Cassel, the third most
powerful Protestant state in the Empire. Hesse-Cassel was the leading
German state not to possess the status of an Electorate, and it was
considered for this status at several times during the century. The army of
Hesse-Cassel impressed contemporaries, and, although it was rather
deficient in the experience of battle, it could be classed as the second best
army in northern Germany, after the Prussians. George II was most
impressed by the Hessians when he reviewed them, and his high opinions
were shared by Major-General Richard Sutton sent to Cassel as British
Envoy Extraordinary in 1727-9, 1730 and 1731. In 1729 the Undersecretary
of State in the Southern Department, Charles Delafaye, wrote to his
counterpart in the Northern Department, ‘Your Hessian troops cut a
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figure; our Flanders officers say they were always better than any other
troops in the army; auxiliary to be sure they mean’. In March 1729 Sutton
compared the Hessians favourably with the troops of Brunswick-
Wolfenbiittel which ‘for air, exercise, dress and discipline, fall so far short
of my Hessians, that they are in no manner within the compass of
comparison’. Two years earlier Sutton had been told by the French envoy
in Berlin that the Hessians were better soldiers than the Prussians.®

The most important services rendered by the Hessians to Hanover
occurred in 1729-30, the period that marked the high-point of tension
between Frederick William I and George I1.° The breakdown of Anglo-
Prussian marriage discussions in the spring of 1729 and the visit of George
IT to Hanover that summer provided the background for a series of minor
clashes. Prussian enlisters in the Electorate of Hanover were arrested,
reprisals ordered, atempts to negotiate failed and an irate Frederick William
prepared for a major invasion of the Electorate. On 12 July (ns) Siihm, the
Saxon envoy in Berlin noted, ‘on affecte plus de tranquillité, qu’on ne se
répand pas en menaces, et qu’il paroit qu’on a le coeur ulceré et rempli d’un
désir de vengeance, dont I’exécution dépendroit de peu de chose, et ne
manque de la moindre incitation’. He reported that Frederick William had
ordered the encampment on the Elbe near the frontier of Hanover of fifty-
two battalions by mid-August. Sithm commented that Prussia had made
warlike preparations before, but that hitherto they had been done openly.
He believed that Frederick William intended to attack. The Prince of
Anhalt, one of the leading Prussian generals, was sent to reconnoitre the
valley of the Elbe down which the Prussians hoped to advance cutting off
Mecklenburg from Hanover. On 19 July (ns) Guy Dickens, secretary to
Brigadier Du Bourgay, the British envoy in Berlin, reported that Frederick
William was eager for action: ‘the King of Prussia waits with impatience for
an opportunity to do some action, which, to use his own expressions, may
make some affronting stroke on the side of Hanover’. On 21 and 22 August
(ns) Du Bourgay reported that Prussia had decided to attack.!® Faced with
an imminent invasion, George II requested Hessian assistance on August
23rd (ns).!! The swift Hessian response'? delighted George and pleased the
British Secretary of State accompanying him, Viscount Townshend, who
wrote, ‘H.M. thinks himself in a very particular manner obliged to the
Landgrave of Hesse Cassel . . . who by his great fidelity and readiness in
executing his engagements, has extreamly contributed to the happy turn
which this affair seems now to have taken’.!> George attributed Frederick
William’s decision not to invade to the assistance he received from his allies,
particularly Hesse-Cassel.

In the beginning of 1730 fears of an invasion revived. Townshend
informed Edward Finch, envoy in Stockholm, that he had been instructed
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by George II to tell him ‘that he has received secret advices concerning the
warlike preparations of the peace in that part of Germany. These advices
have been confirmed from several quarters . . . His scheme seems to be . . .
to begin hostilitys by attacking the King’s German Dominions’. Again
George turned to his allies, and again the Hessians hastened to demonstrate
their readiness to help.!* Hostilities did not however materialise, and the
signature the following spring of the Anglo-Austrian Second Treaty of
Vienna served to defuse the dangerous situation in north Germany, as the
Austrians attempted, with some success, to restrain their Prussian ally.
Although difficulties persisted for the rest of the 1730s and became
temporarily very serious, as in the summer of 1735, and in 1738, they never
became as serious again during the reign of Frederick William as they had
been in 1729-30. Indeed, the failure of the British to renew the subsidy
treaty with Hesse-Cassel testified to a feeling that the situation was less
serious. The decision was taken despite great pressure from the Hessian
envoy Diemar.

It was therefore in the late 1720s and early 1730s that the alliance with
Hesse-Cassel was of the greatest political and military significance, and it 1is
in that period that parliamentary interest in the Hessians was strongest. The
need to secure parliamentary consent for the voting of funds with which to
pay the annual subsidy to Hesse-Cassel ensured that the issue was fully
discussed. The subsidy treaty, signed on 1 March 1726, had provided for
the Hessians holding 12,000 troops ready for use. The annual debates on
the subject are a source of great interest. Records of parliamentary debates
in this period are scanty and sometimes unreliable.!®> Fortunately the diaries
of two MPs survive for this period. Sir Edward Knatchbull, MP for
Lostwithiel, and Viscount Percival, MP for Harwich, both tended to
support the minstry, but both preserved considerable independence, and
their diaries are a valuable source for the period.!® Both attended debates on
the Hessian subsidies. This was hardly surprising as the Hessian subsidies
were one of the major parliamentary issues of the period. The ministry
came under increasing strain on the point. In 1727 the subsidy was carried
by 191-98, a majority of 93, in 1728 by 280-86, a majority of 194, in 1729 by
298-91, a majority of 207 and in 1730 by 248-169, a majority of 79.Y7
Majorities of 93 and 79 might not appear serious, but it was widely held
that if the majority was not large or if the opposition vote exceeded 150,
then the government would fall.!®* The majority of 79 in 1730 was the
lowest governmental majority in a major debate for ten years, a testimony to
the seriousness of the Hessian issue.!’

Parliamentary anxiety over the Hessians did not reflect any animosity to
the ruler, people or country of Hesse-Cassel. In the debates over the use of
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Hessians during the War of American Independence opposition was to be
voiced in Britain to a ruler who could hire out his subjects for money. This
was not the case earlier in the century. Indeed Protestant Hesse-Cassel was
highly regarded, and its system of government was not attacked in
Parliament, in contrast to autocratic Denmark. The hiring of Hessians was
attacked not out of any disgust with Hesse-Cassel, but because it was felt to
symbolise the manner in which British policy was being distorted for
Hanoverian goals. A major plank in the opposition critique was that the
interests of the Electorate of Hanover were dominating British foreign
policy to the financial detriment of the British taxpayer and the political
detriment of British national interests. The annual retainer of £125,000
paid to ensure the first call on the Hessians’ services was attacked as an
expense that led to the outflow of bullion, and could be ill-met during a
period of economic recession. The opposition alleged that the cost of
Hessians was equivalent to 6d in the £ on the land tax, a figure that
represented one eighth of the tax load in the late 1720’s. This claim was
frequently repeated in the press: The Craftsman of 20 April 1734 is a good
example. Another leading London opposition paper, Mist’s Weekly Journal,
in its issue of 20 August 1726, asked, ‘what Dependence can be laid upon
the succour of that state, which only goes into an Alliance with another for
the Money it can draw from it? . . . giving money for Alliances is no more
than a new term for paying tribute to your neighbours . . . the paying
money for an Alliance must be a mark of high Disgrace, for the state which
submits to it, makes a discovery of its own weakness, and seems to own, that
it cannot subsist without foreign assistance’. Knatchbull recorded that in
the debate on 7 February 1729 the opposition argued that the Hessian
subsidy ‘was giving foreign princes access to our treasury here, and
exporting too much money and impoverishing the nation’.?® A year later the
opposition returned to the same theme. Walter Titley, envoy in
Copenhagen, responded to the news that the Hessian subsidy had been
carried by noting, “That is such a camel for a country squire to swallow, that
I am extremely glad to find it went down so easily’.?!

These criticisms were justified, given the heavy cost of the Hessians. In
1731, when the last grant in the early 1730s was voted, Walpole managed to
persuade Parliament ‘that £241,259 1s 3d be granted to his Majesty, for
defraying the expence of 12,000 Hessians taken into his Majesty’s pay, for
the service of the year 1731°.22 However, though these sums were
significant, particularly given the fact that Anglo-Hessian trade was
minimal and that therefore little of the bullion that Britain paid returned
through trade, it was the political consequences of the subsidies that
aroused most disquiet.

The ministerial MPs argued that the Hessians were not simply hired to
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protect Hanover, but that they were part of a wider strategic plan.
‘Secretary Pelham . . . showed that the true design of the Hessian troops
was never to defend Hanover, but to guard one part of Europe from the
ambitious views of another.’?®> In particular, it was claimed that the
Hessians were designed to preserve the United Provinces from Prussian or
Austrian attack. The United Provinces were militarily the weakest section
of the Alliance of Hanover. They were vulnerable to attack from the
Austrian Netherlands to the south or from the Prussian Rhenish and
Westphalian possessions, Cleves, Mark, Lingen, Teckebenburg, Upper
Gelderland and Minden. Prince William of Hesse-Cassel was a powerful
figure in Dutch politics, the commander of the largest Dutch garrison,
Maastricht, and a candidate for the vacant Dutch stadtholderships. On the
evening of 2 February 1730 the Prime Minster’s brother, the diplomat
Horatio Walpole, paid a visit on the wavering Viscount Percival to urge him
to stand fast to the ministerial side. He told Percival that the Hessians ‘are
not kept as the malcontents pretend to defend the Hanover dominions, but
really to fulfil our engagements with the Dutch, who having nobody to fear
but the Emperor, would not in reason accede to the Treaty of Seville, till
they were sure they should be defended from the Emperor’s attacks by land;
that unless a Formidable army covered them on the side of Germany, they
would in case of an attack be obliged to accommodate themselves with the
Emperor, and so be obliged against their wills to quit our alliance, a thing to
be prevented by all means’.?*

This argument was specious. In the correspondence of Diemar there are
no signs that the British ministers, with whom he enjoyed close personal
relations, intended that the Hessians should be used to aid the Dutch.
Rather 1t is clear that they were intended for the defence of Hanover. This
point was reiterated with vigour by the opposition in all the major debates
of the period. As the Jacobite MP, William Shippen, baldly put it in 1730,
“T'o me plain that these are only for the defence of the foreign dominions’.

The opposition Whig MP, Walter Plumer, advanced another line, held in
private by some ministers, when he claimed during the 1736 Commons
debate on the Navy Estimates for that year, ‘I have always observed, that no
foreign Prince would lend us any of his troops, without our engaging, not
only to pay them, but to grant him a subsidy, perhaps greater than the pay
of those troops, upon their own footing, would have amounted to; and that
even in cases where the Prince stood obliged, perhaps by former treaties, to
assist us with troops at his own expence, and often in cases where his own
preservation was more immediately concerned in the event of the war than
ours’.? The opposition also argued that the distortion of British policy for
Hanoverian ends represented by the Hessian subsidies, was illegal and
unconstitutional. The Hessian debate of 4 February 1730 was the occasion
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on which George Heathcote, a wealthy West India Merchant, and the
hitherto ministerial MP for Hindon, went into opposition. He made a
speech described by another MP, Lord Hervey, as ‘a flaming speech against
the Court, which he had collected from a common-place book on tyranny
and arbitrary power and extracts of treatises on a free government’.
Heathcote claimed that George II’s right to the throne was based upon his
observance of a contract with the population, a contract stipulated in the
Act of Succession. He stated ‘that the not defending Hanover at the expense
of England’ was included in the contract, and that therefore by subsidising
the Hessians, George was in breach of his right to the crown.?® Robert
Vyner, MP for Lincolnshire, claimed that voting for the Hessian subsidies
was committing treason ‘against the people’.?’

Thus, the debates over the Hessians provided an opportunity for
discussing, or rather declaiming upon, the constitutional position of the
monarch. By encapsulating the issue of relations between Britain and
Hanover, the Hessian subsidies provoked consideration of the relationship
between George II, in his ambivalent position of King and Elector, and the
elected representatives of the people of Britain. The high cost of foreign
policy, the Hanoverian interests of the King, and the relatively limited
interest of eighteenth-century governments in internal affairs ensured that
the major issues over which the position of the monarch vis-a-vis the
representative institutions could be tested were those of foreign policy.
George II’s strong personal interest in, and determination to control,
foreign policy increased the importance of the issue.?®

The debates did not reveal much knowledge of the intricacies of German
politics. Throughout the period the British government provided support
for the claim by Hesse-Cassel to place a garrison in the strategic fortress of
Rheinfels. This fortress controlled one of the major crossings on the middle
Rhine, an obvious route for the French to enter northern Germany. In the
late 1720s when Britain was in alliance with France, George I and George II
were concerned to facilitate Hessian control of the fortress, in order to
provide a secure bridging-point through which French forces could move
into northern Germany to protect Hanover against a potential Prussian or
Austrian attack. By the War of the Polish Succession of 1733-5 policy had
changed. Britain was neutral in the war but George II was a keen partisan of
the Austrians in their war against the French and 10,000 Hanoverian troops
served in the Imperial army on the Rhine. George pressed Diemar to
persuade William of Hesse-Cassel to send troops to Rheinfels, to block a
possible French seizure of the fortress, and GGeorge used the British minister
Plenipotentiary in Vienna, Thomas Robinson, to exert influence upon the
Austrians to condone a Hessian seizure of Rheinfels. It was the threat, in
the spring of 1734, that Marshal Belle-Isle’s French Army would seize
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Rheinfels and invade Hesse, thus threatening Hanover, that led George II
to send his Hanoverian troops to the Rhine. He had delayed doing so in
early 1734 when Austria had pressed for assistance after the French
declaration of war the previous October but moved as soon as Hanoverian
interests were threatened.?

Thus, in the case of Rheinfels, the British diplomatic system was used to
further a Hanoverian goal, despite (in 1733-5) the neutrality of the British
government. Fortunately for George II, these transactions were kept a
secret and there was therefore no parliamentary storm over the matter.

Parliamentary opposition to the Hessian subsidies was no secret, and it
was used by the Prussians in an attempt to dissuade Hesse-Cassel from
supporting George II. On 4 September (ns) 1729 the Prussian Resident in
Cassel, Sasstroff, informed the Hessians ‘that the Parliament will never
support H.M. in any war he may undertake in defense of his German
Dominions’, and argued very strongly that the Hessian troops being voted
for by Parliament, were not to act in any cause ‘that did not regard Great
Britain in particular’.

The role of Parliament in the granting of subsidies was frequently
referred to by British ministers and diplomats. In 1726 when St. Saphorin,
British envoy in Vienna, was sent to Munich to attempt to arrange an
alliance with Bavaria, Townshend told him that he could not offer
peacetime subsidies as Parliament would never consent, and without
Parliament they could not be afforded. Four years later Finch informed the
Swedish government that peacetime subsidies were impossible as
Parliament would never accept them. It is possible to argue that sometimes
the British ministry used Parliament as an excuse for not doing what they
did not wish to do. An example would be the return of Gibraltar, promised
in 1721, and urged in the 1720s by Britain’s principal allies, France and the
United Provinces. The British ministry claimed to be unable to do it
because it would ‘put the whole nation in a flame’ and fail to secure
parliamentary support.®® In fact, as with the issue of subsidies, many
ministers did not wish to yield to foreign pressure. Sasstroff’s claim is an
interesting instance of the diplomatic use of the argument that a state’s
strength was related to its constitutional and political ability to mobilise
support. Assessments of the Balance of Power in the eighteenth century
tended to concentrate upon the size of a state, the number of its inhabitants
and the strength of its army.>! However, in considering the strength of the
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